


Policy documents regarding the SEM do not exist as it is a back end operational
process. No evaluation or review of the model has yet been completed in the year
since it was deemed fit for purpose. As such your request for this information is
refused under section 18(e) of the Act, as this information does not exist.

e any training materials provided to staff who use this model or whose decisions
are “supported” by this model
e practice notes about the mode/

Service Delivery staff were informed of the implementation of SEM in a staff briefing
on 2 August 2017. The key message of this briefing was:

From 31 July 2017 clients will be allocated to Work Focused Case
Management -General, Work Focused Case Management - Health
Condition or Disability and Work Search Support, using a predictive
model that allows us to determine which service will likely work best
for each individual client.

This was supported with a video and a link to the Client Service Matching - Eligibility
and priority rules page on the Ministry intranet was also provided. A copy of this
page and a transcript of the video are attached for your reference.

The SEM exists within the Ministry’s systems. As such, staff do not interact directly
with it and no training was required.

e any reports written about its implementation

Please find attached a copy of the document ‘Implementation Plan: Client Service
Matching Service Effectiveness Model’, dated July 2017.

Please note, the names of some individuals are withheld under section 9(2)(a) of the
Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need to protect the privacy
of these individuals outweighs any public interest in this information. The work
contact details of officials are withheld under section 9(2)(k) to reduce the possibility
of staff being exposed to phishing and other scams. This is because information
released under the OIA may end up in the public domain, for example, on websites
including the Ministry’s own website.

e data about the accuracy of the model (in your previous response to me you
said “The accuracy of the SEM at recommending clients to specific services is
much higher than previous approaches” - I want to see data that proves that)

The Ministry can specify the accuracy of the model based on assessments conducted
during the build phase using the gains statistic, which is a measure of how accurately
a model’s predictions rank clients in order from high to low (compared to what
actually happens). For SEM, this ranking is in terms of future benefit costs. Gains
range from O (random ranking) to 1 (perfect ranking of clients from highest to lower
future benefit costs). The SEM sub-models have gains statistics ranging from 0.64 to
0.83.
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The Ministry compared the SEM with the previous approach through modelling which
was measured in terms of the potential reduction in expected future time on benefit.
For information on this modelling please find attached a copy of the document
‘Service Effectiveness Model Assurance’, dated 21 July 2017

Note that the final accuracy of SEM predictions depends on the combined accuracy of
both models for the services that are being compared, for example the benefit of an
intensive case management service compared to the baseline less-intensive service,
but this isn't something that can be summarised in a single statistic.

e please also provide a copy of the model

Your request for a copy of the model is refused under sections 18(f) and 18(g) of the
Act, as the model is embedded in the Ministry’s systems and as such does not exist
in a form which could be provided to you and substantial manual collation would be
required in order to do so. The diversion of resources to complete this task would
impair the Ministry’s ability to continue standard operations and would be an
inefficient use of the Ministry’s resources. The greater public interest is in the
effective and efficient administration of the public service.

I have considered whether the Ministry would be able to respond to your requests
given extra time, or the ability to charge for the information requested. I have
concluded that, in either case, the Ministry’s ability to undertake its work would still
be prejudiced.

The Ministry is happy to talk through the use of this model and the services within
which it operates. I understand a time has now been set up for us to discuss this on
23 July. We are currently developing materials that will provide further explanation
of this and will share these when they are ready.

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which you
made your request are:

e to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and
activities of the Government,

e to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and
administration of our laws and policies and

o to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs.

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry therefore
intends to make the information contained in this letter and any attached documents
available to the wider public shortly. The Ministry will do this by publishing this letter
and attachments on the Ministry of Social Development’s website. Your personal
details will be deleted and the Ministry will not publish any information that would
identify you as the person who requested the information.

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact

OJA Requests@msd.govt.nz.
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If you are not satisfied with this response regarding the SEM model, you have the
right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman. Information about how

to make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802
602.

Yours sincerely

Nic Blakeley
Deputy Chief Executive Insights and Investment
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Client Service Matching - Eligibility and priority rules

On this Page:
Eligibility and priority rules

The Client Service Matching tool uses a set of rules for who will be prioritised, included or excluded from service.

To be considered for selection a client must be eligible for a service, by meeting the inclusion rules and not meeting
the exclusion rules.

To be selected the client must be prioritised for the limited spaces in a service and eligible clients are prioritised every
week for the available spaces in each service and site. For WFCM-HCD, WFCM-GEN and WSS, clients are prioritised
for service based on a model that predicts which clients are most likely to benefit most from the particular service.
These insights are based on which clients have had the most benefit from that service in the past.

For information on the Tactical Refresh of active case management services and how sen
the refresh, please see: Tactical Refresh and Refill of Selected Case Manao
h - -

Additional rules also try to keep clients in service when appropriate, or will str%
for example Low Trust clients (see Why clients remain in service [htto://doogle/busi

ice/csm-remain-in-service htmi] ). % e SN \V{V

The table below shows the eligibility and prioritisation rules specifi ervicc’,:\*\\\‘{
CNVD
Service Inclusion for service  Prioritised clients \ 4 \{'\Q_'/ Exclusion (service
e N N specific)

To be selected for
WFCM-IS, clients
must:

WECM _ P clients who have NA
-1S : \ €rvice and are yet to (Also see general
* have a current @ > a~sustdiftable outcome. exclusion rules below)
status, and \
. tha A D
N\
N \‘\\.’\>\ -
cted \\\\/(
t)
* hav rient benefit  Clients are prioritised for service based on a model
d that predicts which clients are most likely to beneift NA
WECM- « dlessthaneg  Most from WFCM-HCD. These insights are based
HCD years, and on which cliepts have had the most benefit from (Also see general
+ be in receipt of JS- WFCM-HCD in the past. exclusion rules below)
HCD with ‘work
preparation’ work
obligations
WFCM-  To be selected for Clients are prioritised for service based on a model Clients in WFCM-Gen will
Gen WFCM-Gen, clients that predicts which clients are most likely to beneift be excluded if:
must: most from WFCM-Gen. These insights are based .
on which clients have had the most benefit from  * clientis single and a non-
* have a current benefit WFCM-Gen in the past. subsequent child aged
status less than 2 years of age
comes into care, or
AND

+ JS-HCD client is no longer
* be aged less than 60 part or full-time work
years, and obligated




Clients tend to be excluded from a service if they meet one of the following principles:

they are receiving an approved alternative service (e.g. Youth Service), contracted case management, or Investment
Approach trial

they are unable to visit a service centre due to security (e.g. trespass order) or their situation (e. g. in Residential Care)
they have been assigned to a control group for evaluation purposes, or

they have a change in circumstances that means they are no longer eligible for an active case management service
(e.g. are pregnant 27 weeks or with complications).

The table below lists the exclusion rules that are common across most services:
General exclusion rules

Clients will not be eligible for selection, or excluded from a service, if:

they are currently assigned to one of the following services, trials or contracts 5

Sole Parent Employment Service N /i
Youth Service (YSSU) AN 7~ O\
Remote Client Unit (RCU) AN\ PR\
Young SLP trial N \\ ' A
WFCM - Intensive Client Support trial / O& ’\}I\ \3
Supporting Offenders into Employment tnél X \/\ R\ 3

Red Cross Pathways to Employment service Q) %J /

a higher service (see How we fill our services) \

they are assigned to a controt group for the serwc%»@;2 el

they are in receipt of a benefit type not asso wi Youth Payment, Young Parent Payment,

Emergency Benefit, Supported Luvmg

they age over 64 years 12N /\\
their main benefit is cancelled /
they are a partner (only pri @ treamed)
they have a current tresp

they are in Reside % A

they are living %{ N \
they are no n@ \
they have a m

he Integrated Services Response

510 temporarily hospitalised

401 caring full time for a person with a health condition, injury or disability
402 partner sick/injured/disabled (partial) - Not WFCM-HCD

512 sick/injured/disabled (partial) — Not WFCM-HCD

530 unable to prepare for work (full) = Not WFCM-HCD

506 temporary sick/injured/disabled — Not WFCM-HCD

494 client would qualify for SLP sick/injured/disabled (full)

485 client would qualify for SLP sick/injured/disabled (partial)

498 caring for ill/disabled person full time (partial)

NOTE: In some cases a full-time work obligation exemption in SWIFTT lasting longer than 4 weeks will exclude
clients from the WFCM-Gen and WSS services
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WSS

JS-WR with part- or
full-time work
obligations, or

SPS, or

JS-HCD with part-
time work obligations

OR

have a current benefit
status, and

be aged 60 - 63
years, and

have applied for
benefit due to ceasing
employment, and

have full-time work
obligations, and

have no children in

(Also see general
exclusion rules below)

care / ‘\\"
N P\
To be selected for <N\ A~
WSS, clients must: /‘\\\\/,\\ A </\I\\ O
N\g)/ K \\‘ =
AR \
have a current benefit A\ Q\\\ AND N
status NV 7T AR (T
AND BN @\ i
\N') AN
< N\
=% o(\\\\
\\\\\ V Clients in WSS will be
/\’\\ o excluded if:
AN + clientis a Child Sex

Clients are prioritised for service based on a model
that predicts which clients are most likely to beneift”
most from WSS. These insights are based on
which clients have had the most benefit from WSS
in the past.

OR

have a current benefit
status, and

be aged 60 - 63
years, and

have applied for
benefit due to ceasing
employment, and
have full-time work
obligations, and

have no children in
care

Offender

clientis LTCM, or

client is single and a non-
subsequent child aged

less than 3 years of age
comes into care

(Also see general
exclusion rules below)




Service effecti lel - Video T int

Getting smarter at helping clients

In 2013 we began using targeted case management services

for different groups of clients.

Since then we have found our case management services are effective
But not for everyone

These insights have allowed us to predict

which clients could benefit most from these services. /\\/\ /
And move from “streaming” big groups of clients... Q\S; \<//\ (\/\\
to a much more individual approach for... ‘/\\\\\ k1 N \\f‘ )
Work Focused Case Management - GEN />\/O\\ <\\\ “\\”

Work Focused Case Management - HCD /<:<\//\\\ <\®\\\

and Work Search Support <§\\\\ /'. /\\\\\J

SO we can now stream clients into the«g\jg\;r‘ /\<\'>\\

which will work best for them. /® (O\<§«\\\ f

We're ready to use that kn

to top up WFCM case |

with clients we kr@%u b <%\eﬁmost from this help.
WFCM-HCD lo will fi&up again on 1 August

and W, g%?al c*f@@m be filled up gradually

So the%se @ ave time to meet their new clients
And start @r&ppom.

.toh to better lives
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Glossary of Terms

Term Description

SEM Service Effectiveness Model

LET Liability Estimator Tool

WSS Work Search Support

WFCM-GEN _ Work Focused Case Management — General
WFCM-HCD Work Focused Case Management — Health Conditions & Disability
RCT Randomised Control Trial

SLP Supported Living Payment

PHRaE Privacy, Human Rights and Ethics

IAP | Information Analysis Platform

Small Project
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Purpose

The purpose of this document is to provide assurance that all parties involved in the
Service Effectiveness Model (SEM) project are ready to go live. It also seeks approval in
principle to proceed with the go live contingent on sign off of the Privacy, Human Rights
and Ethics (PHRaE) documentation by the Deputy Chief Executive (DCE) of Service
Delivery.

Background

The goal of service matching is to enable better targeting of case management and

employment assistance to clients who need additional support. Th Ients typ f%lly
have a higher estimated lifetime liability and it is more likely tha\}

benefit for fong periods of time without intervention.

To increase positive outcomes for clients, service matc/tngf(-:}] res both

which clients are most likely to benefit fro r se tlmating the change
in future welfare support, due to receivi ent. See Appendix A:
How the Predictive Model was Built.

identification of those at risk of long term benefit recei d Ilkely weII to
current service offerings.
In order to achieve this, work has been unl@‘a M determines

SEM will be utilised within the f three

e Work Search Supp

e Work Focused Cas eral (WFCM-GEN)

e Work Focused th Conditions & Disability (WFCM-HCD)
SEM will be used tise eI ts on an individual basis rather than the
current syste(n\\{ha r|t|§es cli as part of a cohort.

ANV

<\ ' ) A
A Nl/

S Py, \~/ \/ ’
\ - N \

‘Client Service Matching

gpplace of the current business rules to prioritise clients for service in
and WFCM-HCD. Note that the existing eligibility rules for each service
place. See Appendix B: Client Service Matching Process.

The Weekly Process

The final output from the model (SEM scores) is an estimate of the benefit to a client of
being in a service. Clients are then ranked according to their SEM score. See Appendix
D: Detailed Weekly Process.

The variables that have been used to determine the model output have been chosen due
to their predictive power. Some of the major variables are shown below.

Client Service Matching - Service Effectiveness Model
Small Project Implementation Plan Page 5 of 18
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Predictive Variables

Benefit duration
Age

Gender

Number of years left until 65
Days since last Advance

Last reason for leaving benefit

Job occupation (if any)
Days since receiving Sole Parent
Support

e« ® o & ® * o o o o

Age of youngest child

Supplementary payment amount

Suppiementary payment duration

Days since last Special Needs Grant
. Number of Special Needs payments

Impact of
each Service

¥

K‘_* B
o
| Prioritise clients
> for service
<»
> 4

D,

q » A
(5 TR \

Figure 1: SEM uses predictive variables to prioritise clients for service \ (\ AN

N NN~

\ - oS

Campaign Manager /<“ = Yf‘\ \§"
Campaign Manager is the tool that streams clien t;qsé ices, p ne $er +€e atatimeina
set order (see Appendix E: Campaign Manag c rd \ Jis'filled before
WFCM-GEN and both these services have ibilit it %,- 0 a client may be

assigned to WSS even if their highest S
the site capacity for WSS and the cllen

Work is underway to develop a rsion o , H
assess priority for multiple s oncer. ans that for each service that SEM is

% { .l' - service rather than assigning clients in

used for, clients can be a
a set order of services

Actgaﬁ‘«h Ass&;@ance

. This will depend on

/ N/

The Heé\d éf%ctu ‘assessed and approved the modelling techniques and the
suitability of t éé used within the SEM model. SEM has been approved as fit for
e

rvice matching as outlined in the section above. It is expected

Client Service Matching - Service Effectiveness Model

Small Project

Implementation Plan

Page 6 of 18



Implementation Approach

Technical Deployment Plan

SEM has been deployed into the IAP production environment and is producing scores for
clients each week; however these are only accessible to the CBI team at this stage. The
technical deployment process is outlined below:

1. The data items required for the modelling put into production in the IPV on IAP
2. The model scoring put into production to be run weekly by CBI and IAP teams
3. The SEM scores put into the data tables that the prioritisation tool can access
4. Prioritisation factors changed to SEM ranking (age adjustment for 50+) by IA

team
5. The output of the prioritisation tool is input to Campaign Manager that allocates

clients to services and generates the weekly service lists @

pla
for

Steps 1-3 have been completed, while steps 4 and 5 are plan a&
e i.e Manager

July 2017. It is expected that steps 4 and 5 will take one d
the weekly service matching process on 31 July 2017.
an s via Briefcase.
/
Implementation Risks X \\
There are three main |mplementatlon r & ch ca ‘bd in Appendix F:
Implementation Risks. \\\Q\;Q

/ \

Rollback Plan Q\\\
In the unlikely ev B Vzlc %ﬁhe Team Manager CBI will notify the National

Manager of Inves rd,%nt I plem mediately and will work collaboratively to
resolve the is e. issue |s b e to be resolved by noon on Friday, we will seek

approval f er, I nage IA and National Commissioner to revert back to the
existin EW?
of clie

es

on §u eam clients. This is to ensure that the weekly streaming
IA will be Eb\ﬁ

keeping the General Manager IA and the National
Commlss/n ed throughout any issue.

\\ \ G

\

\

Delivery of streamed clients to front line will remal
will continue to produce the weekly service lists - e

&3

Client Service Matching - Service Effectiveness Model
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Project Deliverables Completed

This section confirms that all required deliverables have been completed, with the

exception of the PH

RaE review, as per the following section.

Area Products or tasks completed
Business e Not applicable

Processes

User e Not applicable
Guides/Manuals

Website Content

o Not applicable @
AN

Communications
and Change
Management

e« An appendix has been added to the Tacti wmm\m&ca\l&\ps
Plan since these projects are closely re%‘

0 mca&n a gr&xch has been

e A summary of the key messages %
included in this document &

Media Readiness

¢ Not applicable <\\<y /)% )

Stakeholder
Engagement

¢ Key stakeholders K\ nfor W&pcoming change

Transitional

70

Arrangements
Letters (\ }ﬁ“ﬁ'e@v
Hren O

e

ON 0
(\\ .
3\\\}@}éﬁcable
0

+ Not applicable

COntracgs?/&(g\
Tra |@‘

e Not applicable

e The SEM scores will be recorded each week in the IAP

Reporting &
Monitoring e CBI will monitor these scores weekly on Monday to confirm that the
results, which are emailed to their shared mailbox, are as expected
e The Team Manager CBI will notify the National Manager of Investment
Escalation

Implementation immediately of any issues identified and will work
collaboratively to resolve these. CBI and IA will ensure appropriate
teams are involved as follows:

o IAP (source data related)
o Simplification Digital Analytics (summary data related)

e National Manager Investment Implementation will be responsible for
keeping the General Manager IA and the National Commissioner
informed throughout any issue

Small Project

Client Service Matching - Service Effectiveness Model
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Area Products or tasks completed
Evaluation e The evaluation plan is under development. Go-live is not dependent on
it and the plan will be in place by 30 November 2017
Information e SEM has been fully developed & tested and is already running in
Technol production, producing scores for clients each week, although they are
echnology not yet being used to prioritise clients for service

Information e Information security has been considered as part of the Privacy Impact
Security Assessment, full details of which can be found alongside the PHRaE

assessment. There is no increased security risk of this model

Privacy Impact

e This assessment shows that there is no increased risk to the treatment

Assessment of clients’ private information. More detail can found in the Privacy
(PIA) Impact Assessment, which is outlined in the PH a\%ssessme

Business e Arollback plan has been developed, wh “’d&eﬁ in tl@t}%ent
Continuity

Planning

Communication |° 11'¢ Regional

e Messaging to staff | lned in the accompanying

Commumcatlons\

Commission \ebjonal \?{;Qand the Service
Delivery Leadership Te 11 b @ of the impending
changes %%

Support

Implementation

Not ) \y

Contact Centre * ° ap \)%X

Readiness ‘ <\

Post ntatlon team in IA will be ready for any

sent to the IA inbox

ional Manager Investment Implementation will contact the Team
nager CBI for any technical issues in support of these queries

nl
S/ MSD Head of Actuarial has provided assurance that the model is fit for
operational use. This is detailed in the Actuarial Assurance
documentation

Al

F/gure\&_é'c))mp/eted Deliverables

Small Project
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Project Deliverables In Progress

This section shows two deliverables that are still in progress. The PHRaE deliverable
must be completed before go-live.

Area Products or tasks planned/in progress Impact on go live
Priva Human ¢ An external ethicist and human rights law expert | e If the risks
rivacy, fumar has completed an assessment of SEM identified in the
Rights and Ethics . . PHRaE review are
(PHRaE) ¢ The MSD PHRaE team will review the not accepted, the

assessment, and any risks identified will be
presented to the DCE SD for acceptance before
go-live

project cannot go
live

« The Client Service Matching page will be updat Q@The prq{ can

Doogle Content as per the Communications Plan A still Go- i%%\;ith
v/\\ i al
\\\ H

42
D

er
) v
Figure 3: In-Progress Deliverables /2@ (/—\@
Q¥ 0

(<;/ \\ P
X2 5 ()Y
‘ Q\ N
/\\ \ " TN
\\// N\ \
\/\ A\\/B \ \
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Communications Plan

A Communications Plan has been developed as an appendix to the Tactical Refresh
Communications Plan, since the two work items are highly related. Please refer to this
link for the full plan.

&)'_

2017 03 10 Refresh
of Selected Case Man

Implementation Timeline

The proposed implementation timeline is as follows:

<2 R

ZNZARY 7> N\
Date Milestone 2SO \¥)
12/07/2017 PHRaE Assessment received /‘\ \\ \\\ '
19/07/2017 Review of PHRaE Assessment recelvedjem,wqr\king groﬂrf\ \"
20/07/2017 | Send PHRaE review to IA GM for finﬂ_q‘bhcje A '\ \\1\>
20/07/2017 | Messaging to Regional Commlsslengg\ Le/glvenakls\i\&ct/s
25/07/2017 | Deployment approval of SEM w&hEHYaE As\sé§;shen\t’
26/07/2017 | Finalise content for C%N‘Se?wzé MatqﬁﬁgA_Db&;Ie page
26/07/2017 | Finalise weekly Qféf for" 02/08/&?\,
28/07/2017 | Finalise Managers Wéekly Not for 31>b7/2017
28/07/2017 Techm&al\&ep&@v)ﬁ)ent QANY
31/07/2017 Stréafaﬁg\:nents u%‘sm

Figure 5: I @/mén;atbn T/m@ipe >
/\‘ \\\/\' ’\_ \/ \\

Small Project

\\\
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Post Implementation Support Plan

The IA team will be point of contact via the shared mailbox for any operational queries.
In case of technical issues we will contact CBI or the Digital Analytics team within
Simplification depending on the nature of the issue. This support will be in place
indefinitely.

Filling Service Caseloads

As part of the Tactical Refresh on 6 June 2017 clients who had been in WFCM-GEN or
WFCM-HCD for more than two years, and in WSS for more than one year, were exited
from service. Streaming of clients into WSS has already commenced. Streaming using
SEM to prioritise clients for service, will resume for all affected services on 31 July 2017.

For WFCM-GEN, the caseloads will be refilled at no more than 20 n lients per case
manager, with all sites expected to reach capacity within a mont -HCD be
filled all at once, as no case manager will receive more than ients. ‘//\7 R

),
Monitoring Implementation Success o)) /\\b>

\ ~
B .f\\

Check Success criteria /\ \/ AN [\l‘

Site capacity Each site has%m\sl/ée ser?ca\&\s of clients in each service

The profile of clients allocated SEM aIIoca{\gﬁ \esul o ltored by the IA team to
th g as expected and there are no
,d?s lonal y client cohorts

Figure 6: Implementation S : > Ores (/_\\\
\ \.i\,/' /
Implementatior’T
RN, -
Name \/(0 Rolg - ' Contact

- ‘ :
Sha red@/ j& \>m’:,- Investment_Approach@
[ (AN msd.govt.nz

2

L 9(2)(a) JK'/\\ National Manager Investment Implementation 9(2)(k)

| 9(2)(a) 5 ? \) | Senior Advisor Investment Implementation
W\ '\
_9(2)(3((—33 %> Team Manager Client & Business Intelligence

Figure 7 Implementation Team Contact List
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Appendix A: How the Predictive Model was Built

SEM is a predictive model. Predictive models define the relationship between a number
of variables or inputs (client characteristics) and an outcome (impact of case
management services on client associated costs) using historical data. When the
relationship is defined it can be applied to current situations (clients to be allocated to
service) to determine the expected outcome.

Predictor Variables (Input)

SEM was built using the evaluation of the impact of case management services data. The
impact for any client can be positive or negative based on actual and expected benefit
costs. Predictor variables are client characteristics from up to five years before the time
the client was allocated to the particular service. Numerous potential gredictor variables

were then tested to see which ones were most indicative of cllent have the
greatest impact from being in service. Some important predict aret, ’ N\
’\\ \ ,\ \ Y
e past time on benefit ‘\ \ SR\ ))
e income (if any) AN \\\\ =
e hardship, and //\\\‘/ ,J\\/ \\ \\
e demographic information. <,’\//('}- \\ (
AN
Now that these predictor variables have beeq Q\Ef ied; W}kts who are available
for streaming can be assessed on an |nd|v @ a;)ls to{e\ ma\t _their likely impact of
being in service. (\.\ \\\ /\\b \/
‘\\) ,.“\ /\\ \ \< u/ >
. e '__\\\- \\.‘( &
Impact of Service (Outp N \‘ -
iCal |m Qf service outcomes. These outcomes

b\ J trlal (RCT) evaluation design.

SEM has been built based
were determined utilising mis
' ea ed on:

Rpo costs% g the observation period
‘ ang-direct ¢ ts inctirred by MSD during the observation period, and

. m 3 ed if ility of the client (up to age 65) at the end of the

o
! e&e actual observed costs as they have occurred in the past. The
imate based on the Liability Estimator Tool (LET) - the

g that the impact of the service will be seen not only in reduced cost

third meas
assumpt
duﬁn@\ sefvation period but also in the reduced lifetime liability.

The first

1 All costs are CPI-adjusted to 2014Q4 where CPI figures are obtained from STATS NZ
2 Direct costs are programmes or services that MSD pays for e.g. wage subsidies or
contracted training programmes
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Appendix B: Client Service Matching Process

Client Service Matching

o ™
...... > — S ),___ ———
1% g
Prioritise Clients Test Service Eligibility Assign Clients to Service
These are
e the current P

{' o _““—) priority rules [ I

| Prioritise clients based : /,/ Is the service ,%:\:\& each site, assi

| on business rules, e.g. <\ offered at the « ‘\\ nis to servic i

: age, benefit type etc. | '\client’s site? /\/\/’ \eapacityfs full

I | N CA%\\IZ aA\)

l | N b,:::- )
Yes / \ (

Rank these clients in
order of priority

(
)
2

i

Yes O\k \>

f NS

' \ \ J‘ ) {

| Retrieve SEM score for | ) t\t\o%hélistto

' each client - AN ed to service

<
< @ N &

RN s\ X

: Ran}*& se cl (/ [

: °’d°'?‘> ;?%L r’ This is where

RO\ SEM fits in!

\ ,\,‘,,<, A
WE\N J

N
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Appendix C: Reasons for Eligibility Rules

WFCM-HCD Eligibility

Reasons

Have a current benefit status

SSA

Be aged < 60 years

SSA working age 18-64, Taylor Fry target cohort, 2013 SM
review W&I governance agreed to include clients 59 year olds
currently in service

Be in receipt of JS-HCD with ‘work
preparation’ work obligations

Operational policy to prevent going onto SLP, target cohort

Have full-time gg‘rk&ﬁ)/ ?ons NN

"\

Have no ch\lﬁ/ en \hare p N\ 4

N
7 -
(\ Q/ >
WECM-GEN Eligibility Reasons (\\( 7 <A?\\
" 7 (Y N
Have a current benefit status SSA < \2 W\ )
Be aged < 60 years SSA working age 18- Gﬂaylor Ery tal;get Céﬁ\bv
~\ A\
JS-WR with part or full-time work Implemented Octgﬁ \&({}3 N
obligations {, f\ NN\ 3
SPS Social Seleﬁiév (\Y,é th/S r {*lork Focus) Amendment Bill
(Bill One §ed/on 29~ changes to work expectations
for S’Gle x VR
JS-HCD with part-time work < gratdinal PQIlﬁ mented 14 October 2013 to prevent
obligations 2 gong to SLP v\\;/
Be aged 60 - 63 years ,f\\?/ A (/:\\ \\—\
N 2 \\)) Y
Have applied for benefit %n(/v“ ) AN/
ceasing employment \> — IS S%A\ rkmg age 18-64, grandparents feedback and issues.

Ralical

media exposure, sensitive situation, strict criteria

N

O Y
% \ -”‘\)
WSS Eligi illtysQ ) Reasons
Have a cuyéhm& status SSA

Be aggﬁ-&&) years

SSA working age 18-64, Taylor Fry target cohort

JS-WR\With part or full-time work
obligations

Amenability, work obligations

SPS with part-time work obligations
and with youngest child aged >3
years

Legislation, Policy

Have a continuous benefit duration
of less than 12 months

Amenability

Be aged 60 - 63 years

Have applied for benefit due to
ceasing employment

Have full-time work obligations

Have no children in care

SSA working age 18-64, grandparents feedback and issues.
Political, media exposure, sensitive situation, strict criteria
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Appendix E: Campaign Manager Service Order

For each service...
Prioritise clients based
on business rules

1A Trials & &\yg ellglbillty />

Contracts

> Alloca bI\e tb service
WFCM-IS TN
Target groups and at p ¥ : < \\\\\B \
risk clients are \\
selected for our most J/

«a
intensive services and
trials first

N\ -
We then select JS and

=N \'\(ﬁ,
some SPS clients on (/\\\ \Vé\>
N\ ) aas

benefit for less t}(;m) -HCD
12 months to 3’5%\%’5) ) </>

lower in it Y
<§y B QR \‘\
A cnek&nh higher LO LWFCM-Gen

e
P <&\/ \/jaarners to
). f \ \b\;ﬁ)loyment should
\g - x receive a higher
%\/ intensity service and
</\

~ regular one-to-one GCM
<</ \< engagement
/"\\6
/}

S—
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& MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
', DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Memo

To: Jayne Russell, General Manager Investment Approach

From: Eric Judd, Head of Actuarial

Date: 21 July 2017

Security level: IN CONFIDENCE A\?i‘/‘- A
PRI )

Service Effectiveness Model Assuran%\, >\J :

OL N\
Action: To Note /\ > \\ ‘
’\\

Purpose \\\/> N
P Q AN

This memo provides assurance that th@%%wée E&€‘VQQQ;S Model (SEM) has been

deemed fit for purpose.

<N\ O\

N\ (M
Summary (m o /\ \ N
I have reviewed <\|ta<\b{ﬁ S\emce Effectiveness Model in regard to the
predictor and t arlable & model design. Based on the tests performed and
checks m odel to be suitable for use in service streaming and

expect es overall of the service. There are cohorts where SEM

res o scarcity of data for model building. I believe a well-
desi gain better insights of service success across a broader range
of clie RS,\P 0 the next iteration of SEM

ZaN\
Benefits S
Th efit to our clients can be measured in the potential reduction in expected future
tim benefit which is estimated using expected savings in life-time benefit payments

(or actuarial release). Our conservative estimate of the additional actuarial release
expected by the June 2018 BPS1 target date, is $0.3 billion (ie, the expected life-time
savings for those additional clients we estimate will exit benefit by June 2018 as a result
of the change to streaming using the SEM model). On average, this equates to
approximately % of a year less on benefit over the life-times of those streamed to these
services (WFCM-GEN, WFCM-HCD and WSS).

Eric Judd, Head of Actuarial Date

We help New Zealanders to help themselves to be safe, strong and independent
Ko ta matou he whakamana tangata kia ta haumaru, kia ti kaha, kia tG motuhake



Background

In July 2013 targeted active case management was introduced as part of wider welfare
reform changes. Clients are aliocated to case management based on whether the client
is eligible and there is local capacity. Where there are more eligible clients than capacity
available clients are prioritised using business rules.

In November 2016 a predictive model, the Liability Estimator Tool (LET), was
implemented within the prioritisation of clients to better identify clients with higher
estimated future benefit receipt. It was recognised that the Service Delivery Model
(SDM) needed a way of not only identifying higher liability clients but those who are
likely to respond positively to active case management service in order to support the
targeting of services to client needs and the achievement of Better Public Services Result
Area One (BPS1).

SEM has been developed to meet these requirements collabor. twee ights
and Investments, Service Delivery and the actuarial team. ma E'ébe erts on
liability the actuaries are best placed to ensure any operafi fliabnity are fit for

purpaose. )
N\ 7 4 N\ |

- - -/__‘(//)‘\ \\ , NN
Service Effectiveness Model . .= ((\\\
< NN\ YA /<; \\'.: \\/’

eﬁ\_c\t\uérial team have assessed

\ \

QW)Y

In order to determine whether SEM Is.\ﬂ\fbb\pp?ﬁos
A NN .

the following: \N \)\I\) N

N J NN L

= oy \\‘\_)\ y

e Suitability of predict {@rget vq@t}i&;\\\\,

* Model design v?\\-f;\\c‘\\>
(%} (\ V)V

We have also co Ke e

e wht Idbe streamed to services by the current
methodology a@ strea@ SEM.
N
A2 INF
Intended EM
N

Service D % oses to implement SEM operationally from 1 August 2017.

Client %1 Matching (CSM)
SE e used within CSM to prioritise clients into a case management service after
business rules have determined client eligibility.

Actuarial findings and review
Principles for the use of SEM in prioritising clients for case management:

* SEM was developed based on experience for those clients who had historically gone
into service and may not be accurate for cohorts of clients that have not been
allocated to these services in the past, or have only been allocated in numbers too
small to be statistically significant.

¢ As there has not been significant numbers of clients in the 50+ age group placed in
service to measure effectiveness for, the SEM model is not considered reliable at high
ages. Results above age 50 have been adjusted to reflect lower creditability.



* As further versions of the Liability Estimator Tool (LET) are developed the SEM model
should also be considered for updating to reflect improvements to the estimate of
client’s future benefit costs.

e The current version of the SEM model should be identified as a starting point for a
production-ready streaming tool and further learning’s and insights need to be
incorporated over time. I would also recommend an RCT is established to help gain
better insights of service success across a broad range of client cohorts.

The following score distributions were assessed:

* The distribution of SEM scores for clients who were allocated to service in May
2017 as an indication of the spread of clients by key characteristics, assuming
clients are allocated to the service for which they had the highest SEM score. This

was compared to the client spread of those who were allocated in the service
streams from the current streaming rules. Refer to the a ix for detdis.
* A comparison was made as at end of June 2016 fo @& n the(rfeleva
service streams to clients that the SEM model/wo@reet toe m if the
whole client population was re-allocated. O\
Y \
({}.‘\\\;‘ /,‘\/\é”\f\
Q\w A \\\\)\/ \
\\\/ J rd %
(\%\7 N\

N\




Appendix

The following tables represent a sample of clients newly allocated to case management
services in May 2017. The table shows the percentage of clients that SEM would have
allocated to the service relative to those that were actually allocated.

It should be noted that the capaci
impact on the clients allocated. T

ty within sites at the time of allocation has a significant
hese results are indicative only.

WFCM GEN WECM HCD Wss
Female 88% | Female 98% | Female 92%
15-20 117% | 15-20 88% | 15-20 87%
20-25 109% | 20-25 85% | 20-25 73%
25-30 85% | 25-30 81% | 25-30 107%
30-35 78% | 30-35 77% |  30<35 . 108%
35- 40 76% | 35-40 120% | <35.40 I 106%
40 - 45 81% | 40-45 122%\as (L os%
45-50 75% | 45-50 _132%\\ 45-50 (D 75%
50- 55 71% | 50-55 AS27% | 50585 ¢ 81%
55 - 60 93% | 55-60 <2 \190% | 55380 86%
60 - 65 61% | 60-65 ~SCNNV S\ 60-%5 100%
Male 117% | Male O\ . 702% \Male 77%
15-20 131% | 15-20 \\\> | N \22asy|  15-20 79%
20-25 152% | 20-257  _<R\\\V88% | 2025 61%
25-30 118%1\28130 _ <O 67% | 2530 86%
30-35 A% L2030 35 (N 75% | 30-35 96%
35 - 40 ONT00% | 35ap 108% | 35-40 87%
40- 45 s \ T 109% L adas 168% | 40-45 83%
45-50 o <27 89% [N\\as - 50 157% | 45-50 70%
50-55C >\ ~I08% b 50-55 128% | 50-55 64%
5860\ | QA \%32%]  s5-60 264% | 55-60 64%
60 ° (T AN\Vs1% | 60-65 45% | 60-65 57%
RN
COWECM GEN WFCM HCD WSS
JSWE 23 YEAR 122% | JSWR < 1 YEAR 49% | JSWR < 1 YEAR 80%
JSWRS1 YEAR 83% | JSWR > 1 YEAR 57% | JSWR > 1 YEAR 45%
JSHCD < 1 YEAR 87% | JSHCD < 1 YEAR 130% | JSHCD < 1 YEAR 127%
JSHCD > 1 YEAR 78% | JSHCD > 1 YEAR 83% | JSHCD > 1 YEAR 80%
SPS, CHILD < 2 86% | SPS, CHILD < 2 100% | SPS, CHILD < 2 242%
SPS, CHILD 3-5 91% | SPS, CHILD 3-5 SPS, CHILD 3-5 123%
SPS, CHILD 5-13, < 1 SPS, CHILD 5-13, < 1 SPS, CHILD 5-13, < 1
YEAR 95% | YEAR YEAR 114%
SPS, CHILD 5-13, > 1 SPS, CHILD 5-13, > 1 SPS, CHILD 5-13, > 1
YEAR 93% | YEAR YEAR 66%






