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and limb. The author would suggest these be ranked equivalent to physical assistance / 
support — that is, 5 — and that guidance expressly name workplace safety access and 
authorisation decisions as in scope. 

5. Employment access and continuation. Decisions made or substantially supported by 
ADM that affect whether an individual is hired, retained, suspended, or dismissed have 
profound effects on individual rights and interests. This is partially captured by the 
discriminatory job ad edge case in Question 8 but warrants standalone treatment. 

6. Regulatory or licensing status. Decisions affecting whether an individual holds, retains, 
or loses a licence, registration, certification, or other regulatory status are significant in 
their own right and frequently downstream of automated screening. 

The author would respectfully suggest the test for significant service or support should not be 
limited to consumer-facing transactions. Many of the highest-stakes ADM decisions for 
individuals occur in workplace and regulatory contexts, where the affected individual has even 
less practical ability to challenge or contest the decision than in a consumer setting. 

Question 10 — Extent of disclosure 
The OAIC sets out five considerations for meaningful and accessible disclosure and asks 
whether there is anything additional entities should disclose. 
The author would respectfully suggest the following additions to the OAIC's view of effective 
disclosure: 

7. The categories of potential adverse consequences for the individual. A disclosure that 
the ADM is used to support eligibility assessments tells the individual nothing about what 
could go wrong for them. Naming the categories of adverse outcome (denial of service, 
delay, escalation, referral, restriction of access) lets the individual understand what is at 
stake. 

8. The procedural pathway for challenge or contestation. Where guidance recognises that 
effective disclosure should be framed in a way that allows the information and the 
decision to be challenged or contested, the entity should be expected to set out the 
actual pathway for doing so. A vague right to contact us is less useful than a specific 
procedure (timeframes, response standards, escalation steps). 

9. The role of the human in the decision loop. Where the entity asserts that a human 
meaningfully reviews ADM output, the entity should disclose what the human reviews, 
what authority the human has to depart from the ADM, and any constraints on the 
human's ability to do so. This is the consumer-facing counterpart to the test under 
Question 1. 

10. Whether the ADM output is recorded for audit and how long it is retained. Individuals 
should be told whether the decision and the contributing ADM output will be preserved, 
so they understand whether records are available if they later seek to contest the 
decision or make a complaint. 

11. Whether a non-ADM alternative is available. In contexts where the entity offers any non-
automated pathway (manual review, in-person assessment, paper application), the 
existence of this pathway should be disclosed. 

12. For high-stakes contexts, evidence of independent testing or assurance. Where the 
ADM is applied to decisions in safety, employment, finance, or other high-stakes 
categories, disclosure should include whether the system has been subject to 






