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AUTOMATED ASSISTANCE IN ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION MAKING
From Page 25 

A number of respondents raised the question of using expert systems as decision support

tools in relation to discretionary decisions. Centrelink and the

Department of Family and Community Services submitted that their expert

system’s ability to highlight discretionary decisions for decision makers was

desirable.37 Similarly, the Department of Veterans’ Affairs advised the Council

that issues to do with discretion are dealt with through the support commentary

that accompanies each question in the expert system.38 However both these

agencies limit officers’ ability to override the ultimate result of the expert system,

so it seems that the expert system is only being used as a decision-support tool in

relation to the aspect of the decision that is discretionary.39

From: 

Page 32

One case that did consider the legitimacy of a decision made by an expert system

was an unreported decision of the Social Security Appeals Tribunal. The Tribunal

found that the computer program that had cancelled a person’s family payment

had never been approved by the then Secretary of the Department of Social

Security, as required by the Social Security Act 1991.60 The Tribunal decided that

the cancellation was therefore invalid.
From page 33

In the Department of Veterans’ Affairs an officer cannot override a decision made

by the expert system. An officer who believes a decision to be incorrect is required

to check the accuracy of the information that has been entered into the system. If

they are still concerned about the result, they must discuss the matter with their

supervisor, and a course of action is then decided. The Department also

encourages officers to ring its national office about matters of concern.
From page 36

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs advised the Council that its expert system

obtains only some facts from the mainframe data—for example, service details,

age and address—and that, in the case of service details, the system still requires

the assessor to confirm the correctness of the details from source documents.72
From page 47

Similarly, the Department of Veterans’ Affairs advised the Council that

implementation of its expert system, the Compensation Claims Processing

System, has resulted in improved productivity, greater consistency and a

significant reduction in the rate of appeals to external review bodies.123
From page 49

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs said its software designer

also tested the system before it became operational and there was no independent

scrutiny.127 Once the system is operational, there is a robust feedback mechanism

for staff who use the system and for ex-service organisations that have access to

it.128
From page 50
There is evidence that the Compensation Claims Processing System used by

Department of Veterans’ Affairs has enabled the Department to substantially

improve its performance in finalising primary claims.131 In 1996 the Department

evaluated the System’s implementation; the report of the evaluation noted that the

average time taken to process primary-level decisions fell from 157 days in 1991–

92 to 102 days in 1995–96.132 As at November 2003, the average time taken to

process claims was about 60 days.133 Between 1991–92 and 1995–96 the average

cost per case dropped from $868 to $541.134

In a follow-up report by the Australian National Audit Office it was noted that the

average cost per case had risen from $477 in 2000–01 to $512 in 2002–02. The

report noted that there were costs associated with improving the quality of

primary decision making and that it was too early to form conclusions about the

impact of improving the quality of decision making on the costs involved.135
From page 51

The importance of updating expert systems was highlighted in an Administrative

Appeals Tribunal review of a decision by the Department of Veterans’ Affairs.

The Tribunal noted that a decision had been made without reference to a relevant

statement of principles because the expert system used by delegates had not been

modified to include reference to a newly promulgated statement of principles.
In this regard, the Department of Veterans’ Affairs has said that if there are delays

in incorporating changes because of a mismatch between the level of change

required and the staff needed to implement the change, ‘alerts’ are placed in the

expert system as soon as the policy change occurs. These alerts notify decision

makers that the rules might have changed and those parts of the expert system

can be ‘turned off’.
From page 53

One argument is that decision makers should be kept at the level they were at

before the expert system was introduced and that their rate of output should be

higher, which should still result in cost savings. Alternatively, the Department of

Veterans’ Affairs noted that use of its Compensation Claims Processing System

has led to reduced classification and numbers of decision makers142, which in turn

has resulted in cost savings.
From page 57

Agencies have differing practices in relation to the conduct of internal reviews.

For example, internal review of decisions made by the expert system at Comcare

is done manually. In contrast, the Department of Veterans’ Affairs uses the expert

system in its internal reviews. The Department noted that additional material

(such as a new medical report) is sometimes submitted by veterans at the time of

the review.
From page 63

An example of a situation where community organisations have been trained in

the use of expert systems is the Training Information Program introduced by the

Department of Veterans’ Affairs to assist in the provision of advice and advocacy

for applicants for benefits under the Veterans Entitlements Act 1986. The Program

trains ex-service organisation advocates and welfare officers in how to help

veterans prepare applications. It is designed to increase veterans’ and war

widows’ awareness of entitlements, to improve liaison with ex-service

organisations, and to ensure that applications are completed accurately and

provide all the supporting information required for processing.170 The program

operates at three levels: training advocates to lodge applications at the primary

level; training in relation to internal review and arguing a matter before the

Veterans’ Review Board; and, at the final level, instruction in running matters

before the Administrative Appeals Tribunal.
From page 75

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs

The Department of Veterans’ Affairs has been at the forefront of the development

of rule-based systems in Commonwealth government agencies.

In 1994 it introduced a rule-based system known as the Compensation Claims

Processing System to support decision makers in determining veterans’

entitlements under the Veterans’ Entitlements Act 1986. The System was

progressively introduced in all states and territories between March and

September 1994, and in 1998–99 it was extended to cover internal review. The

Department also uses another rule-based system, the Above General Rate standalone

module, to determine eligibility for rates of pension that depend on

employability. The module will be integrated into the Compensation Claims

Processing System.

There are also two rule-based systems that are accessible via the internet.

ELMNET (Eligibility Module Net) is a self-assessment tool that determines

whether a veteran’s military service entitles him or her to benefits. The second

system, Just-in-Case, is a self-assessment tool built by the Departments of

Veterans’ Affairs and Defence. It allows veterans and members of the Australian

Defence Force to determine the Act under which they are eligible to lodge a

claim—that is, the Veterans’ Entitlements Act 1986 or the Safety, Rehabilitation and

Compensation Act 1988.



