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About This Report

This report summarises the responsible Al practices of 241 organisations that completed the Responsible Al Self-Assessment Tool, developed by Fifth Quadrant with the
National Al Centre.

The RAI Self-Assessment Tool

Since 2021, Fifth Quadrant’'s Responsible Al Index has measured how well Australian organisations turn responsible Al from principle into practice,
providing a national benchmark aligned with the Australian Government’s Guidance for Al Adoption. For the 2025 edition, sponsored by the National Al
Centre, we built the Responsible Al Self-Assessment Tool, an online version of the Index that lets any organisation assess itself and receive a tailored
report. The results reveal a gap between how seriously organisations take responsible Al and how little many do to control it once a system is live.

What it measures

Each organisation reported the responsible Al practices it has implemented, and those it plans to, across five dimensions aligned with the Voluntary Al
Safety Standard: Transparency; Explainability and Contestability; Safety, Reliability and Privacy; Fairness; and Accountability.

The score and maturity segments

Responses generate a Responsible Al Index score from 0 to 100, grouping organisations into four maturity segments: Emerging (0-24), Developing (25-49),
Implementing (50-69) and Leading (70-100).

How to read this pack

Results cover all 241 organisations and, where it adds insight, are broken down by maturity segment to show how practices change as organisations
mature. The Self-Assessment Tool is the diagnostic that underpins the Australian Responsible Al Index 2025.
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Sample Profile

Respondents are predominantly senior leaders with direct responsibility for or influence over Al decisions, drawn from organisations of all sizes and from every state and
territory.
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Sample Profile: Industry

The sample spans the breadth of the Australian economy. Professional, scientific and technical services represent the largest single industry at 21%, followed by
education and training at 14% and financial and insurance services at 10%.

Professional, Scientific & Technical Services (incl. law, consulting, marketing)
Education & Training

Financial & Insurance Services

Other (please specify)

Retail Trade

Public Administration & Safety

Health Care & Social Assistance (incl. medical, aged care, childcare)

Information Media & Telecommunications

10%

8%

8%

7%

7%

Manufacturing _ 4%
Electricity, Gas, Water & Waste Services (Utilities) _ 3%
vining ||| T 3>
Construction _ 3%
Wholesale Trade _ 2%
Other Services (incl. repair and maintenance, personal care, religious, etc.) - 2%
Transport, Postal & Warehousing - 2%
Agriculture, Forestry or Fishing - 1%
Administrative & Support Services (incl. recruitment, cleaning services, etc.) - 1%
Arts & Recreation Services (incl. cultural, sporting clubs, gyms) - 1%
Accommodation & Food Services (incl. cafes, restaurants) . 0%
Rental, Hiring & Real Estate Services 0%
4 Q19. In which industry does your business operate? Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241).
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How the Responsible Al Index Is Measured

The Responsible Al Index measures how well organisations put responsible Al into practice across five dimensions. Each organisation is scored on its adoption of 45
responsible Al practices, producing an overall score out of 100.

Explainability & s . -
Transparency Contestability Safety, Reliability & Privacy Accountability
Disclosing how and where Al is Explaining Al decisions and Testing, monitoring, security and Identifying and mitigating bias to Governance, leadership and
used, and how personal data is offering recourse to people privacy across the Al lifecycle support equitable outcomes meaningful human oversight of Al
handled affected

How the score is built

Points within each dimension are re-

2 points 1 point 0 points weighted to 20.

Practice implemented Planned to implement Neither implemented nor planned The five dimensions sum to a total
score out of 100.

In October 2025 the National Al Centre released the Guidance for Al Adoption, which consolidates this framework into six essential practices. This pack reports the five-dimension model on which the Self-Assessment

Tool was built.

5 Responsible Al Index scoring methodology. ’a‘tﬁg?:lrant



The Responsible Al Index: Overall

Among organisations that completed the Responsible Al Self-Assessment Tool, the mean RAI score is 44, almost identical to the 43 recorded by the representative 2025
Responsible Al Index. The distribution is more polarised, however, with a larger share of organisations in the Emerging stage (31%) and a notably larger share in the
Leading stage (21%): a mix of organisations early in their journey and a strong group of advanced adopters.

| OVERALL 44
. MEAN SCORE

Emerging
0-24

SEGMENT

‘)D % OF 31% 28% 20% 21%

ORGANISATIONS

ol score 16 38 59 81

Early in the journey with Making headway with Actively implementing Pioneers of responsible Al.
limited responsible Al responsible Al, developing responsible Al with solid Scaling Al at pace with
? e practices and minimal some practices, but frameworks and growing best-in-class practices.

Pra—

- oversight. momentum is building. Al maturity. %

6 RAI Index Score. Source: Responsible Al Self-Assessment tool. fifth
Base: Total SA tool respondents (n=241), Emerging (n=75), Developing (n=67), Implementing (n=49), Leading (n=50) quadr‘ant



RAI Maturity and Duration of Al Usage

Among Self-Assessment Tool respondents, Al tenure is broadly similar to the 2025 RAI Index. The most striking shift is in the Leading segment: nearly half (49%) of
Leading organisations in the tool have used Al for four or more years, compared with 42% in the 2025 Index. Across all segments, longer Al tenure remains strongly

associated with higher RAI maturity.

I All Al Users

NET: <4 Years 78% 70%

Less than a year I

1-3years I

4 -7 years I

18%

More than 7 years

12%

5%

NET: 4+ Years 22% 30%

2025 Index SA Tool

Q1 - For how long has your organisation used Al?

I Emerging

88% 86%

10%

79% of
organisations
have been
using Al for less
than 4 years

12%

12% 14%

2025 Index SA Tool

7 Base: Total Al Users SA Tool (n=177), Emerging (n=50), Developing (n=46), Implementing (n=36), Leading (n=45)
Total Al Users 2025 Index (n=351), Emerging (n=51), Developing (n=171), Implementing (n=84), Leading (n=45)

I Developing

87%

4%

13%

78%

11%

22%

2025 Index SA Tool

I Implementing I Leading

68% 61% 58% 51%

5% 7%

51%

29%
24%
14% 13%
6%
32% 39% 42% 49%

2025 Index SA Tool 2025 Index SA Tool
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The Responsible Al Index: Duration of Al Usage

Experience drives responsible Al maturity, with long-term users significantly outperforming newcomers. This maturity gap suggests newer adopters need targeted
support and guidance to accelerate responsible Al development, particularly as rapid post-ChatGPT adoption increases systemic risk.

Emerging ? Developing Implementing Leading RAI Score
0-24 25-49 50-69 70-100

I All Al Users 26% 20% 25% 48
<4 Years Al Users 299 18% 19% 42
Gap:
17pts
4+ Years Al Users 19% 26% 42% 59

8 RAI Index Score. Source: Responsible Al Self-Assessment tool. flft"(lj
Base: Total Al Users (n=177), <4 years (n=124), 4+ years (n=53) qua rant



Organisational Strategy for Al

Most organisations have an Al strategy tied to their wider business strategy, although fewer than three in ten have one that spans all divisions. Strategic maturity rises
sharply with responsible Al maturity: 88% of Leading organisations have an Al strategy, compared with 37% of Emerging organisations.

;\IET: Has a strategy 57% 37% 46% 69% 88%
or Al

Total Emerging Developing Implementing Leading

M Yes, for all divisions M Yes, across some divisions H No, but planning to No, and no plans Not sure

Q4. Do you have a strategy for the development and deployment of Al that is tied to your wider business strategy? Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241), Emerging fifth
(n=75), Developing (n=67), Implementing (n=49), Leading (n=50). quadrant



The Responsible Al Index: Score Summary

The overall RAI Index score of 44 is built from five dimension scores, each marked out of 20. Transparency and Accountability are the strongest dimensions, while
Fairness is the weakest. The maturity gap is stark: Leading organisations score 81 out of 100, five times the Emerging average of 16.

Five Dimensions of Responsible Explainability & Safety, Reliability & . -
Al Transparency Contestability Privacy Fairness Accountability Average RAI Index Score
Emerging (0-24) 4 3 3 3 3 16/100
/20 /20 /20 /20 /20
Developing (25-49) 9 7 8 6 8 38/100
/20 /20 /20 /20 /20
11 10 12
/20 /20 /20
10 9 9 7 9 44/100
/20 /20 /20 /20 /20

10 RAI Index Score. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241), Emerging (n=75), Developing (n=67), Implementing (n=49), Leading (n=50). /'*gtﬁtarcljrant
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Transparency: Practices Implemented and Planned

Transparency practices centre on data and disclosure. Just over half of organisations (52%) provide end users with the necessary information about how their personal
data is used, the most widely implemented transparency practice. Practices that open Al systems to external scrutiny, such as disclosing model and data sources (19%),

are least common, although many organisations plan to adopt them.

B Implemented

Provided the necessary information, for example a privacy policy, to end users about the use of their
personal data to ensure it is processed in a fair and transparent manner

Developed/deployed an internal communication's and change management program to support our
employees to better understand these tools

Informed relevant stakeholders, including employees and customers, about the use of Al and Al-
generated content in products and/or services

Implemented mechanisms to allow human intervention in critical Al decisions to ensure meaningful
human oversight

Informed end users when an Al system is used and/or that content is Al generated, including labelling
or watermarking

Put in place processes to trace the lineage of data that is used to develop and train Al systems

Publicly reported on Al system limitations, capabilities, and areas of appropriate and inappropriate
use

Disclosed the sources of Al models, datasets, or algorithms to stakeholders, including customers and
suppliers to address risk

11 Q5 / Q6. Responsible Al practices implemented and planned - Transparency. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241).

Plan to implement

32% 37%

25% 31%

P



Explainability and Contestability: Practices Implemented and Planned

Explainability is the least mature dimension. Developing materials to explain Al inputs and decisions is the most common practice (37%), yet contestability lags: only 21%
have set up recourse mechanisms for people negatively affected by Al. Planned adoption is substantial across every practice.

B Implemented Plan to implement

Developed supporting materials to explain the Al inputs and decision-making processes 37% 30%

Invited stakeholders to provide feedback or challenge the Al systems 36% 21%

Maintained comprehensive documentation of the Al development process, including data sources, model

() )
architecture, training procedures, and deployment steps 34% 29%

Used version control systems for both codes and data to keep track of changes and ensure that experiments can

0 0
be repeated with the same results 30% 20%

Developed a formal process for individuals or businesses to challenge Al-driven decisions that materially impact

them 26% 28%

Set up recourse mechanisms if an Al system negatively impacts a member of the public 25%

12 Q7 / Q8. Responsible Al practices implemented and planned - Explainability and Contestability. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241). ’g&%%rant



Safety, Reliability and Privacy: Practices Implemented and Planned

Organisations are more comfortable sharing and consulting on safety than embedding it operationally. Sharing safety best practices (47%) and consulting privacy and
security experts (42%) lead, while robust ongoing monitoring for model drift and emerging risks (20%) is least implemented, despite one in three organisations planning

to adopt it.
B Implemented Plan to implement
Shared information on Al safety related best practices 21%
Consulted with privacy and security experts to examine the reliability and safety of Al systems 21%
Conducted safety risk assessments including technical reviews and audits to ensure Al systems are
. 41% 24%
resilient and secure
Sourced legal advice around potential areas of liability 20%
Assessed the vendor's claims on performance (e.g. accuracy) if planning to use third party or blackbox 20%
Al models where internal workings are not fully transparent ° 0
Applied recognised cybersecurity frameworks specifically tailored to Al systems 25%
Reported security-related vulnerabilities in Al systems 25%
Conducted regular rigorous testing and validation to ensure models perform consistently over time and
L . 27% 23%
in different scenarios
Implemented mechanisms for ongoing auditing and performance monitoring to improve the safety and 30%
resilience of Al systems 0
Used software tools that manage the lifecycle of responsible Al systems 18%
Implemented robust processes for ongoing monitoring and testing of Al systems, to detect unintended 34%
consequences, model drift, and emerging risks 0 0
13 Q9 / Q10. Responsible Al practices implemented and planned - Safety, Reliability and Privacy. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241).
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Fairness: Practices Implemented and Planned

Fairness is the lowest-scoring dimension. Using tools to mitigate bias (36%) and reviewing training data and algorithms for bias (32%) are the most common practices, but
no fairness practice is implemented by more than four in ten organisations. Hiring practices to improve workforce diversity attract the least planned investment.

B Implemented Plan to implement

Used resources and tools that help to mitigate bias 36% 27%

Reviewed training data and Al algorithms for potential bias 32% 24%

Hired a more diverse workforce 29% 13%

Engaged diverse external stakeholders to identify and mitigate Al-related risks and concerns 24% 20%

Maintained rigorous project management and bias monitoring practices throughout the project

0,
lifecycle to mitigate the risk of bias introduced by 23% 26%

Selected fairness metrics that are aligned with the desired outcomes of the Al system's intended

0, 0,
application to evaluate the fairness of Al systems 22% 27%

Hired non-technical consultants or professionals to review Al systems for bias 20% 15%

14 Q11 /Q12. Responsible Al practices implemented and planned - Fairness. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241). ’g&%%rant



Accountability: Practices Implemented and Planned

Accountability is anchored by leadership engagement: 53% have engaged business leadership on responsible Al, the single most implemented practice across all
dimensions. Governance foundations such as monitoring industry standards (47%) and establishing a governance committee (45%) are also relatively common. Oversight
controls for self-learning systems (17%) remain least adopted.

B Implemented Plan to implement

Engaged your business leadership on the issues around responsible Al 53% 15%

Monitored industry standards 47% 19%

Reviewed global best practices and frameworks 46% 19%
Established an Al risk/governance committee 45% 18%
Developed best practice guidelines 41% 28%

Consulted with subject matter experts on Al risk management or responsible Al 41% 17%

Established clearly designated roles with responsibility for the responsible use of Al 34% 27%

Monitored outcomes for customers or employees 34% 23%

Maintained structured records of Al system use, including documentation of risk assessments,

o
data governance practices, and compliance with Al policies 31% 23%

Conducted impact assessments to understand the effects of your Al systems on different

w
<
=8

0,
stakeholders, society and the environment 19%

Required training for developers and deployers of Al products (in certain settings) 28% 23%
Identified and assessed the risks and opportunities for human rights 28% 22%

Implemented specific oversight and control measures to reflect the self-learning or autonomous
nature of the Al system

17% 25%

15 Q13 /Q14. Responsible Al practices implemented and planned - Accountability. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241). ’a‘ag?:lrant



Self-Rated Capability to Use Al Responsibly

Organisations rate their own capability modestly, averaging 5.9 out of 10. Confidence tracks closely with measured maturity: Leading organisations rate themselves 7.6,
while Emerging organisations average 5.1. The close alignment between self-perception and Index score suggests organisations hold a realistic view of their responsible
Al capability.

Average rating out of 5.9 5.1 5.5 6.0 7.6
10

Total Emerging Developing Implementing Leading

B Less capable (0-6)  m Moderately capable (7-8) W Highly capable (9-10)

16 Q15. How do you rate your organisation's ability to use Al responsibly? Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241), Emerging (n=75), Developing (n=67), Implementing #ﬁftl'(]j t
quadran

(n=49), Leading (n=50).



Across 241 organisations, the Self-Assessment Tool points to one clear message: Australian organisations are stronger at committing to responsible Al than at controlling
it in daily practice.

1. A modest score, closely matched to the national benchmark. The 241 organisations scored 44 out of 100, almost identical to the 2025
Responsible Al Index score of 43.

2. Commitment is running ahead of control. The visible, strategic practices are widely adopted, such as engaging leadership (53%) and forming
a governance committee (45%). Far fewer organisations have the operational safeguards that catch an Al system when it drifts or causes harm,
such as oversight of autonomous systems (17%) and monitoring for drift (20%).

3. Responsible Al capability is concentrated in a minority. Leading organisations score 81 out of 100, five times the Emerging average of 16.
4. Fairness is the softest dimension. No fairness practice is implemented by more than four in ten organisations.

5. The intent to close the gap is visible. Around a third of organisations plan to introduce the operational controls they currently lack, and self-
rated capability, at 5.9 out of 10, tracks realistically with measured maturity.

17 Responsible Al Self-Assessment Tool. Base: Total SA Tool respondents (n=241). ’a‘tﬁg?:lrant
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Thank You

For further information, please contact:

Dr Steve Nuttall

Director
E: snuttall@fifthquadrant.com.au

Copyright © 2025 Fifth Quadrant. All rights reserved.
The Australian Responsible Al Index is the intellectual property of Fifth
Quadrant.

Creating Tomorrow Today
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