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Measures to increase 
accountabil ity and transparency 
for Refused Classif ication 
Material

Option one: All complaints to be assessed by the Classification Board
I have chosen "Not Applicable" in relation to Option one, in order to avoid a "Support" answer being misinterpreted as 

support for the broad scheme. I fundamentally do not support any aspect whatsoever of the Government maintaining a 

blacklist of content for the purpose of censoring Australian adults. If the Government decides to maintain a blacklist for the 

purpose of censoring Australian adults over my objections, then I would support Option one, with the proviso that illegal 

content should be assessed by a judge. This mirrors the present situation, where all content, including Refused Classification 

content, is legal for adults to possess, read, view, buy, enjoy, and debate, with the exception of content which has 

specifically been found to be illegal by judicial ruling. I absolutely do not support the involvement of the ACMA at any stage in 

the scheme's administration. ACMA have proven themselves to be incompetent at content regulation generally, and ought 

not be encouraged to do more of it.

Option two: ACMA notification procedure for adding items to the RC list
I have chosen "Not Applicable" in relation to Option two, in order to avoid a "Support" answer being misinterpreted as 

support for the broad scheme.

I fundamentally do not support any aspect whatsoever of the Government maintaining a blacklist of content for the purpose 

of censoring Australian adults.

If the Government decides to maintain a blacklist for the purpose of censoring Australian adults over my objections, then I 

would not support Option two because I do not believe ACMA is a credible or competent agency to carry out Internet 

content regulation functions.  These functions ought to be vested in the Classification Board and the judiciary, as canvassed 

above.  

Regardless of the agency which performs the role, a notification procedure ought to be implemented.  The (unacceptable) 

alternative is to invite repeats of the 2008 circumstances in which the ACMA found that dentaldistinctions.com.au was 

hosting child abuse material and completely failed to notify the site's operator, leading to its continued availability for several 

months.
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Option three: Blocking notification page and appeal mechanism
I have chosen "Not Applicable" in relation to Option three, in order to avoid a "Support" answer being misinterpreted as 

support for the broad scheme.

I fundamentally do not support any aspect whatsoever of the Government maintaining a blacklist of content for the purpose 

of censoring Australian adults.

If the Government decides to maintain a blacklist for the purpose of censoring Australian adults over my objections, then a 

minimum requirement should be a blocking page with an appeal mechanism.

The blocking page ought to make it completely clear that the censorship has been carried out at the behest of the 

Commonwealth Government, and in addition to information regarding lodgment of appeal it should also contain a DBCDE 

contact point for lodgment of complaints about the existence of the entire censorship process.

Option four: Review of international lists by Classification Board
I absolutely do not support any mechanism for incorporating any international lists whatsoever.

Lists have been leaked from Finland, Norway, Denmark, Thailand, Singapore, China, Italy and (on three occasions) Australia.  

In every instance the lists have been found to be unmitigated garbage, with a distinct absence of the child abuse material 

that's repeatedly used to justify the lists' existence.  There is no reason to believe that any incorporated blacklist will ever 

have any credibility at all, and their inclusions will only serve to undermine and complicate the Australian scheme.

Option five: Review by independent experts and report to Parliament
I have chosen "Not Applicable" in relation to Option five, in order to avoid a "Support" answer being misinterpreted as 

support for the broad scheme.

I fundamentally do not support any aspect whatsoever of the Government maintaining a blacklist of content for the purpose 

of censoring Australian adults.

If the Government decides to maintain a blacklist for the purpose of censoring Australian adults over my objections, then 

every URL added to the list must, at minimum, be reviewed by independent experts.

The experts should be drawn from child protection, ISP and community organizations, and should have a simple brief: "Does  

the content at this URL represent actual abuse of an actual child?"  A negative answer should result in the instant removal of 

the URL from the list.

Option six: An industry group review and report to Parliament
I have chosen "Not Applicable" in relation to Option six, in order to avoid a "Support" answer being misinterpreted as 

support for the broad scheme.

I fundamentally do not support any aspect whatsoever of the Government maintaining a blacklist of content for the purpose 

of censoring Australian adults.

If the Government decides to maintain a blacklist for the purpose of censoring Australian adults over my objections, then an 

industry group review should be carried out.
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In addition to administrative processes, the industry group should also report on compliance costs, failure rates, and 

complaints received from customers.

Additional Comments
The most effective method to ensure accountability and transparency is to publish the blacklist.

The Government knows it'll be published anyway, so they might as well do it themselves so that they won't look like a bunch 

of incompetent idiots when it happens.

It needs to be understood that adding a URL to the blacklist will be functionally equivalent to putting it on DBCDE's website 

and publishing a press release about it.

Those of us who have been following the issue for a while understand that that's why there'll never be anything “dangerous”

on the blacklist, because you can't risk its publication.  The only URLs the Government will ever be courageous enough to 

add to the blacklist are URLs it doesn't mind being leaked.

This is also why the Government won't get any serious buy-in from law enforcement agencies.  Australia will not end up 

being censored by a list of child porn and bestiality, we'll end up with a list that's every bit as prudish, compromised and 

pointless as the lists that have already been leaked from Finland, Norway, Denmark, Thailand, Singapore, China, Italy, and 

Australia, and which will probably be leaked from the UK and New Zealand before the end of this year -- Because nobody 

who's nominating URLs for the list will ever want to risk including TRULY illegal content when they know that it'll be 

published on Wikileaks, and where the Streisand Effect will crowd-source replication of it from one side of the Internet to the 

other.

Transparency comes from the public investigating the URLs the Government puts on the blacklist;  Accountability comes 

from loudly and publicly kicking the Government in the pants when they inevitably get it wrong.  If the Government is 

delusional enough to believe that it has any control whatsoever over whether and how both of those things are going to 

happen, then there's probably no point talking to anyone about it.  The Government find out eventually, whether it's 

expecting to or not.
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