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AI use at PAC Australia
Toward a values-aligned, efficient and trustworthy approach to AI in our work.












	Status: Draft for discussion, not policy. It is intended to open a structured conversation with the Board and staff, and to provide the foundation from which an AI strategy and policy can be drafted.
Prepared for: PAC Australia Board and staff
Date: June 2026




Purpose
Artificial intelligence (AI) is already part of the tools PAC Australia and our members use every day, whether we have chosen it deliberately or not. The question is no longer whether AI is relevant to a performing arts organisation, but how we engage with it on our own terms: deliberately, ethically, and in a way that reflects who we are and who we serve. This paper serves to:
1. Take concerns seriously. It addresses hesitancy about AI on two grounds in particular, its environmental cost and the use of artists' work to build these tools without licence, consent or payment, treating those concerns as legitimate and central, not as obstacles to be talked around.
1. Show the opportunity honestly. Used narrowly and well, AI can return hours of administrative time to a stretched team, so that energy returns to the work only people can do.
1. Give us a shared starting point. This is a discussion document, not a finished policy. It sets out a common vocabulary, the risks we want to manage, draft principles and a proposed way forward, so the Board and staff can debate, amend, and implement a PAC Australia AI strategy and policy.
Nothing here commits PAC Australia to any particular tool or use. The default throughout is caution, human judgement and restraint: where we are unsure, the safe choice is to do less, to pause and escalate, and to keep a person accountable for every output.

Executive Summary
Like most arts organisations, PAC Australia faces a structural problem economists named “Baumol’s cost disease”: much of the work we do cannot be made faster or cheaper the way manufactured goods can, so each year we are asked to do more with proportionally less.
AI does not solve this, but it can ease the administrative pressure around it. 
Two risks deserve particular weight, and they are the ones our staff have raised:
1. Intellectual property, artists' rights, First Nations culture, and others' protected work. Generative AI tools were largely built on creative work scraped without consent. In 2025 the Productivity Commission floated a copyright exception for AI training; the creative sector opposed it and the Attorney-General confirmed Australia would not introduce one. The principle is broader than artists alone: we will not use AI to plagiarise, copy or adapt anyone's protected work, and must guard against AI silently reproducing third-party material in what it drafts for us.
1. Environmental sustainability. AI's energy and water demands are significant and growing. We acknowledge this and let it shape how, how often, and which tools we use.

The proposed position: adopt AI deliberately, only for clearly defined administrative tasks, with a person accountable for every output; keep it away from creative and cultural work unless specific, consented and clearly governed; protect the data of members, delegates, donors, volunteers and staff[footnoteRef:1]; and treat environmental and ethical cost as real considerations.  [1:  PAC Australia's board-approved Privacy Policy (February 2026), already governs personal information and includes a clause on AI and automated tools.] 

A clear one-page orientation for any staff member is the Australian Government's eight AI Ethics Principles.[footnoteRef:2] [2: Australia's AI Ethics Principles, Department of Industry, Science and Resources. https://www.industry.gov.au/publications/australias-ai-ethics-principles] 


1. What we mean by “AI” (a plain-language primer)
It helps to think less about brand-name tools, which change constantly, and more about a few durable capabilities. Example tools are cited only to demonstrate platforms designed to do this particular stream of work. The two marked ★ below account for most useful arts-sector applications and are where we suggest we begin.
	Capability
	What it does, in plain terms (example tools)

	Conversational AI ★
	A chatbot you instruct in plain English to draft, summarise, rewrite, explain or brainstorm. (Claude, ChatGPT, Gemini)

	Automation ★
	Hands-off execution of repetitive, rules-based steps, e.g. moving data from a form into a spreadsheet. (Zapier, Make)

	Custom AI assistants
	Conversational AI pointed only at your approved materials, so answers reflect us. (Custom GPTs, Gemini Gems, Claude Projects)

	Agents
	AI that takes multiple steps across systems with limited supervision. Highest-risk; avoid for public-facing work for now.

	Embedded AI
	AI features switched on inside tools we already use (CRM, email, office software), sometimes by default.

	Research & synthesis
	Rapidly gathering and summarising large volumes of information. (Perplexity, NotebookLM)

	Audiovisual creation
	Generating or enhancing images, audio and video. Most entangled with copyright and artists' rights.

	Transcription / meeting intel
	Turning meetings into searchable notes, summaries and actions. (Otter.ai, Read.ai)



2. The opportunity: where AI could give us time back
It helps to distinguish two kinds of useful application, and a mature approach uses both.
“Below the line” (reducing friction). Repetitive, well-defined, low-judgement tasks that carry little risk when governed. Potential applications or examples for us: standardising and formatting application and EOI data for review (e.g. normalising fields across APAX submissions); proofreading and copy-editing for clarity and brand consistency; integrating existing platforms so they “speak” to one another (e.g. reconciling event registrations); summarising board papers, minutes and long documents (e.g. Copilot in Word); and reformatting content across channels.
“Above the line” (expanding capacity). More ambitious uses that make valuable work feasible for a small team (with judgement still firmly human): synthesising trends across APAX applications year-on-year or themes across EOIs (to support, not make, decisions); developing executive-level financial narratives from verified internal data; and sector benchmarking and synthesis from public information to inform advocacy and planning.
The aim is not simply to produce more. Reclaimed time should also protect staff wellbeing, not quietly raise output expectations. This “assist, don't replace” framing is now mainstream across the sector.[footnoteRef:3] [3: A New Approach (ANA) / IFACCA, “Guide, Steer, Repeat: Applications of AI in arts, culture and creativity.” https://newapproach.org.au/analysis-papers/guide-steer-repeat-applications-of-ai-in-arts-culture-creativity/] 

Starting with what we already have: Microsoft 365 Copilot
The key to finding the most effective ways to engage AI in our work practices is via experimentation. 
We need not buy anything new to begin. PAC Australia already licenses Microsoft 365, and Copilot is the AI built into the apps we use daily. Used with our work accounts under enterprise data protection, Microsoft commits that our prompts, responses and files are not used to train its foundation models and stay within our control, respecting our existing permissions and sensitivity labels. That addresses much of the data-privacy concern in 3.3 in one step.[footnoteRef:4] (One caveat: this applies to the licensed version signed in with a work account, not free or personal Copilot.) [4: Microsoft, “Data, Privacy and Security for Microsoft 365 Copilot,” Microsoft Learn. https://learn.microsoft.com/en-us/microsoft-365/copilot/microsoft-365-copilot-privacy] 

Practical, mostly “below the line” uses, each reviewed by a person: Word — rewrite, reformat and summarise our own documents; Excel — summarise data, build a formula, surface year-on-year APAX patterns (verify the figures); Outlook — summarise threads and draft replies; PowerPoint — turn an approved brief into a first-draft deck; Teams — transcription and meeting summaries (with consent); Copilot Chat — grounded in our own Microsoft 365 content for drafting and synthesis. Because it is already paid for, inside our workflow, and protective of our data by default, Copilot is a strong, low-risk place to pilot one or two quick wins before considering any other tool.
3. The risks we take seriously
Each risk below is paired with a plain statement of how we propose to manage it.
3.1 Environmental sustainability
The concern is real. The International Energy Agency estimates data centres used about 415 TWh of electricity in 2024 (~1.5% of global supply), potentially more than doubling by 2030, with AI the main driver; there is also a significant water cost for cooling, which should resonate in Australia.[footnoteRef:5] A clear non-technical explainer is available from MIT.[footnoteRef:6] [5: International Energy Agency, Energy and AI (2025), summarised at “Environmental impact of artificial intelligence,” Wikipedia. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Environmental_impact_of_artificial_intelligence]  [6: “Explained: Generative AI's environmental impact,” MIT News, January 2025. https://news.mit.edu/2025/explained-generative-ai-environmental-impact-0117] 

How we can manage this issue: treat processing as something to use deliberately and sparingly, favouring fewer, well-targeted uses over “always-on” or duplicative ones, preferring efficient tools, and making environmental cost an explicit factor in choosing uses. 
3.2 Intellectual property — artists' rights, First Nations culture, and all protected material
For a body that exists to serve the performing arts sector, this is an important risk to address. The core objection many in the sector hold is valid: today's generative tools were largely trained on creative work taken without consent, licence or payment, and engaging with them uncritically would sit in contradiction with our purpose.
A distinct and equally serious dimension is First Nations cultural material and Indigenous Cultural and Intellectual Property (ICIP). Generative tools can produce counterfeit “Indigenous-style” content with no connection to community, consent or cultural protocol. This must be handled with particular care, in line with established ICIP principles and the guidance of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander artists and communities.
The principle is broader than artists alone. Our respect for intellectual property extends to everyone's work. We will not use AI to plagiarise, reproduce or closely adapt other people's or organisations' protected material (text, research, images, designs, branding, code, anything), regardless of whether the author is an artist or well known. Because these tools are trained on others' material, what they hand back can itself be a copy or close paraphrase presented as original; passing that off as ours would be plagiarism even though a machine produced it.
How we can manage this issue: draw a bright line, AI is for administrative support, not creative or interpretive output, and not for generating anything resembling artistic or First Nations cultural work, unless a specific use is separately considered, consented to and governed. Never upload an artist's or member's creative or unpublished work into a tool that may retain or train on it, and don't feed in others' copyrighted, confidential or licensed material without the right to. Always check AI output is genuinely original and properly attributed, be transparent about any public-facing use, and align with Creative Australia's principles and the Arts Law Centre's guidance.[footnoteRef:7][footnoteRef:8] [7: Creative Australia, Principles: Generative Artificial Intelligence and creative work (June 2025). https://creative.gov.au/creative-australia-principles-generative-artificial-intelligence-and-creative-work]  [8: Arts Law Centre of Australia, “Artificial Intelligence (AI) and Copyright” information sheet. https://www.artslaw.com.au/information-sheet/artificial-intelligence-ai-and-copyright/] 


Quick reference — protecting intellectual property  (illustrative)
	Do
	Don't

	1. Use AI to summarise, reformat or proofread our own and approved internal material.
1. Check AI output is original before using it, not a copy or close paraphrase of someone else's work.
1. Quote and attribute sources properly; treat AI as a drafting aid, not the author.
1. Use enterprise tools with privacy settings on for anything non-public.
	1. Don’t paste an artist's, member's or third party's creative, copyrighted, confidential or unpublished work into a tool that may retain or train on it.
1. Don’t generate artistic, interpretive or First Nations cultural content (without separate, consented, governed sign-off).
1. Don’t pass off AI output as original without checking it isn't copied or adapted from someone else.
1. Don’t rework another person's or organisation's material (artist or not) without permission or a licence.



3.3 Data privacy, consent and security
PAC Australia holds personal information about the people we deal with: authorised representatives and contacts of member organisations, event and conference delegates, donors, volunteers, prospective members, website users and staff. The Privacy Act 1988 (Cth) and the Australian Privacy Principles (APPs) govern how we handle it, and AI introduces new ways for that information to be exposed, retained or used in ways individuals did not agree to.
PAC Australia's board-approved Privacy Policy (reviewed February 2026) already governs this, and includes a clause on AI and automated tools: AI may assist administrative, operational, analytical and communication work, but personal information is only processed for purposes consistent with the policy and APPs; AI is not used to make decisions with legal or similarly significant effects without human review; and we take reasonable steps to ensure AI providers handle data securely and lawfully. Nothing here overrides that policy, and our AI policy should cross-reference it rather than duplicate it. Three of its features bear directly on AI use:
1. Purpose limitation. AI may only be used within the purposes the policy already lists (memberships, communications, services and events, advocacy, payments, legal compliance, service improvement, permitted marketing), or a related purpose an individual would reasonably expect.
1. What we hold. Names and roles, contact and organisation details, login credentials, payment information, event registration and attendance, communication preferences, and event details such as dietary/access requirements and pronouns - exactly the fields to de-identify or keep out of AI tools.
1. Security, retention, overseas handling and breaches. The policy's commitments, access controls and secure storage, retain-then-securely-destroy-or-de-identify, care with offshore processing (many AI providers process data overseas), and OAIC notifiable-breach reporting, apply equally to any AI tool.

A practical way to think about sensitivity when using AI is in three tiers:
	Tier
	What it covers and our default position

	Tier 1 — Highly sensitive / restricted
	Health or youth/children's data, government identifiers, financial account details, passwords, biometric data, and anything restricted by artist, union or grant agreements. 
Default: do not put into AI tools at all, unless separately reviewed and approved.

	Tier 2 — Personal participant data
	Member, delegate, donor and patron details: contact information, attendance, donations, registrations, survey responses, internal notes. 
Default: handle cautiously, approved tools only, clear purpose; never in a way an individual would find surprising or unfair if explained.

	Tier 3 — Internal, non-personal
	Style guides, templates, internal policies, training material, planning documents, non-sensitive drafts, public information. 
Default: generally acceptable to draft, summarise and organise with approved tools and human review. Best benefit-to-risk ratio.



How we can manage this issue: limit AI use to enterprise-grade tools that contractually commit not to train on our data, with privacy settings on, and minimise data. As a default, de-identify before uploading, strip names, contact details and other identifiers, and aggregate or anonymise, so what we upload can't reasonably be traced to an individual. De-identification is not foolproof (combined fields can re-identify someone), so for Tier 1 information, removing identifiers is not a substitute for keeping it out of AI tools entirely. Treat inferences AI draws about people as new personal information, and seek advice where a use would materially affect how we treat an individual.



Quick reference — handling data with AI  (illustrative)
	Do
	Don't

	1. De-identify first: default to non-personal (Tier 3) material, and strip identifiers before uploading anything.
1. Use only approved enterprise tools, with model training off and privacy settings on.
1. Use the least data necessary; aggregate or anonymise wherever possible.
1. Pause and check before any new use involving personal information about members, delegates, donors or staff.
	1. Don’t put Tier 1 material into AI tools, health, youth or children's data, identifiers, financial details, passwords, or contract-restricted information.
1. Don’t paste member, delegate, donor or staff personal records into free or personal AI accounts.
1. Don’t let AI infer or guess sensitive traits about individuals that we did not collect or verify.
1. Don’t use AI in ways an individual would find surprising, intrusive or unfair if it were explained to them.



3.4 Accuracy, bias, hallucination and “AI slop”
Risk: output can be wrong, biased, or hollow, technically correct but tonally off, generic, and corrosive to a distinctive voice. In a sector built on authenticity, “slop” is also a credibility risk.
How we can manage this issue: require human review of everything before it is distributed or acted on, with closer scrutiny the more public-facing the work; review with an equity lens where outputs shape language or narratives affecting marginalised communities; and keep the published word ours.
3.5 Over-reliance, de-skilling and staff wellbeing
Risk: that we lean on AI until our own judgement and craft erode, and that efficiency gains are simply absorbed as higher output expectations. 
How we can manage this issue: frame AI as extending staff expertise, not replacing it; build verification and critical use into training, not just speed; and commit explicitly that time saved is partly reinvested in wellbeing and quality, not only volume.
3.6 Respecting conscientious objection — and the reality of directed use
Many hold principled objections to using AI, on environmental grounds, because of how these tools were trained on creative work, or out of concern for jobs –a healthy process invites scepticism and does not pressure anyone into enthusiasm they do not feel. At the same time, AI is increasingly built into the everyday tools we already use, and over time some tasks or roles may involve approved AI tools as a normal part of the work, much as email and spreadsheets already are. Where that applies, staff may reasonably be asked, and on occasion directed, to use a specific approved tool for a specific purpose.
How we can manage this issue: providing clarity on why a tool is used and what it is and isn't for; providing training and support: where reasonable and practical, accommodating concerns (an alternative way to complete a task, a phased introduction, or limiting use to the lowest-risk applications); and keeping any direction proportionate, role-relevant and consistent with our usual employment practices. 
3.7 “Shadow” and ungoverned use
Risk: across the nonprofit sector AI is mostly entering organisations informally, with most using it but few having any formal policy, and many staff using unauthorised tools.[footnoteRef:9]  [9: Industry studies (TechSoup/TAPP Network and BDO) summarised in the DeVos A³ Roadmap, p. 12.] 

How we can manage this issue: bring practice into the light, a clear, permissive-where-safe policy with approved tools and a simple “pause and escalate” pathway is more effective than a ban, which pushes use into riskier personal accounts.
3.8 Reputational and trust risk
Risk: as a sector body, our credibility depends on a high standard; a visible misstep or any perception we are cavalier about artists' rights would cost more than the time AI saved. 
How we can manage this issue: before any new use, apply a simple test, would we be comfortable explaining this, in plain language and without defensiveness, to our members, our funders and our Board? If not, it needs further review or restraint.
3.9 Choosing more responsible platforms
Which tool we use is itself an ethical choice. No provider is impact-free, but some are more transparent about their footprint, more accountable in structure, and more protective of our data.
Useful criteria: whether the provider contractually commits not to train on our data; whether it discloses energy, water and carbon impact; whether it is a benefit corporation or social enterprise; whether the model is right-sized (impact rises with model size, so the smallest capable model is usually most responsible); and whether data can be processed within Australian or comparable boundaries.
· Microsoft 365 Copilot (already licensed) — under enterprise data protection, our prompts and files are not used to train its foundation models and stay in our tenant. The most responsible default may simply be the enterprise tools we already pay for, used well.
1. Mistral AI (France) — published a peer-reviewed life-cycle assessment of a flagship model's footprint with the French environment agency ADEME, among the most environmentally transparent providers, with smaller, efficient models.[footnoteRef:10] [10: Mistral AI, “Our contribution to a global environmental standard for AI” (with ADEME and Carbone 4), July 2025. https://mistral.ai/news/our-contribution-to-a-global-environmental-standard-for-ai] 

1. Anthropic (Claude) — structured as a Public Benefit Corporation, with published safety commitments and a transparency hub.[footnoteRef:11] [11: Anthropic, Transparency Hub. https://www.anthropic.com/transparency] 

1. Ecosia — a social enterprise and B Corp directing most profits to climate action, offering AI search built on a small third-party model. Caveats: it runs on a third party's model (so 3.2 concerns still apply) and “green AI” claims are contested.[footnoteRef:12] [12: Ecosia, “Generative AI on Ecosia Search,” Ecosia Help Centre. https://support.ecosia.org/article/1006-ai-search] 

1. Hugging Face — known for openness, including carbon-emissions labelling and an AI energy score, useful if we ever evaluate a specific model rather than a consumer product.[footnoteRef:13] [13: Hugging Face, “CO₂ Emissions and the Hub” and the AI Energy Score initiative. https://huggingface.co/blog/carbon-emissions-on-the-hub] 


How we can manage this: make platform choice part of the selection filter and where an approved enterprise tool we already hold can do the job, use it before opening a new account elsewhere.
4. Draft principles for discussion
1. Human-led, always. AI may inform a draft; people with the relevant expertise make the decisions and own the result.
1. Mission and values first. We only adopt uses we could explain comfortably to members, funders and the arts community.
1. Respect intellectual property and protected material. Protect artists' rights and First Nations culture; no plagiarism or unlicensed adaptation of anyone's work; no creative or cultural output without separate, consented, governed sign-off; check originality and attribution.
1. Protect people's data. Tiered data rules, de-identification before upload, enterprise tools only, data minimisation, and consistency with the Privacy Act, the APPs and our Privacy Policy.
1. Use deliberately and sparingly. Treat energy and processing as ethical considerations; favour fewer, efficient uses.
1. Be transparent. We can say what we use AI for, and disclose AI involvement where it matters to our stakeholders.
1. Govern and review. A named owner, a pause-and-escalate pathway, staff training, and a living policy reviewed regularly.
1. Reinvest gains in people. Time saved supports wellbeing, not only increased output.

5. A proposed way forward
Earn trust and capability with small, safe wins, then scale once governance and confidence are in place:
1. Adopt a values-based AI policy first — grounded in mission, data safety and trust, tested against real PAC Australia tasks, with a named owner.
1. Find our pinch points — a handful of genuinely repetitive, time-consuming admin tasks, as the first pathway for implementation and experimentation. 
1. Sort and filter — balance below-the-line and above-the-line uses and the three questions in the selection filter below.
1. Start with one or two quick wins — low risk, low effort, high return.
1. Pilot, train, then scale — a limited real-world pilot with proper training; measure time saved; expand as confidence grows.
1. Review, and reinvest gains in a balanced way — treat the policy as living; protect creative work, deepen relationships, and relieve staff, not just lift output.

	The selection filter — three questions for any proposed AI use
1. Policy and values: Should we do this, just because we can? Does it fit our policy, respect data and consent, protect artists and vulnerable groups, and could we defend it publicly?
2. Feasibility: Can we do this well? Do we have the right (governed) data, a well-defined repeatable task, accessible tools, and a named owner?
3. Risk tolerance: What if it fails? Is it internal- or public-facing? How visible and reversible would mistakes be? Does it need a pilot first?


6. What a PAC Australia AI policy might cover
A checklist of focus areas for when we move from paper to policy, each a prompt for discussion: mission, values and trust; acceptable use and boundaries; intellectual property and creative rights; data, privacy, transparency and consent (the data tiers, de-identification before upload, enterprise-tool requirement, minimisation, cross-referencing our Privacy Policy and its AI clause); equity, bias and representation; governance, accountability and learning; environmental impact; and risk and restraint.
We will likely use tools such as Fast Forward's Nonprofit AI Policy Builder and TechSoup's AI usage policy resource[footnoteRef:14] to produce a first draft. [14: Fast Forward, Nonprofit AI Policy Builder: https://www.ffwd.org/nonprofit-ai-policy-builder — and TechSoup (with Microsoft), AI Usage Policy Resource Guide: https://page.techsoup.org/hubfs/Downloads/AI-Usage-Policy.pdf] 


7. To move forward
1. Do we accept the broad position proposed here: cautious, administrative-only, human-led adoption, with a firm line around creative or cultural work?
1. Where do staff feel our most pressing administrative “pinch points” are?
1. How do we handle environmental cost: a stated principle, a habit of restraint?
1. How should the Board receive updates on use, savings and incidents?
1. What does “reinvesting saved time in our people” look like in practice, and what training do staff at different levels need?


Glossary and further reading
Plain-language glossary
Generative AI: AI that creates new content (text, images, audio, video) from a prompt.
Large language model (LLM): The AI behind chatbots like Claude or ChatGPT; trained on huge amounts of text.
Prompt: The instruction or question you give an AI tool.
Hallucination: When an AI confidently states something false or invented.
Training data: The material an AI was built from. The artists' concern is that creative work was used without consent.
Copyright / protected material: Legal rights in someone's original work (writing, images, music, designs, code). Using or closely adapting it without permission can infringe, including when an AI reproduces it in a draft.
Text and data mining (TDM): Automated extraction of content, e.g. to train AI. A TDM copyright exception was proposed for Australia in 2025 and rejected.
Custom assistant (Custom GPT / Gem / Project): A conversational AI restricted to your approved documents.
Agent: AI taking several actions across tools with limited supervision; highest-risk.
Enterprise / business account: A paid tier that contractually limits data storage and training use; safer than free or personal accounts.
Human in the loop: A person reviews and approves AI output before use.
ICIP: Indigenous Cultural and Intellectual Property, the rights of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in their cultural heritage and expression.
APPs: Australian Privacy Principles under the Privacy Act 1988.
AI slop: Low-quality, generic AI content that dilutes voice and erodes trust.

Staff training and further reading
Orientation: Australia's AI Ethics Principles (DISR); Generative AI's environmental impact (MIT News); Creative Australia, Generative AI and creative work.
Artists' rights & copyright: Arts Law Centre, AI and Copyright; ArtsHub, sector response to the 2025 Productivity Commission proposals.
Choosing platforms: Microsoft 365 Copilot data & privacy; Mistral AI environmental standard; Anthropic Transparency Hub.
Policy & governance: Fast Forward Nonprofit AI Policy Builder; A New Approach, AI in arts & culture; DeVos Institute A³ Roadmap.
Internal: PAC Australia Privacy Policy (board-approved February 2026), the existing policy governing personal information and AI; our AI policy should cross-reference it. It is the legal floor for anything in this paper touching personal information.
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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