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Human Oversight Specification
[AI SYSTEM NAME] — [VERSION]

1. Document Control
	Field
	Value

	Document Title
	Human Oversight Specification

	Version
	[1.0]

	Owner
	[ROLE / NAME]

	Date
	[YYYY-MM-DD]

	Classification
	[INTERNAL / CONFIDENTIAL]

	Next Review Date
	[YYYY-MM-DD — at most 12 months out]



Approvals
	Role
	Name
	Signature
	Date

	System Business Owner
	[NAME]
	
	[YYYY-MM-DD]

	AI Risk Officer
	[NAME]
	
	[YYYY-MM-DD]

	[Compliance / DPO where personal data is involved]
	[NAME]
	
	[YYYY-MM-DD]



2. System Identification
	Field
	Value

	System name and inventory ID
	

	Risk tier (internal / EU AI Act)
	

	Decision(s) the system makes or influences
	

	Population affected
	

	Volume ([decisions/day])
	



3. Oversight Model
Select and justify one per decision type:
	Model
	Definition
	Appropriate when

	Human-in-the-loop (HITL)
	A person approves each output before it takes effect
	High-impact individual decisions; low volume

	Human-on-the-loop (HOTL)
	System acts; a person monitors and can intervene in near-real time
	Moderate impact; volumes too high for per-item review

	Human-in-command (HIC)
	A person sets bounds and reviews aggregate behavior; no per-item review
	Low-impact, reversible, high-volume decisions


Selected model and rationale
[MODEL + WHY IT MATCHES THE RISK. EU AI Act Article 14 requires oversight be effective, not nominal — the rationale should explain why a person can realistically catch failures at the chosen volume.]

4. Reviewer Competence and Conditions
1. Reviewer role(s): [WHO]. Required training: [WHAT, including automation-bias awareness].
1. Information shown to the reviewer: [inputs, model output, confidence/uncertainty signals, key factors].
1. Time budget per review: [X minutes] — if actual time falls below [threshold], oversight is deemed degraded and flagged.
1. Authority: reviewers can reject or modify output without managerial approval, and rejection rates are NOT used as a negative performance metric.

5. Intervention Mechanisms
	Mechanism
	Who can trigger
	Effect
	Tested

	Per-item override
	[Reviewer]
	Replaces system output
	[date]

	Pause queue / degrade to manual
	[Team lead]
	Stops automated processing
	[date]

	Full system shutdown
	[Owner / CISO / on-call]
	System offline; fallback process activates
	[date]


Fallback process when the system is paused: [DESCRIBE THE MANUAL PATH AND ITS CAPACITY].

6. Countering Automation Bias
1. [e.g., Blind-review sampling: X% of items reviewed without seeing the model’s recommendation first.]
1. [e.g., Injected known-wrong cases to verify reviewers catch them; results reported quarterly.]
1. [e.g., Rotation so no reviewer spends more than X hours/day on queue review.]

7. Logging and Evidence
For each overseen decision, retain: [input reference, model output, reviewer identity, action taken, timestamp]. Retention: [period]. These records evidence oversight effectiveness for audits and, where applicable, EU AI Act Article 14 and ISO/IEC 42001 Annex A.9.

8. Effectiveness Review
[Quarterly], the owner reviews: override rates and reasons, missed-failure analysis from incidents, blind-review results, and reviewer feedback. Material degradation triggers a re-assessment of the oversight model.
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