Roundtable Meeting Notes (Chatham House rule):

Phase 2 Codes — 2024/09/12

Purpose of Meeting

To give representatives of the pornography and other key industry sections engaged in the development of
Phase 2 Codes an opportunity to raise and discuss the process and some of the issues that have arisen
around the drafting of the codes to date.

It was noted that the codes have not yet been finalised and issues arising from the consultation with
industry stakeholders are still under consideration by the drafting team.

Process overview & tracking and deadline explained.

Tight deadline for feedback on the codes was reiterated and acknowledged: eSafety Deadline for submission
of final drafts for registration -19 December 2024

The process for Phase Two codes differs from the process for Phase One codes. The approach to Phase
One codes was via an open invitation to the whole industry to be actively involved in drafting. Phase Two
process involves a smaller group of drafters, primarily people that had experience previously in Phase One
who had the ability to do the heavy lifting needed to produce the first drafts for consideration by industry.

The first drafts have been shared with a wider group of industry participants and issues to be raised have
been requested within a fairly short time frame. We will now review the issues that have been raised and
determine the drafting changes that need to be made prior to submitting the codes to eSafety.

eSafety will then spend a period of time considering the drafts and will provide us with feedback before we
go to public consultation. in accordance with the tight deadline we will engage in a continual dialogue with
eSafety over the public consultation period to the extent that is necessary to further refine these codes
before we consider all of the public feedback to reconcile in a set of codes that can be submitted to eSafety
in accordance with the December deadline. This is the process to date.

All industry feedback to-date has been circulated with all of the drafters.

Issues Discussed

1. Definitions of materials subject to codes

a. decency/morality etc.: a concern raised was the definition of materials in the Codes
which include materials against the standard of morality, decency and propriety generally
accepted by a reasonable adult. There is no clarification on what a reasonable adult is



and also standard of morality, decency and propriety. Reasonable adult is not defined
and is a very subjective definition.

b. fetishes (Class 1C) - are very broad and different fetishes can be under this category as
well. E.g., foot fetish, which do not have any adult nature appear to be included and
treated as analogous to self-harm, suicide etc.

Treatment of adult content and pornography with harmful content like suicide, self-harm etc.

It was questioned whether adult content (which is legal content and which is produced with the
consent of the participants) should be treated in an equivalent way to suicide, self-harm and
eating disorder materials.

Predominant purpose of a service

It was suggested that this concept is hard to understand. If the platform has 50% adult content
and 50% is not and what is predominant purpose of the service? Suggested that this requires
clarification eg. guidance as to how this should be determined.

Measures requiring information about counselling and support.

It was suggested that adult sites should not be required to comply with measures concerning the
provision of information about counselling and support to end-users. Noted that a requirement to
provide information re counselling and support suggests that end-users accessing such material

are in need of such counselling.

Age Assurance

Age Assurance context: the Australian government is progressing an age assurance trial at the
moment. The position paper draws a distinction between this trial which will determine how age
assurance will be implemented and the Phase 2 Codes project which requires steps to be taken to
prevent children accessing Class 2 materials. The outcome of the trial is not yet available to inform
the work of this project.

It was noted that the draft approach in the Phase 2 codes to age verification had drawn on the
approach of Ofcom in the UK and which proposes adult sites implement age assurance.

It was suggested that site level age verification for adult sites won’t work because:

a. Only the sites that want to comply will comply and the regulator will not have enough
resources to enforce.
b. Site level age assurance would require sharing of PIl on every adult website.

It was also suggested that:

c. the best option to protect children from accessing adult sites is to impose an obligation
on equipment manufacturer to verify adult users and block access to RTA sites to non-
age verified users.

d. There should be a fundamental change to the existing codes for both equipment
manufacturers and online platforms to address this concern.



e. Manufacturers should be required under the Equipment Code to generate a signal, to age
verify people that want to access adult content or indeed, access that content on social
media platforms.

f.  Ofcom’s approach to age verification in the UK has not solved this issue.

g. The approach hasn't worked anywhere in the world as adult sites have not complied/ or
those that have complied have lost significant traffic. The Codes are an opportunity to
rethink how to make this work (e.g., at device level).

h. There is a precedent in the UK with the mobile network operators (MNOs) whereby all
phones sold by the MNOs have filters on by default and in order to change the default
setting you have to do an age check with the respective MNO. It very effectively filters out
not only adult content, but also some other content that would be effectively classified
18+. However, it is only applicable when on a network and disabled when switching to Wi-
Fi.

6. What if adult sites will not cooperate?

A question was asked about whether device side approach is any more workable than a website-
based approach to age assurance as many adult sites are unlikely to cooperate/will not tag
themselves RTA and will attempt to evade device blocks?

It was suggested that while there will be sites that don’t have RTA tech, it should be possible for
manufacturers to use Al to find sites that don’t have RTA tech.

7. Approach of SMS Code

Clarified that there is a difference in approach between the social media code and the DIS code.
Under the Social Media code, age verification or age assurance obligations are triggered for
services that allow online pornography. Slightly different threshold to the DIS code..

Meeting Close



