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Submission by the Asia Tech Alliance (ATA) on the Draft
Ministerial Regulation (RPM) Implementing Government
Regulation No. 17 of 2025 (PP TUNAS)

Executive Summary

The Asia Tech Alliance (ATA) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft
Ministerial Regulation (RPM) implementing Government Regulation No. 17 of 2025 (PP
TUNAS) on the Governance of Electronic System Providers for Child Protection.

ATA represents leading global and regional technology companies across diverse
sectors, including search, messaging, social media, content, e-commerce, and cloud
services, all of whom share a commitment to responsible innovation and the safety of
all users, particularly children and adolescents.

We applaud the Indonesian government’s efforts to strengthen online safety for minors,
including through PP TUNAS, the accompanying RPM, and inclusive public consultation
process. We share the government's objectives to ensure children grow up in a safe and
healthy digital environment while continuing to benefit from the opportunities enabled
by technology.

We welcome continued engagement with the Ministry and would be pleased to provide
further information, case studies, or technical perspectives to support the RPM's
development and implementation.

This submission reflects our members’ shared priorities, and offers detailed comments
on the current draft regulation. Our aim is to support Indonesia’s child protection goals
while ensuring the regulation remains proportionate, technically feasible, and adaptable
to evolving digital contexts.

General Comments

ATA members are committed to creating age-appropriate, safe, and empowering online
environments for children and youth. Across many of their platforms, members take a
range of measures to promote child safety online, including investing in trust and safety
teams, implementing safeguards to support younger users, and engaging with
governments, schools, and civil society to support digital literacy.



A AsiaTechAlliance

Developments following Australia’s recent social media age restrictions suggest that
implementation choices can materially affect outcomes for children, including increased
social isolation among teens, migration to alternative services that may be less
regulated or compliant, and inconsistent age verification practices across industry.’
These considerations are relevant where Indonesia is exploring alternative regulatory
models, particularly given the broader scope of the Online Child Safety Regulations
(OCSR), which applies across all platforms.

We encourage the Ministry to consider the following principles in finalising the
regulation:

e Risk-based and proportionate regulation: Regulatory requirements may be
most effective when they reflect actual usage patterns, the severity of risk, and
the presence of existing safeguards. A flexible, proportionate approach can help
avoid one-size-fits-all mandates, allowing for meaningful differentiation across
platform types, features, and user contexts.

e Balanced protections for safety, privacy, and access: Efforts to address online
safety can also take into account broader public interest considerations,
including data protection and privacy, access to information, and space for
innovation.

e Shared responsibility for online safety: Child online safety is a shared
responsibility between governments, families, educators, and technology
providers. Regulation that reflects this collaborative approach, including through
education and digital literacy efforts, may better support children’'s wellbeing
online.

Comments on Specific Provisions
1. Scope and Definitions

The draft defines “Electronic Systems,” “Electronic System Operators” (ESOs), and
“Products, Services, and Features” broadly. While this provides regulatory flexibility,
further clarification would help ensure consistent interpretation and avoid unintended
scope expansion.

In particular, it would be helpful to confirm whether hardware products that do not
contain embedded or managed software fall within the definition of an “Electronic
System”, and whether entities that solely manufacture, develop, or operate such

! Livingstone, Helen. “How Does Australia’s Under-16 Social Media Ban Work?” BBC News, January 23, 2026.
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwyp9d3ddgyo.
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hardware (without operating any software system) would be considered Electronic
System Operators subject to PP TUNAS.

2. Risk Classification Framework

The RPM introduces two categories (high risk and low risk) for all Products, Services, and
Features (Article 8). A binary classification may oversimplify how risk actually operates
across different features or service types. It creates the possibility that if a single risk
factor is triggered, a service is treated as fully high-risk, even if appropriate mitigations
are in place. This could lead to over-categorisation and unnecessary limitation of access
to services that may be safe for minors when designed appropriately.

Additionally, further clarification would be helpful on the level at which risk classification
is applied. In particular, where an application includes multiple distinct features with
different risk characteristics, guidance on whether risk may be assessed at the feature
level rather than uniformly at the application level would support proportionate
implementation.

Further, Article 12 establishes that the presence of “private communication products” or
“private messaging features” automatically categorises a service as high risk. This
approach disproportionately impacts neutral communication utilities that facilitate
one-to-one conversations for legitimate business reasons.

Clarification would also be helpful on whether Products, Services, and Features that
enable interaction with unknown individuals remain categorised as high risk where such
features are restricted by default and only enabled following explicit parental consent.

The draft regulation also broadly captures algorithmic content recommendation
systems without distinguishing between their purpose, context, or risk profile. It treats
all algorithmic recommendations equally, ignoring that e-commerce product
recommendations, entertainment content curation, and social media content
amplification present fundamentally different risk profiles. Instead of taking a
one-size-fits-all approach, there may be value in, for instance, excluding recommender
systems with the primary purpose of helping users navigate catalogues or access
informational content. We expand on this in the next section.
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3. Platform Differentiation and Service Context

The RPM applies a uniform risk assessment structure to all providers, without
distinguishing between different types of platforms, intended user bases, or product
purposes. By not recognising differences in audience, interaction models, and product
intent, the regulation may impose disproportionate requirements on platforms that are
not primarily designed for, or used by, children.

Additional guidance would be helpful on how Products, Services, and Features that
“could be accessed by children” are identified, including whether there are quantitative
indicators (such as a specific percentage of child users) or objective criteria for assessing
whether design elements are considered to be targeted at children.

A contextualised approach to risk that accounts for the service model, intended user
age, and available features, would support more accurate classification and more
practical compliance. For example, platforms serving educational, enterprise, or
professional functions, particularly those with limited interaction or content upload
features, may not warrant the same default risk assumptions as peer-to-peer or
entertainment-based services.

In addition, platforms that support family, educational, or co-use scenarios may enable
additional safeguards, such as “read-only” or limited-function access modes, caregiver
controls, and child-specific onboarding pathways, which meaningfully reduce exposure
to risk. These protective design choices could be taken into account during risk
classification assessments.

Clarification would also be beneficial on whether Products, Services, and Features used
and accessed through “child account” or “parental control” features should be assessed
separately for each feature in the "child account" and “non-child account” settings, or on
applications as a whole. If the assessment is made on the entire application, including
features not intended for child users, it would be helpful to confirm whether this would
result in the entire application being categorised as inaccessible to children.

Moreover, clarification would be helpful on how risk classification applies where an ESO
markets, creates, or enables access to Products, Services, and Features owned or
operated by another ESO. In such circumstances, it would be useful to confirm whether
the enabling ESO is required to conduct an independent risk assessment, or whether it
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may rely on the risk classification determined for the underlying Product, Service, or
Feature.

In addition, where an ESO collaborates with another ESO to market, create, or enable
Products, Services, and Features to be accessed by children, clarification would be
helpful on how the obligation to provide information regarding the minimum age limit
for children applies across parties, and whether the collaborating ESO is expected to
verify that the minimum age limit proposed by the primary ESO is appropriate, or may
rely on verification performed by the Ministry as applied by the primary ESO.

The regulation also does not distinguish between public dissemination (e.g.,
one-to-many broadcasting) and private communication (e.g., one-to-one messaging).
Applying the same risk assumptions and content curation requirements to private,
user-directed conversations as to public feeds may not reflect fundamental differences
in product intent.

Also, business-to-business services, cloud infrastructure services, e-commerce
marketplaces, curated content providers, and other services with limited or no
user-to-user interaction or user-generated content are unlikely to present the same
child safety risks as social platforms or entertainment services. Requiring identical
compliance measures across all service types diverts regulatory resources from
genuinely high risk services and may impose a disproportionate burden on low risk
operators.

As such, we suggest that the RPM establish clear criteria for which services must submit

full risk assessments. For instance, services that are not specifically designed for or
marketed to children could be exempted from comprehensive assessment and
ministerial review. Similarly, operators of demonstrably low risk or irrelevant services
could be exempted from submitting assessments. This approach would focus regulatory
resources where they can meaningfully improve child safety outcomes while reducing
compliance costs.

4. Subjective Risk indicators and Implementation Challenges

Several provisions would benefit from greater clarity to support implementation. For
example:

e Article 8(3) references disruption to a child’s “psychological health or biological
functions,” which is difficult for platforms to assess and likely falls outside their
expertise. Further guidance on whether quantitative thresholds or objective
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indicators will be provided for assessing such impacts would reduce subjectivity
and support consistent application.

e Article 11(2) defines pornographic content broadly, including “animation,
conversations, bodily movements” that contain obscenity or sexual elements.
This diverges from statutory definitions and may be difficult to operationalise.

e Article 11(3) that defines violent content as “text, images, audio, or videos that
display acts of causing bodily harm or injuring humans or animals” is overly
broad and lacks critical context-based qualifications. It does not distinguish
between content depicting violence for legitimate purposes, such as news,
education, artistic expression, or historical documentation, and content that
promotes, incites, or glorifies violence. This may lead to over-blocking of lawful
content and create compliance uncertainty. We recommend adopting a
principles-based approach that focuses on content which “promotes, instructs,
or incites” violence rather than merely depicts them, while including explicit
exemptions for journalistic, educational, artistic, and historical material.

e Article 16 prescribes specific design features (e.g., infinite scroll, push
notifications) as inherently risky. This may be overly prescriptive and fail to
accommodate platforms with unrelated or neutral use cases. Clarification on
measurable thresholds or objective criteria for determining when a design
feature is considered to encourage “excessive” or “intensive” use would support
compliance.

e For services like interpersonal communication platforms, many use end-to-end
encryption (E2EE) to ensure that only the sender and recipient can read
messages. The platform itself cannot technically scan, view, or moderate the
content of private messages to identify illicit material as implied by the
self-assessment indicators.

We recommend focusing on outcomes-based design goals, referencing existing legal
definitions, and limiting platform obligations to areas within their control and
competence.

5. Clarification of Profiling Restrictions

The RPM prohibits profiling children for commercial purposes (Article 14(1)(d)), which
we support in principle. However, if not defined clearly, an overly broad prohibition on
profiling risks limiting features essential to safety (e.g. CSAM detection) or adapting
content to be age-appropriate. Clear guidance and additional clarification on the scope
of prohibited profiling in this area, including illustrative examples, can help to
differentiate between harmful profiling (targeted advertising to children) and legitimate,
protective features (such as age-based content filtering or alerts).
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6. Age Assurance Obligations

The draft introduces broad age assurance and parental consent requirements for
services likely to be accessed by children, including strict age-based restrictions for
account-based services.

First, clarification would be helpful on whether parental attestation may be considered a
sufficient form of age assurance, and whether parental consent and age verification
may be obtained through the same process.

Effective age verification can involve the collection of sensitive personal data, raising
privacy and data security issues, particularly for low risk services. Recent research,
including Australia’'s Age Assurance Technology Trial, has shown that current age
verification technologies face accuracy challenges, demographic bias, and privacy risks,
including overcollection of biometric data. Age verification also proves ineffective for
shared household devices, where the primary account holder's age may not reflect the
actual user.

While the RPM requires platforms to define and enforce minimum age limits (Article 3),
it does not specify acceptable methods or provide privacy-protective safe harbours
regarding how platforms can determine that users meet those minimum ages. There is
also limited guidance on how age assurance obligations may vary depending on the age
range served.

Clarification would further be helpful on whether children under 13 or under 16 are
permitted to register for or hold accounts in Products, Services, and Features that are
not specifically designed for children but are classified as low risk and subject to
parental consent.

To reduce compliance uncertainty and support child safety, the RPM can consider
adopting a risk-proportionate and tech-neutral approach. For high risk services, robust
assurance measures may be appropriate, while low risk services could instead rely on
effective parental controls (e.g. PINs, child profiles) that empower families to manage
access without invasive data collection. The RPM can provide flexibility in
implementation, recognising that no single method is appropriate for all service types
or risk contexts.

The regulation can also consider supporting flexible, outcome-based implementation
methods, such as privacy-preserving analytics that infer age group behaviour without
storing sensitive data. Recognising that different services and risk contexts may warrant
different solutions could enhance the regulation’s overall effectiveness and practicality.
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7. Legal Basis for Processing Children’s Data

The draft appears to rely primarily on parental consent as the legal basis for processing
children’'s personal data. It would be beneficial to clarify how this framework would
interact/work with the Personal Data Protection Law and other broader international
data protection practice, where consent is one of several co-equal legal bases.

More broadly, allowing flexibility for Electronic System Operators (ESOs) to rely on
alternative lawful bases - subject to appropriate safeguards, balancing tests, and
accountability measures - would better support compliance while maintaining strong
protections for children.

8. Supervision, Monitoring, and Enforcement

The RPM provides the Ministry with monitoring, examination, and investigative powers,
including access to electronic systems and physical premises.

These powers appear broad and would benefit from further clarification to ensure
proportionality and mitigate cybersecurity risks. For example, mandatory access to
electronic systems may conflict with internationally recognised security standards,
including Zero Trust principles, by circumventing role-based access controls and
creating additional attack surfaces that could affect the confidentiality, integrity, or
availability of user data.

Similarly, powers relating to monitoring activities and access to physical premises may
benefit from clearer parameters. Where inspections or examinations are permitted,
safeguards such as a clear legal basis, prior notice, defined scope, and limitation to
relevant local premises could support legal certainty and proportional application.

Allowing ESOs to provide written clarifications in response to warnings - supported by
clear reasoning and evidence - may also facilitate more effective engagement.

Additional clarity on data request requirements, including legal basis, purpose
limitation, and specificity of requested information, would help support compliance,
accountability, and trust in enforcement processes.
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9. Criminal Liability

The RPM introduces administrative sanctions and references potential criminal
consequences.

Criminal liability for administrative non-compliance may be disproportionate and may
not align with approaches under the OCSR framework and the Electronic Information
and Transactions Law.

Where information-sharing or referrals to law enforcement are contemplated, greater
clarity that such mechanisms are directed toward users or third-party actors suspected
of committing crimes against children - rather than ESOs or their employees acting
within the scope of compliance - would help reinforce legal certainty and proportional
application.

10. Implementation Guidance

The RPM sets out an enforcement regime, including monitoring, compliance
inspections, and objection and appeal mechanisms. We recommend that the regulation
provides corresponding implementation support, such as detailed compliance
guidance, reasonable grace periods, or transitional tools to assist operators in meeting
new obligations.

For instance, the RPM requires ESOs to conduct and submit self-assessments covering
minimum age requirements and risk classification (Article 4). While this framework
establishes an important compliance mechanism, additional clarity on assessment and
verification processes would support consistent implementation.

In particular, clearer guidance on assessment methodology, verification timelines,
authorised officer requirements, and how determinations are made by the Ministry
would be beneficial. The current draft does not outline mechanisms for ESOs to clarify
assessment gaps, implement corrective measures prior to final designation, or seek
review of verification outcomes, which may affect procedural transparency and
consistency in application.

The requirement to reassess and resubmit self-assessments following any material
change, including complaints from the public, introduces difficult-to-manage
compliance obligations. Additional clarity around thresholds and proportionality could
help ensure that compliance expectations remain workable while preserving regulatory
intent.
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Clarity would also be helpful on whether there is a prescribed reporting format or form
for self-assessment submissions.

Additionally, Article 71 provides a six-month implementation window for existing
operators, which can be insufficient given the breadth of obligations across multiple
service types, the need for technical deployment, training, and coordination across
jurisdictions. Global operators providing multiple distinct services require more time to
ensure local compliance without disrupting access or operations.

To address this, we suggest conducting further consultation on the minimum
implementation period that would be deemed reasonable for effective compliance.
Staged deadlines would help focus initial oversight efforts on the most relevant services
while ensuring smoother, more effective compliance from others.

Ultimately, pairing strong enforcement with practical implementation support would

enhance overall effectiveness while fostering constructive collaboration between
platforms and regulators to promote online safety.

Conclusion

ATA and its members thank the Indonesian government for the opportunity to provide
input on this important regulation. We remain committed to supporting safe and
responsible digital experiences for children in Indonesia and across the region, and look
forward to continued dialogue.

*k*
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About the Asia Tech Alliance

The Asia Tech Alliance (ATA) is a regional industry association formed to amplify
Asia-Pacific’'s voice in the global digital economy and champion technology that reflects
the region’s values, innovation, and potential. Founded by 13 leading global technology
companies, the ATA serves as a trusted platform for governments, industry, and
communities to co-create human-centric, innovative solutions to the region’s most
pressing opportunities and challenges. Through policy engagement, collaborative
initiatives, and strategic partnerships, the Alliance is committed to shaping an inclusive,
agile, and forward-looking digital future for Asia-Pacific.
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