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Beyond the numbers: Industry transparency reports and OCSEA prevalence 

 

Introduction 

Key takeaways 

Industry transparency reports are important 
tools for accountability, trend analysis, and 
understanding how tech companies detect, 
take action on, and report incidents of online 
child sexual exploitation and abuse (OCSEA). 
They should not be treated as direct estimates 
of OCSEA prevalence without additional 
context. 

Interpreting transparency data responsibly 
requires clarity around definitions, detection 

methods, reporting thresholds, units of 
measurement, and service design. It also 
requires a commitment to incentivizing robust 
testing and detection.  

Better context around these and other 
reporting considerations does not reduce 
accountability. It makes transparency reports a 
more useful piece of the puzzle for 
understanding and reducing the prevalence of 
OCSEA.  

 

Background 

In 2025, the Tech Coalition convened global 
leaders on the sidelines of the UN General 
Assembly to discuss how to measure the global 
prevalence of OCSEA and evaluate progress in 
fighting it. As part of this convening, the Tech 
Coalition committed to publishing a resource 
examining how industry transparency reports 
can—and can’t—be used to understand OCSEA 
prevalence.  

In 2026, the Tech Coalition and Meta co-hosted 
a roundtable with a small group of experts and 
practitioners to validate this resource. Thank 
you to all those who participated in these 
events and the development of this resource. 

This resource is intended to help policymakers, 
practitioners, civil society, researchers, and 
industry stakeholders interpret 
transparency-reporting data responsibly as 
they seek to understand OCSEA prevalence to 
inform decisions about policy and resource 
allocation.  

While each audience may have different 
questions and goals in reviewing reports, the 
principles in this resource should be broadly 
applicable. It explains where transparency 
reports can provide useful signals about 
OCSEA and where additional data, 
methodology, and context are needed. 

 

Disclaimer This resource shares high-level insights from stakeholder discussions. It is not legal advice and does not 
establish a standard of care. Companies and other stakeholders should adapt these considerations to their services, 

legal obligations, and risk profiles.  
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Understanding transparency and prevalence 

Definitions 

One of the first challenges in understanding 
prevalence is the lack of consistent definitions. 
In particular, the term prevalence of OCSEA can 
refer to several distinct tabulation methods, 
including: 

●​ Prevalence of perpetration: how many 
perpetrators/offenders are active online? 
What proportion of users on a given 
platform engage in OCSEA-violative 
behaviors?  

●​ Prevalence of victimization: how many 
children have been victims of OCSEA? What 
proportion of users (or specifically child 
users) of a given platform have been 
subject to abuse? 

●​ Prevalence of OCSEA content: how much 
OCSEA content is on a given platform? 
What proportion of all content circulated, 
viewed, or removed is OCSEA?  

Each of these viewpoints has pros and cons. 

 

Prevalence type Strengths Limitations 

Perpetration  Addresses OCSEA harms at the 
source: offenders and abuse 
networks. 

Can obscure victim impact and repeat 
victimization. Also, bots and duplicate / 
multi-user accounts make proper 
estimates difficult. 

Victimization  Centers children, victims, 
survivors, and lived impact. 

Difficult to measure, including through 
Transparency reporting; need additional 
information to account for the harm of 
repeat victimization, covers only 
reported abuse.  

OCSEA content Most accessible metric for 
platforms and external reporting 
pathways. 

Can be skewed by repeated content 
circulation1, report bundling practices 
by platforms, evolutions in detection 
practices. 

 

1 NCMEC’s 2025 CyberTipline Report highlighted an example 
where “one child's abusive imagery has been circulated for 
the past 20 years, appearing more than 1.4 million times in 
submissions to NCMEC.”  
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It is also worth noting that all of these 
measures share common limitations in that 
OCSEA violative behaviors may often go 
unreported, and user reports may include 
non-violative behaviors. Harmful behaviors and 
interactions are also complex and nuanced, 
making them potentially difficult to readily 
capture through discrete categories. 

There are also further, even more granular, 
challenges aligning around prevalence 
definitions.  

For example, should prevalence data focus 
solely on child sexual abuse material (CSAM) 
images and videos involving real children, 
include AI-generated content that does not 
depict real children, and/or include the broader 
sphere of OCSEA harms, such as attempts to 
sexually exploit a minor, grooming and sexual 
extortion (sextortion)?  

How should criminal vs. non-criminal activity be 
considered?  

Lastly, even what qualifies as a transparency 
report, and what specific data points are 
included therein, is inconsistent across 
platforms and services.  

The Tech Coalition’s Trust Framework outlines 
a principles-based approach for 
OCSEA-specific transparency reports by 
industry, but acknowledges that each 
company’s approach may differ (and in many 
cases should differ, depending on the type of 
services offered and user base).  

As a result, transparency reports can provide 
valuable insights highlighting key metrics 
around platforms' respective approaches and 
responses to OCSEA, and these metrics can 
document trends that may be downstream of 
platform efforts. However, differences in 
reporting practices may limit direct 
comparisons across companies.  

Regulated approaches such as the EU’s Digital 
Services Act have created new standardized 
reporting formats. These can improve 
consistency, but because they are legally 
prescribed, they may be less adaptable to 
emerging harms or service-specific contexts. 

Voluntary transparency reports may provide 
richer operational context, while regulatory 
reports may improve consistency and baseline 
comparability. Both can be useful, but neither 
should be treated as a complete picture of 
prevalence on its own. 
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Appropriate uses for transparency reports to inform 
prevalence estimates 

Drive to consensus on OCSEA definitions 

One recurring recommendation in the 
Framework is for companies to use 
transparency reports to explain their overall 
processes for combatting OCSEA. In practice, 
this often includes describing how violative 
content is defined and categorized during 
content moderation and reporting.  

As the broader ecosystem seeks to align on 
definitions (a meaningful prerequisite for 
discussions about prevalence) existing 
transparency reports can provide a helpful 
starting point. 

Emerging industry trends 

Because some industry reports are published 
quarterly or semiannually, they can help 
identify emerging threat patterns earlier than 
annual ecosystem reports2.  
 
However, trend interpretation requires caution: 
changes in volume may reflect changes in 
harm, but they may also reflect changes in 
platform detection systems, reporting 
obligations, enforcement policy, product 
design, policy definitions, or any number of 
other factors.  

These can themselves be useful trends, 
however. Qualitative information from reports 
can be extremely valuable in supplementing 
data and explaining trends. 

2 For example, the Tech Coalition’s 2025 annual report 
was released in late April 2026; NCMEC’s 2025 
CyberTipline Report was released in late May 2026. 

Distinct snapshots of reported activity 

Even within the Tech Coalition, member 
companies represent a wide range of sectors, 
services, geographies, and sizes. This is not to 
mention the countless non-members 
publishing reports regularly.  

Each report provides only a partial view of the 
broader landscape. It is valuable to have these 
company-level breakdowns, as trends may 
appear on specific platforms or in certain 
sectors that would be obscured in 
industry-wide data. 
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Limitations for the use of transparency reports to 
inform prevalence estimates 

Data aggregation is difficult 

As discussed previously, there is not a common 
standard for how OCSEA metrics are defined, 
measured, or reported. Additionally, each 
platform has different acceptable use policies 
and community guidelines, which influences 
how violations are categorized and tracked.  

For example, while all Tech Coalition members 
have policies prohibiting OCSEA, they have 
wide-ranging approaches to issues like 
adult-to-minor messaging. This can have 
downstream consequences for how violations 
manifest and are grouped. 

Companies may also structure their reporting 
differently. One company may report all 
OCSEA-related violations under a single 
category, while another may break that content 
down into CSAM, grooming, sextortion, and 
child sex trafficking.  

These differences make it difficult to accurately 
aggregate these data points across companies. 
This challenge is further compounded by the 
fact that many individual abuse cases span 
multiple platforms and services, creating 
additional risks of overlap or inconsistent 
attribution. 

 

Metrics often report absolute volumes 
without scale 

Industry transparency reports have traditionally 
focused on absolute metrics, such as the total 
number of reports made to NCMEC, violations 
identified, pieces of content removed, etc.  

While useful, these numbers do not provide a 
sense of the scale of abuse without an 
appropriate denominator. For example, the 
need to ban 10,000 accounts for OCSEA 
reflects a problem regardless of the size of a 
platform. However, all else equal, the scale of 
the problem is higher on a platform with 
100,000 users than one with 100 million.  

Useful denominators may vary by metric. For 
account actions, the total number of active 
users or active recipients may be most relevant. 
For content removals, total uploads, total 
messages, total files stored, and/or total 
reviewed content may be most meaningful.  

For measures related to child-safety harms, 
estimates of child -users may be relevant (even 
if difficult to calculate reliably). There may be 
variation in numerators as well; overall, it’s 
important to understand exactly what each 
individual metric is capturing and how it fits 
into the overall picture.   
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Limitations of cross-platform 
comparisons  

In addition to the operational differences 
between companies in how they report OCSEA 
violations, there are structural limitations in 
how platforms can and should be compared.  

Platforms in different sectors and levels of the 
tech stack are seeing and combatting OCSEA 
in fundamentally different ways. For example, 
messaging services may encounter different 
OCSEA risk patterns than file-storage, hosting, 
gaming, search, social-media, or infrastructure 
services.  

Similarly, sectors like financial services may 
have additional legal restrictions on detection 
and reporting capabilities. A metric that is 
meaningful for one service type may be 
misleading when used to rank or compare 
another.  

 

Interpretations can create 
misleading incentives  

Transparency reports are high-profile public 
resources that often attract significant scrutiny. 
This scrutiny can lead to misinterpretation of 
metrics.  

Rising numbers of reports, detections, or 
moderation actions may be viewed as a 
problematic increase in harm, when it could 
actually represent a positive improvement in 
detection capabilities.  

Conversely, while declining numbers can 
reflect genuine reductions in the prevalence of 
OCSEA behaviors in response to policies and 
practices, they can also be misinterpreted as 
decreasing harm when they should be 
attributed to methodological changes3 or 
shifting capacities.  

These dynamics can create misaligned 
incentives. Companies may face reputational 
risks for improving detection, while lower 
numbers may be rewarded regardless of 
underlying safety outcomes. Providing clearer 
context around reported metrics can mitigate 
these risks and better align incentives with 
earlier detection, better reporting, and stronger 
child-safety outcomes.  

3 For example, NCMEC has repeatedly worked to 
explain that the ability to “bundle” CyberTipline reports 
and thus reduce the overall quantity of reports does 
not equate to a decline in OCSEA harms. 
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Interpreting upstream detection 

A related challenge is that a significant portion 
of OCSEA detection occurs upstream, often at 
the point of upload and before content is 
viewed or shared by other users. Platforms that 
block content at this stage generally lack a 
standardized way to report that distinction.  

As a result, high detection volumes may be 
interpreted as evidence that harmful material is 

widely present, rather than evidence that 
preventative systems were effectively deployed.  

Distinguishing "blocked at the gate" from 
"found after distribution" would give a more 
accurate picture of both the problem and the 
response. Currently, however, there are mixed 
incentives when improved early detection can 
be misinterpreted as increased distribution. 

 

Detection stage Indication & importance 

Blocked at or near time of 
upload 

The earliest available intervention that is detection-based. ​
Useful for assessing intervention speed; should not be 
interpreted the same as widely circulated content. 

Removed after broad 
distribution or user report 

Detection systems did not identify the content and significant 
numbers of users were exposed to the content.  

 

Impact of generative AI 

Generative AI is changing the OCSEA 
landscape; as AI capabilities become more 
accessible and sophisticated, offenders are 
adapting how they create and distribute CSAM 
and OCSEA content.  

These developments create new challenges for 
prevention, detection, and reporting. Since 
2023, when NCMEC started tracking the use of 
generative AI, more than 158,000 images and 
videos have been categorized as generative AI 
CSAM4. 

 

 

4 According to NCMEC’s 2025 CyberTipline Report 

There are also new ways that violative content 
can be surfaced, including model red-teaming 
and the cleaning of training data. Content 
identified through these processes should still 
be reported, but these detections should be 
distinguished from offender-generated, 
user-uploaded, or user-distributed abuse5.  

A recent Tech Coalition resource applies the 
Framework’s principles to these ideas, but 
differentiating and incorporating new 
generative AI categories is key for ongoing 
prevalence discussions. 

5 In one notable example from 2025, a tech company 
submitted over 1.1 million reports to NCMEC over 
suspected CSAM surfaced in training data. Over 99% 
were determined to be false positives, but the reports 
originally skewed figures around generative AI harms. 
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Further reading 

In thinking through this issue, a non-exhaustive 
list of additional resources worth reviewing: 

●​ Childlight’s Into the Light Index: 
estimates of the scale of CSEA in 
countries across Western Europe and 
South Asia 

●​ The Lancet article, Prevalence 
estimates and nature of online child 
sexual exploitation and abuse: a 
systematic review and meta-analysis 

●​ OECD’s report on Transparency 
reporting on child sexual exploitation 
and abuse online 2025 

●​ Riana Pfefferkorn’s Letter to NCMEC 
about AI-CSAM Report Statistics 

●​ MOORE’s Understanding Harm 
resources at Prevention.Global 

●​ WeProtect Global Alliance’s Global 
Threat Assessment (2025) 

●​ UNICEF’s Disrupting Harm country-level 
reports on technology-facilitated sexual 
exploitation and abuse of children 
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The Tech Coalition unites the global tech industry to protect 
children from online sexual exploitation and abuse (OCSEA).  
 
No single company can tackle this issue alone. But together, 
we’re pooling knowledge, identifying threats, and developing 
solutions to prevent harm. Because children deserve a digital 
world that’s safe to play, learn, and explore. 
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