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Pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26 and 33, Plaintiffs the People of the State of
California; State of Colorado, ex rel. Philip J. Weiser, Attorney General; State of Connecticut; State
of Delaware, ex rel. Kathleen Jennings, Attorney General of the State of Delaware; the People of
the State of Illinois; State of Indiana; State of Kansas, ex rel. Kris W. Kobach, Attorney General;
the Commonwealth of Kentucky; State of Louisiana; State of Minnesota, by its Attorney General,
Keith Ellison; State of Nebraska ex rel. Michael T. Hilgers, Attorney General; Matthew J. Platkin,
Attorney General for the State of New Jersey, and Elizabeth Harris, Acting Director of the New
Jersey Division of Consumer Affairs; the People of the State of New York, by Letitia James,
Attorney General of the State of New York; State of North Carolina, ex rel. Jeff Jackson, Attorney
General; Commonwealth of Pennsylvania by Attorney General Dave Sunday; State of South
Carolina, ex. rel. Alan M. Wilson, in his official capacity as Attorney General of the State of South
Carolina; Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel. Jason S. Miyares, Attorney General; and State of
Wisconsin (collectively, the “State AGs”), hereby submit their supplemental responses and
objections to Defendants Meta Platforms, Inc., Instagram, LLC, Meta Payments, Inc., and Meta
Platforms Technologies, LLC’s (collectively, “Meta” or “Defendants”) First Set of Interrogatories,
dated May 3, 2024.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

The following supplemental responses are based only on information presently available
to the State AGs. These written responses are made without prejudice, and the State AGs reserve
all rights to modify, amend, or add to these responses and objections at any time.

The responses that follow are based upon the State AGs’ understanding of the reasonable
meaning of Defendants’ Interrogatories and in a good-faith effort to comply with the law.
Moreover, while the State AGs may not have direct knowledge or possession of the facts,
Documents, and other matters referenced in the responses below, the State AGs have fulfilled their
obligation to provide answers based upon information that was available to the State AGs at the

time of this response. The State AGs reserve all rights including the right to refer to, conduct
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discovery in reference to, and to offer into evidence at any time, including trial, any and all facts,
Documents, and other things that are not presently known or available to the State AGs or that have
not yet been reviewed or discovered by the State AGs but which may be learned at some time in
the future, notwithstanding these supplemental responses. Ongoing discovery, investigation,
research, and analysis may reveal additional facts, add meaning to known facts, establish new legal
contentions, or lead to additions, variations, or changes to these supplemental responses.

The State AGs have interpreted these Interrogatories as seeking information maintained by
the State AGs specifically, and the responses to these Interrogatories are therefore made on behalf
of each state attorney general office’s investigative/enforcement teams, not on behalf of any other

state agencies or other entities of state government. '

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES

Interrogatory No. 4:

3

Identify all “unfair,” “deceptive,” and/or “unconscionable” practices or acts Plaintiff alleges
Defendants engaged in that Plaintiff alleges violated the Consumer Protection Act and any State

law under which Plaintiff seeks to recover.

State AGs’ Supplemental Response:

The State AGs incorporate by reference their June 3, 2024 and April 10, 2025 Responses
and Objections to Meta’s First Set of Interrogatories, including their General Objections,
Objections to Definitions and Instructions, and specific objections to Interrogatory No. 4. Subject
to and without waiving their objections to this Interrogatory, the State AGs provide the following

supplemental response. In providing this supplemental response, the State AGs reserve all rights.?

! To the extent these Interrogatories seek information that is in the possession, custody, or control of state agencies or
any other entities of state government, the State AGs reassert their objection that such information is not within the
possession, custody, control of the State AGs. See In re California, No. 25-584, 2025 WL 2427608 (9th Cir. Aug. 22,
2025).

2 In supplementing the State AGs’ response to Interrogatory No. 4, the State AGs directly incorporate our June 3,
2024 response and supplement that. The supplementation focuses on the aspects of the claims that remain in the case
following the Court’s order on Meta’s Motion to Dismiss, ECF No. 1214. The State AGs reserve the right to
supplement our Responses insofar as any claims or elements of claims are reinstated after appeal or otherwise.
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Meta engaged in deceptive acts and practices by deceiving consumers, including young
users and parents, about the design, safety, and harmful impacts of its Platforms through many
statements made in different forums over the course of several years. Meta acted unfairly by
engaging in the unfair and unconscionable acts described herein while also deceiving consumers,
including young users and parents, through false and misleading statements and omissions. State
AGs incorporate by reference their responses to Interrogatory No. 3 of Meta’s First Set of
Interrogatories.

Meta engaged in unfair and unconscionable acts and practices by capitalizing on the
vulnerabilities of young users and encouraging their compulsive and harmful use of its Platforms.
For example:

First, Meta targets its Platforms to young users while knowingly designing its Platforms
to include features that Meta knows to be psychologically and physically harmful to young
users—including features known to promote compulsive, prolonged, and unhealthy use by young
users. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 68-85.) In addition, Meta incentivizes its employees to
develop ways to increase the time that young users spend on its Platforms, all while touting the
efficacy of its own time restriction tools that, in reality, do not meaningfully curb excessive time
young users spend on its platforms in place of offline, often necessary, activities. (See, e.g., May
16, 2025 Expert Trial Report of Colin Gray at 44 104-14.)

Second, Meta utilizes Platform features that unfairly and/or unconscionably harm young
users. These features include infinite scroll, ephemeral content features, autoplay, quantification
and display of “Likes,” and disruptive alerts, all of which are unfairly and/or unconscionably
utilized by Meta to extract additional time and attention from young users whose developing
brains are not equipped to resist those manipulative tactics. Meta designed content-presentation

formats, such as infinite scroll, to discourage young users’ attempts to self-regulate and disengage
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from its Platforms. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 91-94; May 16, 2025 Expert Trial Report of
Colin Gray at 982, 119.)

Meta is aware both that young users have a propensity to compare themselves to peers,
and that the quantification and public display of Like counts on its Platforms are harmful to
young users’ mental health. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 226-298.) Social comparison
through features such as Likes, however, is also associated with greater time spent on Meta’s
Platforms. Although Meta studied the effects of Like counts in Project Daisy, including receiving
continual advice from experts that Daisy should be on by default for teens, Meta declined to
remove Like count visibility by default for any users.

Third, Meta designed, developed, and deployed disruptive audiovisual and vibration
notifications and alerts and ephemeral content features in a way that unfairly and/or
unconscionably exploits young users’ psychological vulnerabilities and cultivates a sense of “fear
of missing out” in order to induce young users to spend more time than they would otherwise
choose on Meta’s Platforms. Meta designed ephemeral content so that young users open Meta’s
Platforms more frequently in order to not “miss out” on any new content. (See, e.g., Complaint
Paragraphs 97-101.)

Meta employs incessant notifications that recall young users’ attention back to its
Platforms when they are engaging in other activities, such as attending school, or when they are
(or should be) sleeping or preparing to sleep. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 299-332; July 30,
2025 Expert Rebuttal Trial Report of Lauren Hale at  45.) For example, the default notifications
for Instagram include haptic alerts (vibrate or pulse), banner notifications, sounds notifications,
badge notifications (persistently displayed red indicator encircling a number representing certain
events that have not yet been viewed by the user), and email notifications. These notifications are

especially intrusive and harmful for young users, who are particularly vulnerable to distraction
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and psychological manipulation.

Meta actively chooses to retain Platform features it knows promote eating disorders,
despite expert warnings about the resulting harms to young users. (See, e.g., Complaint
Paragraphs 333-368.) For example, Meta knows that the use of beautification and other camera
filters on its Platforms is associated with body image issues, body dysmorphia, and a decrease in
young users’ well-being. Furthermore, Platform features quantifying metrics such as Likes,
Followers, comments, reposts—in conjunction with Meta’s Platforms’ focus on visuals rather
than text—creates a fertile ground for social comparison, and this environment is associated with
lower self-image and distorted body perceptions among young people. Nevertheless, Meta
continues to provide young users on its Platforms with access to such features, including visual
filters that simulate plastic surgery.

Fourth, Meta algorithmically serves content to young users according to “variable
reinforcement schedules.” Meta thereby manipulates dopamine releases in young users, unfairly
or unconscionably inducing them to repeatedly engage with its Platforms—much like a gambler
at a slot machine. (See, e.g., May 16, 2025 Trial Report of Bradley Zicherman at 9 2, 36; May
16, 2025 Expert Trial Report of Arvind Narayanan at 9 138-48.) Meta knows its
Recommendation Algorithms trigger intermittent dopamine releases in young users whose
developing brains are especially susceptible to such tactics. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 162-
165.) Moreover, Meta uses data harvested from young users to target their engagement on an
individual level via its Recommendation Algorithms—making continued engagement even more
difficult for young users to resist. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 166-175.)

Fifth, Meta collects, uses, and discloses the personal information of under-13 users of
Instagram and Facebook without first obtaining verifiable parental consent, which is an unfair and

unconscionable practice that also violates the Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act
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(“COPPA”) and the COPPA Rule. The following are non-exhaustive examples of these acts and
practices. Meta routinely obtains actual knowledge that users on Instagram and Facebook are
under 13 years old, and it targets children as users of Instagram and Facebook, making the
Platforms directed to children. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 631-835.) Meta fails to provide
sufficient notice to parents of its data collection, use, and disclosure practices concerning under-
13 users’ personal information, nor does it provide sufficient notice to parents of their right to
review or delete their children’s personal information. Meta also fails to provide parents with the
ability to effectively exercise their rights with respect to their children’s personal information.
(See, e.g., Meta Defendants’ Amended Responses and Objections to Plaintiffs’ First Set of
Requests for Admission, Request No. 7; Meta Defendants’ Amended Responses and Objections
to Plaintiffs’ Third Set of Requests for Admission, Request Nos. 20-21; Hartnett Dep. 206:7-
209:24.) Additionally, Meta fails to timely delete the personal information of children under the
age of 13, including by taking up to ninety days to delete personal information after beginning the
final deletion process, and, from 2022 to April 2024, preserving personal information of so-called
“deactivated” children’s accounts for six months or a year prior to starting the final deletion
process. (E.g., Hartnett Dep. 299:14-301:19; 350:2-351:22, June 17, 2025.) Moreover, Meta
continues to use the personal information of children under 13 after determining that they are
likely under 13 to train its machine learning and generative Al models, without obtaining parental
consent. (See Backstrom Dep. 28:25-32:21, 40:11-21 and errata sheet.)

Meta has actual knowledge that children under the age of 13 are on Instagram. (See, e.g.,
Complaint Paragraphs 646-745 and 814.) This knowledge is demonstrated, for example, by
Meta's charts boasting Instagram’s penetration into 11- and 12-year-old demographic cohorts, an
internal report presented to Zuckerberg regarding the four million under-13 users on Instagram,

emails and policies documenting Meta’s mishandling of known under-13 user accounts,
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discussions among Meta’s researchers taking pains to avoid uncovering Instagram’s under-13
users through their studies, documents admitting that Instagram’s registration process regularly
elicits false self-reported ages from its under-13 users, and data from Meta’s age-estimation
algorithms confirming that millions of individual Instagram accounts belong to children under the
age of 13. Meta also obtained actual knowledge in the circumstances described in the State AGs’
responses to Interrogatory No. 1 from Meta’s Second Set of Interrogatories, including, but not
limited to, instances in which Meta continued collecting personal information from children under
the age of 13 through accounts that Meta knew belonged to children through its hard-linking and
soft-matching techniques.

Further, Meta directs Instagram and Facebook to children, in whole or in part, through the
child-oriented design, content, and information appearing on its Platforms. (See, e.g., Complaint
Paragraphs 794-805 and 828-31; Part 2 of the August 1, 2025 Trial Report of Adam Alter.)
Examples include, but are not limited to, the thousands of child-oriented pages and accounts that
Instagram and Facebook host and promote, advertisements that feature or are directed to children,
such as children’s television and movies, and child or child-oriented models and celebrities
featured on the Platforms. Meta’s account registration process, which did not include an age gate
for many years, and then included a faulty system that was easily bypassed by children, further
demonstrates Meta’s targeting of children. (See, e.g., Complaint Paragraphs 667-770.) Children
are also an intended and actual audience of Instagram and Facebook, as demonstrated through,
among other things, internal communications and research describing Meta’s overt efforts to
design its Platforms in ways that would reach and be appealing to children. (See, e.g., Complaint
Paragraphs 771-793, 823-827; see also the State AGs’ responses to Meta’s Interrogatory No. 4 of
Meta’s Second Set of Interrogatories.) Meta’s non-neutral age gates, which defaulted to a date of

birth that would make the user above 13, also failed to effectively collect “age information” in
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the manner required by COPPA for websites or online services directed to children that collect
personal information. (16 CFR Section 312.2; see, e.g., Hartnett Dep. 43:25-45:4.)

Sixth, Meta fails to employ processes to effectively prevent children under the age of 13
from joining and/or using Instagram and Facebook and to effectively detect and remove them and
their data after they joined. Examples of such processes and practices include, but are not limited
to, those detailed in the reports of Colin Gray and Adam Alter. (See, e.g., May 18, 2025 Trial
Report of Colin Gray at 9 84-90, 127 (Meta’s insufficient age verification processes at account
creation and inadequate underage reporting tool); July 30, 2025 Rebuttal Report of Colin Gray at
0 27-29, 41-46 (same); August 1, 2025 Trial Report of Adam Alter at 9 370-382 (Meta’s
ineffective age gating processes, age enforcement processes, and age classifiers.)) Meta’s
practices detailed in the State AGs responses to Interrogatory No. 1 of Meta’s Second Set of
Interrogatories contain other examples of Meta’s failures to effectively prevent children under 13
from joining and/or using Meta’s platforms, and failures to effectively remove them after they
have joined. For example, Meta has failed and continues to fail to remove multiple accounts
belonging to child users it has identified, including failing to remove accounts hard-linked to
child user accounts prior to at least December 2021, and continuing to fail to remove accounts
soft-matched to child users’ accounts. (See Hartnett Dep. 236:17-23, 242:16-243:6, 296:23-
297:16; META3047MDL-053-00012717.) Meta also fails to take measures to prevent child users
whose accounts it detects and disables from creating new accounts on Facebook and Instagram.
(See Hartnett Dep. 243:7-244:5.) As another example, Meta employs deficient processes for
reviewing reports of children under 13 on its platforms, including because the review process
ignores categories of relevant information, such as children admitting they are underage in direct
messages or comments. (See Hartnett Dep. 198:7-204:7, 254:8-21.) Other such practices and

processes are the subject of ongoing expert analysis and not yet due to be disclosed.
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By targeting children under the age of 13 to bring them on to its platforms, failing to
effectively prevent under-13 users from joining and/or using Facebook and Instagram, and failing
to effectively detect and remove under-13 users after they have joined, Meta unfairly exposes
under-13 users to the risks posed to young users by the platforms, as discussed above.

Seventh, Meta engaged in the acts and practices discussed above despite research showing
that young people’s use of Meta’s Platforms is associated with depression, anxiety, insomnia,
impaired sleep, eating disorders, suicide, interference with education and daily life, and many
other negative outcomes. Internal studies that Meta commissioned (which were kept private until
they were leaked by a whistleblower) reveal that Meta has known for years about the serious
harms associated with young users’ time spent and use of features on its Platforms. These
physical and mental harms are particularly acute for young users, who are less able than adults to
self-regulate the time they spend on Meta’s Platforms, and Meta’s tools that are purported to
address these harms are ineffective.

Further examples of Meta’s unfair practices include, but are not limited to, those described
in the expert reports of Mitch Prinstein, Bradley Zicherman, Lauren Hale, Arvind Narayanan, and
Colin Gray. Dr. Prinstein describes in his report how features and functions embedded within
Meta’s Platforms promote harmful social comparison processes; create stress that contributes to
mental health symptoms; exploit youths’ developmental vulnerabilities in harmful ways;
encourage problematic social media use consistent with clinical dependency; interfere with
relationship development and healthy peer socialization processes; disrupt offline, necessary
activities like sleep; and promote other harms to youth mental health. Dr. Hale’s report explains
that the overall weight of the scientific evidence demonstrates that screen use, and particularly
interactive forms of screen use such as social media use, impairs sleep health. Dr. Hale further

opines that sleep loss impacts youth wellbeing, including cognitive and mental health outcomes.

STATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S THIRD
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO META’S
FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES CASE Nos.: 4:23-cv-05448-YGR

-10- 4:22-md-03047-YGR




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Case 4:22-md-03047-YGR  Document 3251-3 Filed 07/10/26 Page 12 of 12

Dr. Zicherman’s report describes how the variable reward system inherent in the features and
design of social media applications is particularly problematic for youth because it interacts with
their underdeveloped brains, resulting in increased impulsivity, risk taking, and emotional
dysregulation. He further opines that youth are more likely than adults to become addicted to
social media and suffer resulting functional impairments and mental health harms; youth often
circumvent or bypass Instagram’s purported safety features or restrictions; parents often report
having no control over addicted children’s use of social media; and the treatment of youth
addicted to social media presents considerable challenges and has limited success rates. Dr.
Narayanan’s report describes how Meta’s recommendation algorithms are optimized to maximize
user engagement and time spent (ultimately boosting advertising revenue), which in turn
facilitates problematic use by pushing vulnerable users into feedback loops/rabbit holes. Dr.
Gray’s report identifies the features on Meta’s platforms that utilize dark patterns and attention
capture patterns in order to maximize engagement and facilitate problematic use/addiction. They
also opine that Meta’s design practices fall short of industry standards by subverting principles
intended to safeguard user wellbeing, and rejecting implementation of safer alternative designs.
The State AGs make this supplemental response based on their current knowledge and
information, and without prejudice to their ability to amend or supplement this response or to rely
on additional facts and documents gained throughout the course of fact and expert discovery or at

any time before trial.

Dated: October 6, 2025

Respectfully submitted,

STATE ATTORNEYS GENERAL’S THIRD

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO META’S

FIRST SET OF INTERROGATORIES 11 CASE Nos.: 4:23-cv-05448-YGR
} ) 4:22-md-03047-YGR




	Blank Page



