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platforms monitor monthly active people (“MAP”) and daily active people (“DAP”). They also 

develop calculations for LTV to determine the value for users based on the time they are available 

to receive advertisements.42 By monitoring these data, social media platforms are better able to 

refine their methods for keeping users on their platforms and for measuring the results of their 

strategies.  

E. Data Collection and Personalization 

80. As stated above, social media platforms harness behavioral data, demographic 

insights, and interest to help advertisers micro-target their ads. Every interaction that is tracked 

(likes, comments, clicks, even hovering) feeds into complex algorithms that map out individual 

preferences and behavioral patterns. The process by which behavioral actions are turned into 

modeling output is conceptually straightforward, but the details can become mathematically 

complicated. The key idea is to associate a piece of data, say, age, with a set of consumers.43 The 

behavior of these consumers can be used to model patterns that typify various ages. For instance, 

consumers over 50 may interact with content related to finance, mortgage rates, and Medicare 

supplemental plans at rates much higher than younger consumers. Conversely, users under 25 may 

interact with new musicians and fashion trends at much higher rates. These patterns are then used 

to model the ages of consumers for which the platform does not have reliable age estimates. 

81. Through these interactions, social media platforms can make inferences about 

demographic data, such as age, gender, location, and socioeconomic status. AI-driven interest 

profiling takes it a step further, predicting not just what users actively engage with, but also what 

they might be drawn to in the future. 

82. Every action a user takes—from filling out a profile to liking a post or clicking on 

a link—provides valuable information that platforms use to build detailed consumer profiles. 

Demographic details such as age, gender, and location are typically gathered during sign-up, while 

behavioral data such as interests, scrolling habits, and engagement patterns, are continuously 

tracked in the background. This constant stream of data allows social media companies to refine 

their understanding of individual users and categorize them into precise audience segments for 

advertisers.  

83. Beyond direct user interactions, platforms employ cookies, pixel tracking, and 

device fingerprinting to monitor activity across the internet. These tools allow companies to see 

what users do beyond their platforms, tracking visits to external websites, shopping behaviors, and 

even interactions with competitor services. For example, if a user browses an online store for 

42 Deposition of Robert Chen. Mar. 25, 2025. 83:8-12. (“Chen Dep.”) (“anything you need to 
make a decision regarding spending to acquire users, LTV is useful.”). 

43 For instance, some users will post messages about their birthdays on social media, and some of 
those posts will disclose the age of the poster.  
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sneakers, social media platforms can detect this behavior and serve them ads for similar products 

the next time they log in. This cross-platform surveillance is further enhanced by third-party data 

brokers, who aggregate consumer information from various sources, including credit card 

transactions, loyalty programs, and public records, to provide an even more comprehensive view 

of a user’s lifestyle and spending habits. 

84. Social media apps take data collection a step further by accessing sensors and 

system-level information from users’ devices. Many apps request permissions to track location, 

access contact lists, read messages, or even listen through microphones—sometimes under the 

guise of improving the user experience. This allows platforms to offer hyper-localized advertising, 

such as promoting a nearby restaurant or alerting users to a sale at a store they recently visited. 

Even passive data, such as motion sensors detecting when a user is walking or stationary, can be 

used to infer lifestyle patterns that advertisers find valuable. 

85. Social media companies also analyze social connections and network behaviors to 

improve ad targeting. They track how users interact with friends, what groups they join, and which 

influencers they follow, creating a web of associations that helps advertisers pinpoint people with 

similar interests. This form of targeting, called lookalike targeting (which I have defined above) 

allows businesses to reach new audiences who are likely to be interested in their products based 

on shared behaviors and social circles. Additionally, AI-powered sentiment analysis scans 

comments, posts, and interactions to gauge users’ moods and emotional states, enabling advertisers 

to time their campaigns for maximum impact. 

86. All of these data collection methods feed into sophisticated machine learning 

algorithms that predict not only what users are interested in now, but also what they might want in 

the future. Predictive analytics allow advertisers to reach users at key moments—whether they are 

considering a major purchase, planning a vacation, or showing early signs of a life event such as 

moving or starting a family. The result is an advertising ecosystem where brands can deliver highly 

personalized, often eerily accurate ads that feel less like marketing and more like a natural part of 

the user’s digital experience. 

87. In general, the process of collecting data and building audiences works in a 

feedback loop with targeted ads. Advertisers target ads using the data they buy from inventory 

suppliers; they are able to monitor the responses that users give to those ads; and that data, 

alongside the other data collection that social media platforms facilitate, creates audience data that 

makes microtargeting increasingly refined. 

F. Foundational Monetization Formula 

88. Social media platforms’ core business model relies on advertising revenue 

generated through user engagement. While each platform may employ distinct variations, the 

fundamental equation governing their monetization can be expressed as: 
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Revenue = Users × Time on Site × Ads per Time Unit × Ad Rate 

89. This equation encapsulates the key variables that platforms seek to optimize 

through their design choices and business strategies. This formula matches formulas I worked with 

while working on the publisher side for Microsoft. Each component represents a distinct lever that 

platforms can adjust to increase revenue, though these adjustments often involve complex 

tradeoffs. 

90. The first two variables—number of users and time on site—form the foundation of 

a platform’s value proposition to advertisers. As detailed in Section VI.B, platforms employ 

various strategies to build and maintain valuable audience segments. The relationship between 

these variables and revenue is generally linear: more users spending more time on the platform 

typically translates directly to increased advertising opportunities and revenue. 

91. The latter two variables—ads per time unit and ad rates—reflect the platforms’ 

sophistication in monetizing their user bases. The frequency of ad delivery must be carefully 

balanced against user experience considerations, as excessive advertising can drive users away, 

thereby reducing the first two variables. Platforms typically adjust this variable dynamically based 

on user engagement metrics and revenue optimization algorithms. 

92. Ad rates represent perhaps the most complex variable in the equation, as they are 

influenced by multiple factors: 

c Ad Format and Placement: Different ad types (e.g., in-feed posts, stories, video 

interruptions) command different rates based on their effectiveness and user engagement 

levels. 

c Contextual Relevance: Ads appearing alongside relevant content typically generate 

higher engagement rates and therefore command premium prices. 

c Targeting Capabilities: The platform’s ability to deliver ads to specific demographic 

and psychographic segments significantly impacts ad rates. As targeting becomes more 

precise, rates typically increase due to improved conversion rates and return on 

investment for advertisers. 

c Audience Quality: Certain user segments (e.g., high-income professionals) command 

premium rates due to their purchasing power and influence. 

93. Platform design decisions consistently reflect the imperative to maximize these 

variables. User interface elements, notification systems, content recommendation algorithms, and 

social features are all engineered to increase user engagement and time spent on the platform. 

Similarly, ad delivery systems are continuously refined to optimize the balance between revenue 

generation and user retention. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

REPLY TO META’S RESPONSE TO STATE’S STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 

Meta Misrepresented that It Addressed Eating Disorder (“ED”) and Suicide/Self-Injury 

(“SSI”) Content 

 

1. In 2012, Instagram updated its community guidelines, “Don’t promote or glorify 

self-harm” which said: “[A]ny account found encouraging or urging users to embrace anorexia, 

bulimia, or other eating disorders; or to cut, harm themselves, or commit suicide will result in a 

disabled account without warning. . . . Instagram is not the place for active promotion or 

glorification of self-harm.” See true and correct copy of 

https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/krystieyandoli/how-teens-are-using-social-media-to-talk-

about-suicide attached as Exhibit 1.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 
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statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

2. From at least August 31, 2018, to the present, Instagram’s Community Standards 

have stated: “We care deeply about the safety of the people who use our apps . . . While we do not 

allow people to intentionally or unintentionally celebrate or promote suicide, self-injury or eating 

disorders, we do allow people to discuss these topics . . . We may also limit the ability to view this 

content to adults aged 18 and older.” See true and correct copy of 

https://transparency.meta.com/policies/community-standards/suicide-self-injury/ attached as 

Exhibit 2. The Community Standards also state: “We remove any content that encourages suicide, 

self-injury or eating disorders, including fictional content such as memes or illustrations, and any 

self-injury content which is graphic, regardless of context. We remove content that contains 

instructions for extreme weight loss behavior.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or 

that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, 

Meta directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 
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REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of 

its Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged 

in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes 

or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 
 

3. On January 16, 2019, Instagram made the following statement: “We do not allow 

content that promotes or glorifies eating disorders, self-harm or suicide and will remove content 

of this kind.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-002-00217678 at 7680 attached as 

Exhibit 3. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 
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REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

4. On January 27, 2019, Instagram made the following statement: “We do not allow 

content that promotes or encourages eating disorders, self-harm or suicide and use technology to 

find and remove it.” See Id. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 
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and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

5. On January 31, 2019, Instagram made the following statement: “We have a deep 

responsibility to make sure young people using Instagram are safe . . . we deployed engineers to 

start making changes to make it harder for people to search for and find self-harm content. From 

now, we have further restricted the ability for anyone to find content by searching for hashtags and 

in the Explore pages and we are stopping the recommendation of accounts that post self-harm 

content.” See Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 
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and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

6. A February 7, 2019, Instagram blog post titled, “Changes We’re making to Do More 

to Support and Protect the Most Vulnerable People Who Use Instagram” states: “At Instagram, 

nothing is more important to us than the safety of the people in our community. . . . we are not 

where we need to be on self-harm and suicide, and [] we need to do more to keep the most 

vulnerable people who use Instagram safe.” See true and correct copy of 

https://about.instagram.com/blog/announcements/supporting-and-protecting-vulnerable-people-

on-instagram attached as Exhibit 4. The post further states: “We will not allow any graphic images 

of self-harm, such as cutting on Instagram – even if it would previously have been allowed as 

admission. We have never allowed posts that promote or encourage suicide or self harm, and will 

continue to remove it when reported.” Id. The post also said: “We will not show non-graphic, self-

harm related content – such as healed scars – in search, hashtags and the explore tab, and we won’t 

be recommending it.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 
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SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

7. An October 27, 2019, Meta blog post titled, “Taking More Steps To Keep The 

People Who Use Instagram Safe” states: “We will no longer allow fictional depictions of self-harm 

or suicide on Instagram, such as drawings or memes or content from films or comics that use 

graphic imagery. We will also remove other imagery that may not show self-harm or suicide, but 

does include associated materials or methods.” See true and correct copy of 

https://about.fb.com/news/2019/10/taking-more-steps-to-keep-the-people-who-use-instagram-

safe/ attached as Exhibit 5.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 
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disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

8. In April 2021, Meta provided the following statement to the Sunday Mirror (UK): 

“Mental health, suicide and self-harm are serious issues with devastating consequences . . . we 

don’t allow any graphic content, or content that promotes or encourages suicide or self-harm . . . 

[w]e’ve developed sophisticated technology to help us find and take action on this content more 

quickly.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-130-00061976 at 1979 attached as Exhibit 

6.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 



9 

 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

9. On September 30, 2021, Antigone Davis testified before the U.S. Senate 

Subcommittee on Commerce, Science and Transportation: “we do not direct people towards 

content that promotes eating disorders. . . . we remove that content when we become aware of it. 

We actually use AI to find content like that and to remove it.” See true and correct copy of 

METANMAG-010-00199214 at 9258 attached as Exhibit 7. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 
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SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

10. On December 8, 2021, Adam Mosseri submitted written testimony to U.S. Senate 

Subcommittee on Consumer Protection, Product Safety and Data Security: “[W]e don’t allow 

content that promotes or encourages eating disorders on our platforms. We use technology and 

reports from our community to find and remove this content[.]” See true and correct copy of 

https://www.commerce.senate.gov/services/files/3FC55DF6-102F-4571-B6B4-01D2D2C6F0D0 

attached as Exhibit 8.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 
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SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

11. A January 9, 2024, Meta blog post titled, “New Protections to Give Teens More 

Age-Appropriate Experiences on Our Apps” states: “We want teens to have safe, age-appropriate 

experiences on our apps.” See true and correct copy of https://about.fb.com/news/2024/01/teen-

protections-age-appropriate-experiences-on-our-apps/ attached as Exhibit 9. The post also states: 

“Our content recommendation controls – known as ‘Sensitive Content Control’ on Instagram and 

‘Reduce’ on Facebook – make it more difficult for people to come across potentially sensitive 

content or accounts in places like Search and Explore.” Id. The post also states: “While we allow 

people to share content discussing their own struggles with suicide, self-harm and eating disorders, 

our policy is not to recommend this content and we have been focused on ways to make it harder 

to find. Now, when people search for terms related to suicide, self-harm and eating disorders, we’ll 

start hiding these related results and will direct them to expert resources for help. We already hide 
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results for suicide and self harm search terms that inherently break our rules and we’re extending 

this protection to include more terms. This update will roll out for everyone over the coming 

weeks.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

12. On January 31, 2024, Mark Zuckerberg submitted written testimony to U.S. Senate 

Committee on the Judiciary: “we hide results for searches for terms related to suicide, self-harm, 

and eating disorders.” See true and correct copy of 



13 

 

https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2024-01-31_-_testimony_-_zuckerberg.pdf 

attached as Exhibit 10. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

13. The affirmative misrepresentations, supra ¶¶ 1-12, were made publicly, on Meta’s 

websites, through media that was broadcast nationally, or available online to Meta’s consumers. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 
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its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 

SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

14. Meta failed to disclose the information set out below that reflected its knowledge 

that SSI and ED content was not and would not be removed from its platform, and continued to be 

recommended to teen users.   

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact to 

support its claims that “Meta engaged in deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of 

its platforms with respect to prohibiting and removing content that encourages, glorifies, 

displays graphic images of, or provides methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating 

disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s statements “that it removes and does not recommend 
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SSI and ED content and restricts access for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that 

“Meta misrepresents that it removes or restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, Meta 

directs the Court to Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta engaged in 

deceptive practices by misrepresenting the safety of its platforms with respect to prohibiting 

and removing content that encourages, glorifies, displays graphic images of, or provides 

methods of suicide, self-injury (‘SSI’) and eating disorders (‘ED’),” Mot. 1, that Meta’s 

statements “that it removes and does not recommend SSI and ED content and restricts access 

for teens have the tendency to mislead,” Mot. 3, or that “Meta misrepresents that it removes or 

restricts access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 5, the State directs the Court to the State’s 

responses as set forth in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

External Investigations Confirm Meta’s Algorithm Promoted Content Related to Suicide,  

Self-Injury, and Eating Disorders 

 

15. Following the death by suicide of 14-year-old Molly Russell, the London coroner 

opened an investigation and inquest in late 2017, which concluded on September 30, 2022. See 

true and correct copy of METANMAG-002-00296996 attached as Exhibit 11. After discovery and 

an inquest at which Meta was represented and presented evidence, the coroner officially concluded 

that Instagram contributed to Molly Russell’s suicide and provided her with binge periods of 

content that “romanticized acts of self-harm” and that sought to isolate and discourage seeking 

help. Id. The coroner’s investigation also found that the Instagram content was “particularly 

graphic, tending to portray self-harm and suicide” as inevitable. Id. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 
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and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

16. In 2019, Ian Russell, Molly Russell’s father, conducted Instagram hashtag searches 

for “#lonely,” “#sadteens,” “#depression,” and “#broken” that returned a voluminous amount of 

Suicide, Self-Injury (“SSI”) content, NMAG-3P-NLC-00001 at 00098 as Exhibit 12, including:  
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

17. On May 4, 2021, the Tech Transparency Project publicly reported an experiment 

that found Facebook approved advertisements related to extreme weight loss to children aged 13 

to 17. See true and correct copy of https://www.techtransparencyproject.org/articles/pills-

cocktails-and-anorexia-facebook-allows-harmful-ads-target-teens attached as Exhibit 13. Tech 

Transparency Project reported that all of the test ads it submitted, which explicitly promoted 

harmful content to teens, were approved in a matter of hours, including an ad promoting anorexia. 

The ad showed the waist of a skinny woman and provided an “ana1 tip.” Id. 

 
1 “Ana” is an abbreviation for anorexia. 
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Facebook approved targeting the ad to 13–17-year-old children who displayed interests in “diet 

food,” “extreme weight loss,” and “weight loss (fitness and wellness).” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

18. From June 27 through July 8, 2021, Meta collected survey data for the “Bad 

Experiences and Encounters Framework (BEEF) Survey, which found that 8.4% of users aged 13-

15 reported seeing “self harm” content “during the last 7 days” compared to 6.7% for users of all 

ages. See true and correct copy of METANMAG-002-00207366 at 7385 attached as Exhibit 14. 
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The survey also reported that 7.2% of 16-17 year olds, 7.5% of 18-21 year olds, 5.8% of 22-26 

year olds, 3.5% of 27-34 year olds, 2.5% of 35-44 year olds, and 1.9% of 45+ year olds saw “self 

harm” content “during the last 7 days.” Id. at 7386. These results were not released by Meta.   

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

19. On October 1, 2021, the Tech Transparency Project reported that it resubmitted a 

test advertisement relating to anorexia (supra ¶ 17), and Meta again approved the ad for 13–17-

year-old children. See true and correct copy of 

https://www.techtransparencyproject.org/articles/facebooks-repeat-fail-harmful-teen-ads attached 

as Exhibit 15.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 
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remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

20. On December 8, 2021, the Tech Transparency Project released a report titled, 

“‘Thinstagram’: Instagram’s Algorithm Fuels Eating Disorder Epidemic,” which found: 

“Instagram continues to promote dangerous eating disorders to vulnerable users including young 

teenagers.” See true and correct copy of 

https://www.techtransparencyproject.org/articles/thinstagram-instagrams-algorithm-fuels-eating-

disorder-epidemic attached as Exhibit 16. “Researchers found that Instagram recommended 

accounts full of disturbing images of underweight women to users who showed an interest in 

getting thin. Many of the recommended accounts explicitly promoted anorexia and bulimia, listing 

goal weights as low as 77 pounds.” Id. Researchers created test accounts for a 29-year-old and a 

14-year-old. Id. Researchers found “when our hypothetical users followed just one account 

associated with eating disorders, Instagram started recommending similar accounts,” including 

“pro-ana” accounts.” Id. The report provided images promoted by the recommended accounts, 

including: 

  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 
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and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

21. In April 2022, Fairplay issued a report titled “Designing for Disorder: Instagram’s 

Pro-eating Disorder Bubble.” See true and correct copy of Haley Hinkle Decl. ¶ 8, Ex. A attached 

as Exhibit 17. The report documents research that concluded: “Instagram grows and promotes a 

pro-eating disorder ‘bubble.’” Id. The report found: (1) that algorithms create social media 

networks (i.e. bubbles) by recommending content and users, and the algorithms further determine 

the reach of content; (2) Instagram’s algorithms recommend eating disorder content—encouraging 

restrictive diets and extreme weight loss—to children and teens; (3) the pro-eating disorder bubble 

on Instagram includes 90,000 unique accounts and reaches 20 million unique followers; and (4) 

the bubble is young, including children that are 9 and 10 years old. Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 
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content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

22. In June 2022, Ian Russell searched the term “suicidal quotes” on Instagram and the 

platform returned a voluminous amount of SSI related content, NMAG-3P-NLC-00001 at 00102 

as Exhibit 12, including:  
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

23. In November 2023, the Molly Rose Foundation reported that in analyzing SSI 

content on Instagram, “problematic content remains pervasive and highly discovered” and that 

two-thirds of the posts appeared to promote and glorify suicide and self-harm. See true and correct 

copy of https://mollyrosefoundation.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Preventable-Yet-Pervasive-

MRF-TBI-Nov-23.pdf attached as Exhibit 18. The Foundation found “repeated examples of 

content that is similar and/or identical to that Molly [Russell] encountered in the months before 

her death.” Id. The Foundation also found “a significantly greater prevalence of harmful content 

on Instagram’s short form video product, Reels, than on any other part of the site.” Id.  
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

24. On or about January 8, 2024, the research organization Reset reported an evaluation 

of Instagram’s risks to minors, found in Meta’s files, which concluded that “Instagram under-

moderates both pro-restrictive eating disorder content, pro-suicide, and/or pro-self-harm 

materials.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-005-01825284 at 5285 attached as Exhibit 

19. The evaluation identified 119 pieces of pro-suicide and self-harm content and 125 pieces of 

pro-restrictive eating disorder content. Id. at 5292. “The majority of content remained available 

and unlabelled [sic], even after user-reporting.” Id. at 5293. The report found that Meta was not 

adequately labeling, demoting, or removing this content, even after the content was reported to 

Meta. Id. at 5293-94.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 
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REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

25. On January 30, 2024, the Tech Transparency Project reported an experiment that 

found Meta approved advertisements related to anorexia to children as young as 13. See true and 

correct copy of https://www.techtransparencyproject.org/articles/meta-approves-harmful-teen-

ads-with-images-from-its-own-ai-tool attached as Exhibit 20. Within minutes, Meta approved an 

ad that included an image developed with its own AI tool: “‘full body photo of a sad and thin 

young woman in a midriff top whose ribs can be seen’ and who is ‘wearing baggy pants and 

standing next to a scale.’” Id. The ad also included the text: “Tip #2: Stop cravings by visiting pro-

ana IG accounts to inspire you.” Id.  

 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 
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and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

26. Between August 1, 2024, and September 9, 2024, the State recreated the Tech 

Transparency Project’s advertisement experiment and found that Meta approved twenty-one 

advertisements that violate its stated advertising standards, including the following ads related to 

self-harm and eating disorders, See true and correct copy of NMAG-PLTF-META-0002439 

attached as Exhibit 21: 

See true and correct copy of  

NMAG-PLTF-META-0001536  

attached as Exhibit 22: 

 

See true and correct copy of  

NMAG-PLTF-META-0001537 

Attached as Exhibit 23: 
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See true and correct copy of 

NMAG-PLTF-META-0001538 

attached as Exhibit 24: 

 

See true and correct copy of 

NMAG-PLTF-META-0001547 

attached as Exhibit 25: 

 

See true and correct copy of  

NMAG-PLTF-META-0001546 

attached as Exhibit 26: 

 

 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 
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REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

27. In January 2025, the Molly Rose Foundation reported that between September 2023 

and April 2024, Meta’s platforms were responsible for only 1% of the total number of SSI content 

moderation decisions from social media platforms, “illustrating a clear lack of investment and 

commitment from Meta’s platforms to adequately target and make progress on violative suicide 

and self-harm content.” See true and correct copy of https://mollyrosefoundation.org/wp-

content/uploads/2025/01/DSA_Transparency_report_MRF.pdf attached as Exhibit 27. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

28. On or about January 3, 2025, MK Analytics, on behalf of the State, completed an 

experiment which found that, even after the introduction of Instagram Teen Accounts, “content is 

widely available to teen users on Instagram that depicts self-harm, suicide, and disordered eating 
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behavior. Not only is harmful content easily searchable for teen end users who are on the platform 

seeking it, but the Instagram algorithm also boosts it to teens.” NMAG-PLTF-META-0003394 as 

Exhibit 28. Examples include: 

 

 

 

 
RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

29. On May 13, 2025, Accountable Tech reported an experiment testing the efficacy of 

Instagram’s Teen Accounts, which found that “4 out of 5 of our test Teen Accounts were 

algorithmically recommended body image and disordered eating content.” See true and correct 
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copy of https://accountabletech.org/wp-content/uploads/Scary-Feeds_The-Reality-of-Teen-

Accounts.pdf attached as Exhibit 29. The test teen accounts “received algorithmically 

recommended content depicting ‘ideal’ body types, body shaming, and eating habits . . . content 

often featured images of young women who referenced their skinny stature and recorded 

themselves demonstrating how skinny they seemed to be.” For example: 

 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 
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content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

30. In August 2025, the Molly Rose Foundation reported: “[Instagram] remains 

exceptionally high-risk for children and young people, with its algorithms recommending a near-

constant supply of problematic suicide, self-harm and depression material.” See true and correct 

copy of https://mollyrosefoundation.org/wp-

content/uploads/2025/08/proof3_PervasivebyDesign.pdf attached as Exhibit 30. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

31. In September 2025, Arturo Bejar, the Molly Rose Foundation, Cybersecurity for 

Democracy, ParentsSOS, Fairplay, and the Heat Initiative, reported that “harmful suicide, self-

harm and depression content continued to be recommended to teens on Instagram at an ‘industrial 

scale’, despite the introduction of Teen Accounts. On an account opened in the guise of a 15-year-

old girl, 97% of Reels recommended to it contained content that was likely to be harmful[.]” See 

Exhibit 17, Ex. E. (Haley Hinkle Decl.)  They reported: “Search protections for suicide and self-

injury, eating disorder and body image content, often failed to prevent potentially harmful content 
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from being recommended or discovered. Queries that were slightly misspelled were directed to 

harmful content.” Id. They further reported: “Auto-complete actively recommended search terms 

and accounts related to suicide and self-injury, eating disorders, and illegal substances, even though 

these content categories are self-evidently potentially harmful. . . . once the harmful content was 

viewed, other parts of Instagram like Reels, Home, etc., started recommending similar harmful 

content.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

32. Ian Russell testified: “[We did not know] this type of content was available to 

children on Instagram. We knew Instagram was widely used by children under 16, and although 

we were aware of other potential online harms, such as cyber bullying or being contacted by 

strangers, we had no idea a child could see this type of dark, graphic harmful material on such a 

global platform. I had never seen anything in my own use of Instagram to suggest this type of 

material was so readily available and we were shocked by what . . . we saw.” See true and correct 

copy of Russell Dep. (Oct. 24, 2025) 50:18-51:4 attached as Exhibit 31. Mr. Russell further 

testified that “Molly had viewed or engaged with [Instagram-recommended content] related to the 



33 

 

– to method and that the methods of ending the life included hanging,” which mirrored Molly’s 

own sophisticated suicide-method.  Id. at 57:13-22. Notes found in her room also echoed language 

from posts she was recommended on Instagram. Id. at 52:15-54:12. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

33. Mr. Russell also testified with respect to Meta’s recommendation of suicide and self 

harm content to Molly: “algorithmic amplification is perhaps the biggest harm of all . . . there is 

no doubt that a feed of harmful content that is inescapable because the platform that you are using 

to communicate with your friends and to engage with – with other subjects on is feeding you 

content that encourages you to see or provides harmful content for you to see, that cumulative 

effect, that drip feed . . . Molly engaged ever more frequently with harmful content on Instagram. 

We know that it had a snowball effect. . . . known as a – a rabbit hole. Once you’ve fallen into the 

rabbit hole, the algorithm won’t let you go. . . . the increasing frequency of that content . . . the 

encouragement of a sense of hopelessness, despair and the specific instructions to self-harm – I 

can remember a post that I discovered on Molly’s feed that said: Don’t cut your [wrists] because 

that will be seen. Cut your thighs instead because that’s much easier to hide . . . There was an 
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active encouragement of finding other means of self-harm.” Id. at 117:14-120:4. Mr. Russell also 

testified: “I was not aware that users of Instagram and Instagram’s algorithms were encouraging 

teens to self-harm and commit suicide. I wouldn’t have let Molly on the platform had that been the 

case.” Id. at 121:2-5.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “Meta failed to remove content relating to methods of suicide” 

and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED content,” Mot. 7-8, Meta directs the Court to 

Paragraph 5 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 5 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “Meta failed to 

remove content relating to methods of suicide” and “failed to restrict access to SSI and ED 

content,” Mot. 7-8, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each 

subsection of that Paragraph. 

Meta Knew that its Suicide, Self-Injury, and Eating Disorder Enforcement was Inadequate 

34.  On January 24, 2019, highlighting that Instagram is a “higher risk environment” 

than Facebook for SSI content, a Meta employee acknowledged Meta cannot prevent younger 

users from seeing “non-violating SSI” content because they do not proactively detect under 13 

accounts and they do not collect age information even though “many of the experts who have 

informed our policies would say non-violating SSI content is still not appropriate for those under 

15 or 16.” See true and correct copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000049647 at 9649 attached as Exhibit 

32. The employee also acknowledged “SSI admission images can be very graphic and upsetting 

and because we don’t run ML [Machine Learning] to identify SSI content yet, we have no way of 

excluding this content from our recommended and unconnected content surfaces such as IG 
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Explore at scale.” Id. The employee also provided an example of images resulting from the search 

“selfharm” on Instagram: 

 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 



36 

 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

35.  On January 26, 2019, in response to news articles implicating Instagram in teen 

suicides, a Meta executive wrote “our present policies and public stance on teenage self harm and 

suicide are so difficult to explain publicly that our current response looks convoluted and evasive.” 

See true and correct copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000049661 at 9665 attached as Exhibit 33. The 

executive further said: “The fact that we have age limits which are unenforced (unenforceable?) 

and that there are, as I understand it, important differences in the stringency of our policies on IG 

vs Blue app makes it difficult to claim we are doing all we can.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 
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36,  On February 1, 2019, a Meta executive wrote to other executives: “I would urge us 

to think again about why we are allowing this imagery to stay up – it is truly horrific and our 

clients, especially those that are parents are finding it very difficult to square. I am also worried 

that this goes to the heart of defending the feed which we need to protect.” See true and correct 

copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000052898 at 2899 attached as Exhibit 34.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

37.  On February 2, 2019, an external CEO whose daughter had been hospitalized for 

self harm emailed Meta seeking to “help Instagram reduce the damage it causes to so many 

teenagers.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-051-00070893 at 0893-94 attached as 

Exhibit 35. The teen said: “Instagram taught me how to self-harm. I’d never heard of it before and 

I had no idea how to do it. But I found it all out on Instagram.” Id.  The executive further explained 
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to Meta: “[Daughter] showed us some awful images of self-harm that she found quickly on 

Instagram. . . We sat with [her], while she reported them to Instagram. We watched as Instagram, 

replied stating the imagery was not in breach of guidelines.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

38.  “A ‘classifier’ refers to a machine learning tool or algorithm that automatically 

reviews and categories content on Facebook and Instagram for further action, including but not 

limited to content removal, downranking, demoting, filtering or non-action, among others.” See 

true and correct copy of Meta’s Responses and Objections to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories, 

ROG 15 attached as Exhibit 36.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 
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access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

39.  Meta did not implement classifiers to detect SSI until February 2019. See true and 

correct copy of Meta’s Responses and Objections to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories, ROG 

40 attached as Exhibit 37. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 
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that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

40.  Meta did not implement Eating Disorder (“ED”) classifiers until March 2021. Id. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

41.  On January 31, 2019, a Meta executive said in an email to several Meta executives: 

“One thing that is important for everyone to understand is that we cannot technically remove all 

SSI content from Instagram, both because the classifiers are far from 100% recall2 and because 

they’re trained on violating content, which I’m sure is a smaller set of what the outside world will 

 
2 In this context, recall describes the accuracy of the classifier in identifying relevant content.   
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see as SSI.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-002-00176134 at 6134 attached as Exhibit 

38. In other words, because Meta’s classifier was based on a narrow definition of what constitutes 

SSI, it would only identify that same limited set of content. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

42. On February 2, 2019, Meta employees discussed efforts to address SSI content on 

the platforms and one employee said: “We keep pretending there’s a purely technical solution. . . . 

There’s going to be SSI content on IG and FB for the near future. The existing classifiers are not 

hard to game.” See true and correct copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000052932 at 2932 attached as 

Exhibit 39.On March 4, 2019, Meta’s VP of Strategic Response, said: “We strategically de-

prioritized SSI product work on IG. This was due in part to the previous narrow policy resulting 
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in low impact of work—relatively small proportion of content eligible for removal under previous 

policy.” See Exhibit 40 at 7659 (METANMAG-002-00217678). 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

43. On April 26, 2019, an internal report titled “Suicide & Self-Injury on Instagram; 

Proactive Risk Investigation” evaluated whether Meta was “preventing harmful suicide and self 

injury related content from reaching the users” and “removing harmful suicide and self injury 

related content that can lead others to engage in similar behavior.” See true and correct copy of 

METANMAG-002-00069478 at 9490 attached as Exhibit 41. The report found content on 

Instagram “may trigger harmful emotions/thoughts and elevate risk” and “[w]e are leading users 

to content and text that can intensify their feelings through suggested hashtags.” Id. at 9520. The 
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report also found “[m]ost views occur on Home Feed and Explore grid, followed by Profile and 

Hashtags.” Id. at 9504. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

45. On June 25, 2019, a Meta employee said: “I wouldn’t put too many eggs in the 

down-ranking basket.”3 See true and correct copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000067446 at 7446 attached 

as Exhibit 42. The employee continued: “We (Facebook inc) now have years of evidence it’s 

simply not that effective. Even down-ranked, people still see the content. And that’s going to be 

more pronounced on IG because 25% of our DAP [Daily Active People, or the number of unique 

users on Instagram each day] exhaust their feed, way more than Facebook.” Id.  

 
3 Down-ranking refers to demoting content so that appears farther down in a user’s feed. 
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

46.  On June 25, 2020, Meta employees discussed an internal “Rabbithole project,” 

which aimed to “identify[] people who are seeking bad experiences and understanding if they can 

get into a rabbithole of getting more and more bad content.” See true and correct copy of MT-IG-

AG-NM-000158553 at 8553 attached as Exhibit 43. One employee said: “Molly Russell. That was 

a main finding from that investigation, people (especially in the SSI problem domain) seek that 

content. Creates a horrible feedback loop / downward spiral.” Id. The employee also 

acknowledged: “SSI has been probably the highest-profile / most studied problem where this 

happens.” Id. at 8554. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 
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access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

47. On August 28, 2020, the Senior Director of Engineering, told other employees in 

an internal message: “We promised . . . we’d do a bunch of work to improve IG’s impact, in 

particular in. . . what was the word, something like ‘vortex’ or ‘flywheel’ of recommendations of 

similar content. . . . So if someone likes an account posting depressive things, we don’t send that 

someone into a downward spiral of depressive content, making suicide more likely. . . . We also 

made some classifier promises, which the SSI team in Community Integrity is (slowly) working 

on.” See true and correct copy of MT-IG-AG-NM-000170303 attached as Exhibit 44 (emphasis 

added).  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 
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identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

48. On September 15, 2020, a Meta employee said on an email thread titled 

“[q]uestions on eating disorder detection / enforcement”: “when you search for [#proana and 

#thinspo] there are no results under the ‘hashtag’ tab, but there are endless results under the ‘Top 

Accounts’ and ‘Accounts’ tab, and almost all are violating.” See true and correct copy of 

METANMAG-002-00045730 at 5738-39 attached as Exhibit 45. The employee also said: “[w]e 

don’t currently have classifiers to catch eating disorder proactively – which means it’s easy to find 

on Instagram, and is showing up in the Explore and accounts ‘suggested for you.’” Id. at 5739. 

The employee then admitted: “[e]ven when we do launch ED classifiers (outside the EU) it will 

only look at the content level – not at the account level.” Id. The employee concluded: “[w]e’re 

concerned that our ability to find, remove and stop recommending these pro-ED accounts is going 

to be limited . . . and we’re going to keep getting negative press cycles about how we’re failing to 

fulfil the promises we’ve made.” Id. Another employee responded: “this is a perpetual problem we 

have with search across many issue areas as we are simply returning accounts that match the search 

term.” Id. at 5738. 
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

49. In an internal presentation dated September 29, 2020, Meta admitted: “We don’t 

demote dark and depressive content, which can be harmful in aggregate. Importantly, this was the 

content that was consumed by Molly Russell, and the cause of the connection between her suicide 

and Instagram.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-033-00099816 at 9854 attached as 

Exhibit 46.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 
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identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

50. On September 29, 2022, a research manager said: “honestly I can guarantee I have 

worse shit than whatever it says lol Feed Relevance consistently distributes SSI ViewPort Views 

to teenagers and nobody has noticed.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-003-00774475 

attached as Exhibit 47. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 
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“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

51. An internal document dated October 24, 2022, states: “Teens rabbithole into SSI & 

ED content, leading to compounding harms (mental health issues, suicide, anorexia, bulimia, self-

harm)” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-002-02127833 at 7838 attached as Exhibit 48. 

A Senior Content Designer asked: “Why is this organized under ‘Age Appropriate Content’? 

Aren’t SSI/EDs an integrity issue that is relevant to all user cohorts even if teens disproportionately 

experience the problem?” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 
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52. On April 20, 2023, a Meta data scientist and senior researcher, discussed the 

effectiveness of SSI classifiers and the need for research. The researcher wrote: “I am personally 

extremely excited for you . . . to do the ecosystem analysis for SSI (violating and borderline4) so 

we can learn how teens are getting to that content, how they’re engaging with it, where it’s from, 

etc. etc. There’s so much that’s unknown.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-005-

01392558 at 2560 attached as Exhibit 49. The researcher also said: “there’s a LOT of hesitancy 

around quant [quantitative] research directly with users re: SSI . . . the issue is if we find there’s 

prob lots of content we’re not classifying properly, we then will be legally obligated to go try to 

fix it.” Id. at 2562. The data scientist responded: “I understand how that will make doing the 

research harder to get approvals.” Id. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

 
4 Borderline is used by Meta employees to refer to content that does not violate its Community 

Standards, which is referred to as violating, but is close in type.   
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to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

53. On April 26, 2023, the same Meta data scientist told several employees, including 

the Director of Research: “The current [SSI & ED] classifiers are poorly performning [sic] (50% 

precision) and there is a known labelling issue in how they get the ground truth labels . . . In the 

current state my view is our borderline SSI & ED classifiers are unusable.” See true and correct 

copy of METANMAG-011-00139025 attached as Exhibit 50. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

54.  On May 5, 2023, the same data scientist and researcher noted that Meta is not on 

track to ensure that “teens see less SSI content than adults.” See true and correct copy of 

METANMAG-005-01392401 at 2402 attached as Exhibit 51. 
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

55. On May 23, 2023, several employees discussed a journalist’s inquiry “about the 

prevalence of SSI on social media” after the journalist identified several pieces of SSI on 

Instagram. The policy communications manager at the time said, regarding one of the SSI posts: 

“it’s an old post (519w [weeks] old),  

, as discussed previously, but [I] wanted to flag as an example of where 

old posts are causing comms risk, as these old posts come up easily in searches. [A]lso, a 

commenter replied to the post 6 weeks ago, showing that old posts are still visible.” See true and 

correct copy of METANMAG-011-00302409 at 2409 attached as Exhibit 52. She also said: “if 

 I imagine we’d find and remove lots of content/accounts.” 
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Id. at 2410. A product manager admitted: “this is prohibitively expensive to do for all old content 

. . . the volume of old content is likely too massive.” Id. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

56. A document dated June 14, 2023, titled “IGTS SSI/ED 2023 H1 Retro – H2 

Lookforward” acknowledged that interventions to address SSI/ED content on Meta’s platforms 

were blocked or paused “due to classifier delays” and “layoffs” of product managers. See true and 

correct copy of METANMAG-005-01710296 at 0298 attached as Exhibit 53.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 
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identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

57. A June 14, 2023, Youth Well-Being Research presentation reports that there are 

“[s]ignifcant gaps, complexity, and inconsistency in usability, access and content of the [SSI] 

resources we offer to users” and that “[t]eens see more SSI content than adults.” See true and 

correct copy of METANMAG-007-00214892 at p.46 attached as Exhibit 54. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 
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“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

58. On August 1, 2023, a data scientists at Meta posted an internal “note” titled “SSI-

ED consumption for 13-15 vs 16-17.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-122-00001622 

attached as Exhibit 55. He reported: “When compared to adults, teens have significantly higher . . 

. rates of high concentrations of exposure to bad content . . . and higher rates of repeat viewing 

SSI.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

59. On September 28, 2023, Instagram’s Trust and Safety Data Science Tech Lead and 

a Machine Learning / AI Engineer discussed Meta’s “SSI/ED classifiers.” See true and correct 
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copy of METANMAG-005-01602020 attached as Exhibit 56. The engineer wrote: “Honestly, they 

are not very good though – we are looking to do a better job with them. . . . The signals we have 

for SSI/ED are just not very good overall (mainly shows up in Search)[.] Its [sic] not catching 

things it probably should. Like an example we looked at was accounts called 

‘_i_want_to_kill_myself_’ – things like that[.]” Id. The Tech Lead responded, referring to internal 

observations that accounts discovered in Explore were proliferating SSI/ED and not enforced. Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

60. On December 10, 2023, a Meta data scientist revealed that “a teen audience 

member” of an SSI ED account “has 60x-80x the SSI-ED prevalence of the overall ecosystem.” 

See true and correct copy of METANMAG-122-00001604 attached as Exhibit 57. “[A] teen in the 

audience is 35% more likely to have a VPV on the SSI-ED content than an adult that is in the 
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audience of that same account . . . So it’s not just a higher propensity to repeat view, it’s also a 

higher probability to be exposed at all.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

61. In 2024, Meta analyzed the impact of teens searching for SSI-related content. See 

true and correct copy of METANMAG-033-00060639 attached as Exhibit 58. The analysis found 

“SSI-related accounts were immediately and consistently recommended. IG began recommending 

problematic SSI-related accounts, many of which produce SSI content, across search pages (For 

you, Accounts, Tags) immediately.” Id. at 0639. The analysis further found the SSI-related 

accounts “were recommended after only one day of searches, even when the search term was 

benign (e.g., searching for “self” returned self-harm-related accounts).” Id.  
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

62. On July 2, 2024, in a message thread with multiple Meta employees, a software 

engineer, asked: “how confident do we feel about classifier refreshes this half? . . . I don’t think 

we’ve integrated classifier improvements into the h2 goal we’re setting yet.” See true and correct 

copy of METANMAG-028-00015754 at 5754 attached as Exhibit 59. The product lead for youth 

well-being, responded: “we have 1 SWE [software engineer] dedicated to SSI-ED in Q3 [third 

quarter] as the other eng[ineer] will be supporting Nido until then (and TBD on when that work 

will wrap). . . Biggest piece of context we need to land is that this team is not fully dedicated to 

SSI-ED (we’re splitting a small set of resources across” three additional areas, as well as “SSI-

ED.” Id.  
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

63. On August 16, 2024, a data scientist working on SSI/ED wrote to a colleague: “If 

only this company cared about and incentivized this type of issue (better engineering, analytical 

excellence) perhaps we wouldn’t have so much buggy shit and horribly confusing code.” See true 

and correct copy of METANMAG-108-00008654 at 8654 attached as Exhibit 60. The colleague, 

a data researcher, responded: “‘Move fast and leave broken shit for someone else to fix.’” Id.  The 

data scientist responded that Meta’s cross-function integrity and other staff folks “have very 

miscalibrated sniff tests. That and I’m amazed how often people just go forward with stuff without 

doing any sanity checks.” Id.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 
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access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

64. An October 2024, presentation titled “Understand Shareout IG Youth Appropriate 

Experiences” reported that Meta-promoted “Homes Stories and Home Feed have remained the 

highest consumption surfaces of SSI content.” See true and correct copy of METANMAG-055-

00025115 at 5119 attached as Exhibit 61. It also reported: “Research has shown that seeing even 

one piece of SSI content correlates with an increased likelihood that a user will be exposed to more 

SSI content. Id. at 5120. The presentation also reported that Meta was sending “notifications 

associated with SSI Content” to teens, and that over a two-week period more than 53,000 teens 

clicked on a notification from Meta associated with SSI content. Id. at 5122. It also reported: “SSI-

related accounts were recommended at multiple points across the teen test account user journey.” 

Id at 5130. “After searching for SSI-related terms, SSI accounts were recommended,” “SSI 

accounts were recommended as part of AYMF [Accounts You May Follow], often alongside 

benign, verified accounts,” “SSI accounts were accessible via SSI accounts’ follower/following 
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lists,” and “[a]fter only 1 day, Search adapted to surface SSI accounts for benign terms” meaning 

that even non-SSI searches were delivering SSI content.  Id. at 5131.  

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claims that “[w]hile Meta publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting 

access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew that significant volumes of this content remained 

on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta “know[s] that its technology is ineffective at 

identifying, removing, and restricting access to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, Meta directs 

the Court to Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraphs 4 and 6 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claims that “[w]hile Meta 

publicly affirmed it was removing or restricting access to SSI and ED content, Meta knew 

that significant volumes of this content remained on its platforms,” Mot. 6, or that Meta 

“know[s] that its technology is ineffective at identifying, removing, and restricting access 

to SSI to ED content,” Mot. 9, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth 

in each subsection of those Paragraphs. 

65. Meta requires users to agree to Facebook’s Terms of Service and Instagram’s Terms 

of Use in order to use those platforms. See true and correct copy of 

https://mbasic.facebook.com/legal/terms/plain_text_terms/ attached as Exhibit 62 see true and 

correct copy of https://help.instagram.com/termsofuse attached as Exhibit 63 

RESPONSE: Undisputed. 

66. The Terms of Service for Facebook states: “How our services are funded . . . we 

use your personal data…to show you personalized ads.” See Exhibit 62. 
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RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claim that “New Mexico consumers engage in an exchange of value with 

Meta in order to access Meta’s platforms,” Mot. 10, Meta directs the Court to Paragraph 8 

of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 8 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claim that “New Mexico 

consumers engage in an exchange of value with Meta in order to access Meta’s platforms,” 

Mot. 10, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each subsection of 

that Paragraph. 

67. The Terms of Use for Instagram states: “How Our Service Is funded . . . We use 

your personal data . . . to show you ads that are more relevant to you.” See Exhibit 63. 

RESPONSE: Disputed as incomplete and misleading. To the extent the State uses this fact 

to support its claim that “New Mexico consumers engage in an exchange of value with 

Meta in order to access Meta’s platforms,” Mot. 10, Meta directs the Court to Paragraph 8 

of its Counterstatement of Material Facts. 

REPLY: To the extent Meta uses the disputed facts set forth in Paragraph 8 of its 

Counterstatement of Material Facts to contradict the State’s claim that “New Mexico 

consumers engage in an exchange of value with Meta in order to access Meta’s platforms,” 

Mot. 10, the State directs the Court to the State’s responses as set forth in each subsection of 

that Paragraph. 




