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Chairman Blackburn, Ranking Member Klobuchar, and members of the 

Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify at this important 

hearing. It is an honor and privilege to be seated before you. 

 

My name is Bridgette Norring. I am a wife, mother, grandmother, advocate, 

founder of the Devin J. Norring Foundation and co-founder of Parents RISE!  

 

Six years ago, my son Devin Joseph Norring died from fentanyl poisoning 

after Snapchat connected him to a drug dealer.  Devin was 19. He loved 

football, skateboarding, BMX riding, writing and creating his own music.  

 

Prior to the start of the pandemic, he began suffering from migraines and 

dental pain.  When critical medical appointments were cancelled, he turned 

to what he – and so many other American children – believed was a quick 

and safe solution. He turned to Snapchat, and Snapchat connected him with 

a local drug dealer selling counterfeit pills. 

 

One pill ended his life, while Snapchat let the dealer continue selling to 

children on its platform long after Devin died.  

 



In the Spring of 2021, myself and other families who had lost their children 

to Snapchat met with Snapchat executives. 

 

That meeting is what fuels my fight to this day.  

 

Those executives told us that as parents, we should have been monitoring 

our children better and that, because of Section 230, we could not sue 

Snapchat. That we could not hold Snapchat accountable no matter what it 

had done.  And at first, we believed them.   

 

Then we watched as more kids died, as Snapchat still would not take down 

known predators and dealers, and as they did not even warn families of the 

harms happening in their digital place of business as we begged them to do.   

A few PSAs are not meaningful reform – they are only inadequate Band-Aids 

on the bullet holes Snapchat created. 

 

Section 230 is why these companies think that they have the right to trade in 

our children’s lives, to trespass in our homes, and to put digital nicotine in 

the products they are stocking on toy store shelves.  

 



For years, we were ignored and countless more children died. 

 

Then things began to change.  A Facebook whistleblower came forward.  

Attorneys collected just enough initial information and evidence to demand 

discovery, a process by which a court forces defendants to turn over internal 

company information in a court of law.  And these lawsuits are how we finally 

started to get the truth – the truth in their own words, and their own records. 

 

I submitted just a few examples of those unsealed records with my written 

testimony.  Remember all the years these companies swore that they had 

done nothing wrong? Remember when they claimed they were not designing 

addictive products and were doing their best to protect our children.  

 

It turns out, none of that was true. 

 

Instead, we can now prove that these companies deliberately addicted our 

children, knew what they were doing, and kept going. 

 



One YouTube document says “Vision, we aspire to create an app that is … 

addictive.”  A Meta employee wrote, “[Instagram] is a drug… We’re basically 

pushers,” and another, “child safety is an explicit non-goal this half.”   

 

Internal documents reveal that Meta was aware that it was recommending 

known children to known “groomers” and at “nearly four times” the rate it 

recommends children to non-groomer adults.  How is that not unreasonably 

dangerous by design?  How is it not criminal? 

 

The documents prove that there is nothing frivolous about these lawsuits.   

 

And, yes, we are making progress, but it shouldn’t take a years’ long David 

and Goliath battle every time a corporate predator hurts a child … that is 

NOT justice, and tech companies shouldn’t be allowed to continue to profit 

off of our misery and loss. 

 

Especially now, as we enter an even more dangerous era with AI. 

 

In fact, I just learned that while Senator Hawley has been trying to make clear 

that it is illegal for AI companies to allow for the sexual exploitation of children 



through the Guard Act, the AI industry is getting harmful state laws passed, 

like one on its way to the Colorado Governor’s desk right now.  Colorado’s 

HB 1263 says that AI companies CAN allow for the sexual abuse of a child, 

as long as they can show that it was not “technically feasible” to avoid it.  Of 

course, it is the AI companies that get to determine what is and is not 

feasible.   

 

We are talking about the sexual abuse of children versus a product you get 

from app stores in the “entertainment” category.  That any state could excuse 

the sexual abuse and exploitation of children just because AI is involved is 

crazy to me. It’s like letting a pedophile off the hook because he says he did 

his best to avoid hurting a child. These companies can design systems that 

don’t hurt, abuse, and manipulate children, they are just choosing not to in 

the name of maximizing profit. 

 

This is what American families are up against. These companies hid behind 

the Section 230 immunity that was never meant for them, and now that we 

are making progress, they are cleverly pushing bills at the state and federal 

level that require them to do virtually nothing, while allowing the abuse and 



manipulation of our children to continue in the name of “innovation”.  This 

isn’t innovation, it’s just abuse. 

 

My family and thousands like mine have been sounding the alarm far too 

long. Some of you have stood strongly with us, and each day more and more 

lawmakers are finding the courage to look beyond political parties to truly 

fight for American families, safety by design, and corporate accountability. 

 

And now, today, I am here to tell Congress that it is time to choose. 

 

Congress must ensure that the Senate version of KOSA will not risk 

preemption of state and victims’ rights, and then it must pass it.  Congress 

must pass strong, common-sense AI chatbot requirements like the Guard 

Act. 

 

Congress must also pass the Cooper Davis and Devin Norring Act so that 

social media companies are required to report illicit drug activity occurring on 

their platforms to law enforcement.  

 

Congress must reform Section 230.   



And now that the courthouse doors are slowly opening, Congress must 

ensure they stay that way.  Because the reality is that trillion-dollar 

companies do not fear regulatory fines; those are simply a cost of doing 

business. 

 

But they do fear accountability in court.   

They do fear discovery. 

They do fear the truth being exposed publicly. 

 

I made a promise to Devin that his life would not be in vain. I have since 

extended that promise to countless victims and families, as I carry their loved 

ones with me on this painful journey no mother should ever have to endure.  

 

This is not about politics. This is about whether our elected officials are willing 

to protect children in a digital world that has evolved faster than our laws.  I 

am asking all of Congress to stand with parents and families and against the 

wealthy and powerful companies that chose to harm American children and 

teens by design and then lied to Congress and the world about what they’d 

done.  Thank you.  
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I. Predatory tech companies claim that they do not allow underage children on 

their platforms and that they do not know when a child is underage.  Internal 

documents establish otherwise.   

In 2014, Snap’s CEO was informed via a “simple analysis” that Snapchat had “penetrated 84% of users 

between the age of 10 and 24” – referred to as “massive monetization potential.” 

 
In 2021, a Snap employee expressed concern that the company was not escalating content clearly 

involving underage kids.  “The examples I checked in the sheet are pretty clear-cut cases that should be 

escalated to T&S for review/action … I noticed that our UGC Broadcast policy doc does not indicate that 

these need to be escalated, is there a reason for the confusion?” 

 
Snap executives confirmed that this was a deliberate choice, more specifically, because “this would be a 

ton of content.”  “Correct, T&S would not be able to take this on right now.” 



 
 

In 2020, TikTok partnered with the PTA in a strategic state, and was relieved when the news crew did not 

show.  A large number of kids who attended ended up being too young and/or TikTok distributed to them 

while they were still underage.  TikTok employees wrote that they “seriously dodged a bullet” and called 

it “learnings for the future.”   



 

TikTok also misled regulators about its ability to detect underage users. According to TikTok documents 

(confirmed in the deposition of Global TikTok R & D Chief Wenjia Zhu), when regulators asked if the 

company had any age models capable of identifying or removing under 13 accounts, it said that it “didn’t 

have any U13 models online.”  That response was false. 

 

 



 

 

When TikTok realized its error, instead of correcting it, TikTok worried internally that if EU or U.S. 

regulators learned the truth then the company might be forced “to delete a large volume of u13 [under-13] 

users,” resulting in an estimated loss of its user base.    

 

 

 

TikTok employee chats from June 2023 further confirm that TikTok knows children are not using their 

real ages and goes out of its way to avoid conflicts arising from this.  They wrote, “The weird data point 

is that 85% of ‘teen’ users are age gated 18+” “LMAOOOOO … cuz we are idiots to think a kid these 

days will not cheat the system.”  “Yep, and that’s precisely why we don’t want to age restrict the FP 

roles.” 



 
Google (YouTube) pursued children even more overtly, including kids under the age of 8.  It’s internally 

stated goal in 2016 was to “Become a Daily Tool for All U13 Kids Globally.”  To make its product “part 

of the daily routine for all kids under 13.”  

 



 

 



 
YouTube’s “Vision & objectives” remained relatively unchanged in 2019, except that it created more 

refined age categories, including a “target audience” of “4 and under.” 

 
YouTube’s focus on underage children continued and, in 2020, it wrote, “Solving kids is a massive 

opportunity.”  “Kids under 13 are the fastest-growing audience in the world.” 



 
Meta also targets kids under 13 and knows that they are on its products.  In a 2017 study, Meta wrote that 

“Instagram sells itself” to kids “ages 11-12.”  It examined children’s developmental differences and 

unique vulnerabilities for product development purposes.  Meta also went to great lengths to ensure that 

there were “No IG-specific questions asked among A11-12.”   



 

 

 



 

In 2018, Meta consultants confirmed that underage children were Meta’s most profitable users.  Meta 

documents include things like “The young ones are the best ones,” “Tweens (approximate age 10-12) are 

special. People who join Facebook as tweens have the highest long term retention out of all age groups,” 

and “If we want to win big with teens, we must bring them in as tweens.” 

 



 

 

 



 
And in 2020, Meta employees discussed that they were not allowed to ask any question that might elicit 

evidence that a user was under 13.  In the context of an “approved age question,” one employee noted 

“We can’t give people the ability to say they’re under 13, right? So maybe there’s also an ‘other’ 

category?”  “I’ve been given a hard no to other category … especially if the upper end if 46+, since other 

would, by definition, be under [13].”  “My understanding is that we can’t ask if they’re under 13 because 

it means we’d have to delete their account.” 

 



 
In 2021, a Meta employee wrote, “For context on age selection: I have not included younger kids (10-12 

yos) in this research for a number of reasons: … 2) Although there are definitely kids this age on IG, I’m 

concerned about risks of disclosure since they aren’t supposed to be on IG at all.” 

 

In 2023, another Meta document discusses a decision to “not trigger age verification” in certain instances 

due to “the potential revenue impact it can cause.” 

 
  



II. Predatory tech companies claim to have parental controls and similar safety 

features when, in fact, they know that their “safety” features are ineffective, 

hard to find, and/or difficult to use.  According to employees, that is the point: 

these companies prioritize profit over safety, and children pay the price. 

In September 2021, a TikTok employee asked about a “FP [Family Pairing] bug where the teen can easily 

bypass or disable FP.”  Another employee responded, “it’s not a bug, I suppose …” and explained that 

TikTok has a “hidden” unlink option kids can use to unpair from their parent.  The first employee 

observes, “this renders the feature kinda useless.” 

 
In the words of the TikTok leader responsible for Family Pairing, “Family Pairing is where all good 

product design goes to die[.]” 

 

Snapchat likewise wrote that the primary purpose of Family Center “was to have a feature we can point 

regulators, interested parents, and the press to, rather than broadly tell everyone to adopt this.” Ex. 897. 

Why? It worried parental controls, even weak ones like Family Center, might negatively impact 

“engagement . . . if this lands the wrong way with teens.” 

In 2016, Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg warned in connection with Facebook’s Live product that notifying 

adults as to what their children were doing on Live “will probably ruin the product from the start” and 

instructed employees “be very good about not notifying parents/teachers.” 

 



In 2021, Meta discussed looking into making their features “more challenging for parents.”  “Both 

Snapchat and TikTok are somewhat confusing to parents, in turn affording teens a protected place to 

play/engage.” 

 

 
In fact, Meta affirmatively works to ensure that all young users know they can create FINSTA accounts 

(secondary accounts that teens and children typically keep hidden from parents).  “Finsta Growth is an 

effort on the Growth team to encourage teens to create their first Finsta account and to teach them to use 

the multi-account switcher.” 



 

 
  



III. Predatory tech companies deny that they are designing for addiction, while 

countless internal documents acknowledge that addiction is the goal.  This 

includes specific features, as well as algorithmic programming choices – even, 

and especially, when aimed at vulnerable minors. 

“oh my gosh yall IG is a drug…We’re basically pushers… We are causing Reward Deficit 

Disorder bc people are binging on IG so much they can’t feel reward anymore…like their 

reward tolerance is so high…I know Adam [Mosseri] doesn’t want to hear it – he freaked 

out when I talked about dopamine in my teen fundamentals leads review but its undeniable! 

Its biological and psychological… the top-down directives drive it all towards making 

sure people keep coming back for more.” - Meta UX Researcher 

Internal documents discuss the fact that TikTok contains unique “elements of persuasive design” and 

more common “coercive design tactics that detract from user agency such as infinite scroll, constant 

notifications, and the ‘slot machine’ effect.”  “TikTok is particularly popular with younger users, who are 

particularly sensitive to reinforcement in the form of social reward and have minimal ability to self-

regulate effectively.” 

 
TikTok considered giving “vulnerable users” more choice in terms of less addictive feeds (such as “a 

reset option” and “non-personalized feed”) but worried about “Ads revenue.”   



 

In 2013, YouTube’s “Big Hairy Audacious Goal” was to reach “1 Billion Hours/day in Watch Time by 

the end of 2016.”   

 
It prioritized this goal, even at the expense of children.  This YouTube document called out employee 

ideas for how to reach 1 Billion Hours, and the “Honorary Mention: Best Written” suggested “1 Billion 

hours: KidsTube.  Suck it up, jump through the legal hoops needed to make it happen.”  YouTube 

launched Kids YouTube in early 2015. 

 



 
 

In 2016, YouTube priorities included: “We aspire to create an app that is … Addictive … Our app 

experience should compel users to come back more and more often.” 

 
YouTube documents from 2018 focused on targeting habitual users.  “The new initiative focuses on 

making YouTube a daily habit.”  “Feed refresh: build an optimal experience for visiting YouTube 

multiple times a day, e.g. user controls to see more new uploads, client and user-based models to predict 

optimal refresh rate.” 

 



 
In 2018, a YouTube employee wrote that “if DSM criteria were applied to watching gaming videos, 1 in 5 

teens would be diagnosed with addiction.” 

 

Other YouTube documents conclude that “[f]our video-watching behaviors bring about the majority of 

negative wellbeing effects.” 

 



 
While others acknowledge that auto-play contributes to loss of sleep and related harms among young 

users.  YouTube knew that “Disabling or limiting Autoplay during the night could result in sleep 

savings.”  Likewise as it relates to push notifications creating fear of missing out (FOMO). 

 



 

 



 
 

Other YouTube documents talk about dopamine and addiction by design. 

 
According to Snap documents, Snapchat is designed to “drive a phenomenon commonly called FOMO—

Fear of Missing Out. Knowing that a funny video or a party photo will vanish by tomorrow compels 

teens to open the app frequently, so they don’t ‘miss’ what their friends are doing. It creates a 24/7 

urgency to be online.” And here are some Snap quotes relating to the addictive nature of Snap’s Streaks 

feature. 



 
Meta documents discuss addiction by design.  This first document is from 2017.  Meta lists the sending of 

push notifications at night as a “solution” to increase engagement among teens.  “US Teen DAP is the 

most important goal of IG this half.” 



 
In the following 2020 document, Meta employees discuss whether, “we’re creating addicts or facilitating 

them.” 

 
The following is from another Meta document, which refers to “‘Addictive’ – like design.” 



 
Documents from 2023 also establish that Meta was programming for addiction.  A number of discussions 

took place in which employees noted that litigation and legislation concerns were valid, and that Meta 

could have made meaningful changes – but instead, that Meta chose to throw relatively useless tools at 

the issue while more children were harmed.   

• “I feel like i'm reading totally different litigation and legislation than our org leaders... We 

literally are optimizing teen feeds for engagement. We can change that, but none of the 

YIPs actually address this core issue.” … 

• “The whole company is set up to avoid this problem. Like XI is sequenced to be *after* 

Relevance, and explicitly does not engage with them, to allow Relevance to optimize for 

engagement and XI runs around trying to pick up the pieces.” 

• “I dunno why we’re doing cartwheels to avoid doing the thing we’re actually being asked 

to do *which we can easily do at very little topline cost!*” 

• “this is so funny …  

Regulators: Stop optimizing for engagement!  

Meta: we have built 30 tools!” 

• “the lawsuit is extremely explicit about the problem … it actually specifically calls out 

our comms strategy of throwing a bunch of partial mitigations to avoid dealing with the 

core problem.” 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 
Meta employees had similar discussions in 2024.  “They should audit every surface team’s goal across the 

company, think about whether we would be comfortable telling the world that we are optimizing for x for 

their kid, and when the answer is no, come up with a defensible alternative … imagine going out in public 



and telling people we rank their kid’s facebook by what makes them consume the most content IDs lol … 

and then when they hear what things keep their kid consuming the most content IDs – sorting their feed 

by controversial, eye-popping filth – we’re off to the races on a really fun conversation.” 

 
More Meta quotes: 

“Teens are hooked despite how it makes them feel. Instagram is addictive, and time-spend on platform is 

having a negative impact on mental health.”  

“(1) teens feel addicted to IG and feel a pressure to be present, (2) like addicts, they feel that they are 

unable to stop themselves from being on IG, and (3) the tools we currently have aren’t effective at 

limiting their time on the ap[p]”  

“Are there teens that use too much Instagram? It sure looks like it…. It seems relatively clear that 

younger people are less equipped to handle social media addictions…. In the US alone, there are 550K+ 

teens that spend 28 hours a week on Instagram (4 hours a day, 7 days).”  

 

“social media addiction: heavy usage of Facebook correlates with lower happiness.”  

 

“56% of IG teens surveyed say it’s difficult to manage how much time they spend on social media and 

14% say IG makes it worse.”  

Big Tech documents also discuss push notifications, and how they are programmed to push users back 

onto the platforms.  The following are screenshots from just one Meta document and more Meta quotes 

from others. 



 

 



 
“Notifications may prompt people to use Facebook at times when they wouldn’t have otherwise, thus 

reducing feelings of control by interrupting other tasks or in-person social interactions. … Previous 

research also found that notifications can cause inattention and hyperactivity, which in turn decreases 

productivity and subjective well-being.”  

 
“Problematic Users found it incredibly difficult avoiding notifications compared to those without PU 

[problematic use]”; and “The majority intended to have a quick look, but would get hooked by something 

on FB, losing all track of time.”  

 

Instagram internal documents describe “frequent checking,” including “clearing of notifications,” as a key 

aspect of Instagram Problematic Use (PU). The document further described that 42% (74 million) global 

teens struggle with frequent checking and clearing of notification, and “21% of US teen WAU [Weekly 

Active Users] say notifications make it harder for them to manage the amount of time they spend on the 

app, and 32% say the number of notifications they receive can be overwhelming.”   

 

 

  



IV. Meta has known for years that it is contributing to the sexual exploitation of 

minors.  Instead of warning consumers, it spent years talking about whether it 

should implement bare minimum safety features for teens, with the determining 

factor being whether Meta could minimize negative impact to its own 

engagement. 

In 2019, Meta testing resulted in Instagram “recommending a minor through top suggested to an account 

engaged in groomer-esque behavior.”  “Root: The recommendation algorithms worked as intended.”  

Meta determined that “7% of all follow recommendations to adults were minors” while “27% of all 

follow recommendations to groomers were minors.”  It concluded that it was “recommending nearly 4x as 

many minors to groomers (nearly 2 million minors in the last three months)” and that “22% of those 

recommendations resulted in a follow request.  That equates to roughly 440,000 children who received 

follow requests from “groomers” over just three months.   

 

 



 

 

 
Meta ran a similar test in June 2020.  When it created a test account and followed accounts sexualizing 

minors, its programming pushed “Minor Sexualization content/accounts.” Even to the point of 



recommending something “as the top result in the Explore section” that Meta then had to action and 

report to NCMEC. 

 
In June 2020, a memo from Instagram’s Safety Product Manager) to FB’s Safety Product Manager related 

to Inappropriate Interactions with Children (IIC) made clear that Meta was not de-platforming adult 

accounts it believed to have engaged in ICC with underage accounts.  

 
The actual figure according to a different Meta employee was “500k victims per DAY in ENGLISH 

markets ONLY” (emphasis in original). 

 

But by 2018 at the latest, Meta understood that it had an issue with its decision decisions pushing and 

making minors vulnerable to sexual predators.  Meta waited to study the issue and, when it did (in the fall 

of 2019), the feedback it received was that “younger users and new users should be defaulted to private.”  

Meta’s researcher recommended private mode defaults and, “for private mode defaults, limit tagging, 

mentioning, and group DMs to connected accounts.” 

But Meta pushed back on private by default due to engagement and growth concerns, 

“What’s the rationale for the push? This will likely smash engagement, DAP, MAP etc” 

“current climate? policy pressure? potentially contributing to teen suicides?” 

“what policy pressure?” 



 
In July 2020, one Meta employee asked what “are we doing for child grooming …?”  Another responded, 

“Somewhere between zero and negligible.  Child safety is an explicit non-goal this half.  I’d argue we’re 

making it work with Interop, but that’s a can of worms.” 

 

In 2020, Meta’s growth team also was asked to examine “the growth and engagement knock-on effects of 

rolling out a private by default feature, including potential “friending losses” and “engagement declines.”  

In August 2020, Meta determined that Private by Default would result in a “HUGE” hit to DAU (Daily 

Active Users), so it did nothing to protect teens in this manner. 

“I see blocking this launch as more impactful than US DAU.  We’re ensuring that our core demographic 

for the family (Teens) continue to have a strong experience on the platform.  There’s a 2.2% hit on DAU 

… and 2.2% hit to global for teens … that is HUGE” 



 

 



 
In fact, as per a Meta chat dated August 24, 2020, Meta “scrapped [this critical safety feature] due to 

growth concerns.” 

“…do you happen to know the status of the IG Smart Defaults launch?” 

“I do – we were initially supposed to launch private by default on september 2 after approval 

from IG leads, but that has now been scrapped due to growth concerns, and the product team has 

been given some time to come up with ways to mitigate the drop in growth” 

 
In Sept. 2020, Growth confirmed that it did NOT have the “bandwidth” to “Make teens safe.” 

“I see that as two workstreams that are separate but related. 1. Keep regulators away, keep teens 

engaged … 2. Make teens safe … I think where Growth is coming from is that for us, we only 

really have bandwidth for 1/.  We all believe 2/ is important, and the right thing to do, and so the 

question is, how important is it for Community Leads + IG Leads, and who should invest in it? … 

I guess the misalignment between where you & I are today is, should we take the hatchet 

approach or not?  As a guardian of ecosystem metrics, of course i'm going to favor the nuanced 

approach.  And you as a guardian of ‘doing the right thing’, will favor safety at all costs.  Neither 

of us is right or wrong! : )” 



 

Yet by 2020, at the latest, Meta employees knew that it’s platform features, like the People You May 

Know recommendation feature, were contributing to a massive amount of sexual abuse on its platforms.  

“e.g. PYMK was responsible for 80% of violating adult/minor connections.” 



 

 

Meta still refused to implement even the most basic safety features, such as “private by default,” and 

because the “growth impact was too high.”   



 

According to a 2024 document, Meta did not even begin to address this one issue (Meta’s programming 

of its recommendation systems in a harmful manner) until the second half of 2023.   

 



 

But it still did not address the issue of private by default for teens.  In March 2021, when the issue was 

revisited again, a Meta employee commented, “Guess what, they’re revising private by default LOL … 

mygod” 

 
Then, in March 16, 2021, Meta announced that it would be “restricting DMs between teens and adults 

they don’t follow.”  Only Meta cut corners (and did not disclose this fact).  For example, it only applied 

these features to “new users under the age of 16” and not existing users, and it opted for a “default 

preselected option on a screen” rather than a “true default setting.”   

But also, Meta’s own employees determined that even those safety settings were defective. After launch, 

they found that 13% of 13- to 15- year-olds still were receiving unwanted sexual advances on Instagram, 

overwhelmingly from strangers.  One Meta employee observed, “they are experiencing these issues … 

facilitated by the product design of Instagram.” 



 

 



 
In November 2021, Meta employees discussed how even these ineffective half-step took years, and that 

Meta leadership is unwilling to actually fix things when growth is on the line.  

“we will never get out of this mess if he/we’re not just prepared to ERR ON THE SIDE 

OF SAFETY … i know i'm advocating for NOT letting them switch back – but i don’t 

get why defaulting into private was contentious, given that they CAN just switch back!” 

“It was mostly adam for sure … it was a huge growth hit … like shockingly so” 

“would he want any tom dick or harry being able to see all his kids’ content, follow them etc.? is 

he f****** nuts?” 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  



V. Miscellaneous Meta Documents: studying the adolescent brain, moving too fast 

for safety, and making teen profiles more “stalkable.” 

Meta designs with the vulnerability of minors in mind. 

 

 



 



 

 



 
Meta opts for speed over safety (because it can), 

 
 



 
Meta also chose to make its profiles more “stalk-worthy,” so it could be an “urgent” app again.   

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

This packet includes just a small fraction of the tech documents now in the public record. 

 


