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SECTION A: General Information

1. Audited provider:
Meta Platforms Ireland Limited (“MPIL” or “audited provider” or the “Company”)

2. Address of the audited provider:
Merrion Road, Dublin 4, D04 X2KS5, Ireland

3. Audit report on which this implementation report is based

Date of finalization of the audit report containing the Auditor's recommendations:
August 28,2024

Reference to the audit report (for example an URL):
Independent Audit on Facebook for the Period of 29 August 2023 to 30 June 2024

4. Information on the underlying audit and the involved parties (refer to sections A and B of the audit report of reference):

As referenced in the “Independent Audit of Facebook” report, under “Scope” (page 1):

MPIL engaged Ernst & Young LLP (“EY” or the “Auditor”) to perform an assurance engagement to examine and opine on
Facebook’s (including the Facebook Core Application, Watch, Live, Dating, News, and Marketplace) compliance with all
obligations and commitments in the aggregate, as well as with each applicable individual obligation and commitment referred to
in Article 37 (1)(a) of the Digital Services Act ("DSA"). EY's responsibility was to express an opinion on the Audited Service’s
compliance with the Specified Requirements or assertion based on conducting the examination in accordance with attestation
standards established by the AICPA and ISAE 3000 (Revised).

5. Does the audit implementation report refer to an audit report on compliance with all the obligations and commitments
pursuant to Article 37(1) of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 applicable to the audited provider? Yes/No (if “No”, indicate which
obligations and commitments are covered in the audit report of reference)

Yes, with the exception of the specific sub-articles listed by the Auditor as not applicable in the Audit Report and those as to
which the Auditor ultimately determined it could not form an opinion for the reasons provided in the Audit report.

6. Where applicable, references to other audit reports resulting from audits pursuant to Article 37 of Regulation (EU)
2022/2065 that the audited provider is or will be subject to concerning the audited period:
Not Applicable

Additional Note by MPIL:

Interpretative guidance for Section B: The information provided in the “Audit Conclusion” sections of B.01 to B.11 below are
drawn from EY'’s audit report. Therefore, references to “our” in those sections refer to EY, rather than to MPIL. Furthermore,
capitalized terms in those sections are defined in the relevant Audit Report.
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Section B.01- Obligation 12.1
501 Audit C on From EY Audit Report

Positive with comments — In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 12.1 during the Examination Period, in all material
respects. For a sample of intake requests through a Single Point of Contact from an EU member user for Facebook tested from
the period of 29 August 2023 through 30 April 2024, EY determined 1 out of 25 sample intake requests forms was not
responded to rapidly (within 7 days).

Based on inquiry with Management, EY ascertained the root cause of the issue was an unexpected uptick in volume of DSA
related intake forms that resulted in a backlog and inability to respond "rapidly". Although the intake request was not responded
to within 7 days, a response was provided following the Single Point of Contact process. The issue pertained to the timeliness
of the reply and not to a breakdown of the process or control or to an absence of a reply to the intake form.

B.01- Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

Although MPIL has already increased its staffing and allocated additional head count of the teams assigned to respond to intake
forms from EU member users on Facebook to ensure the intake requests through a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) form are
responded to, management should continue to monitor staffing levels to determine adequate resources remain available to
report to intake forms.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
measure(s) (indicate the 1.2).

objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance

indicators)
(b) Timing for Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
implementation: 1.2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the As EY acknowledged, MPIL has already increased staffing and allocated additional headcount
measures: to the teams assigned to respond to the relevant intake forms. In addition, MPIL has
implemented monitoring mechanisms to ensure prioritization for SPOC requests. This includes
monitoring of staffing levels to determine adequate resources remain available to respond to
intake forms, specifically including review of key metrics (e.g., backlog and percentage of
requests closed on time) in a biweekly meeting. Additionally, MPIL has allocated more
processes and governance around how the Operations team allocates resources to these
workstreams, including building capacity planning touchpoints.

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

The measure was implemented in Q2 2024.

¢) Result (include references | staffing was increased for the specific workflow related to User Hacked Account support
to external resources, for requests through the SPOC. An operational dashboard was set up to monitor volumes of
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example links to websites,
as applicable):

requests and turn around times. Operational teams are assessing risks from influx of support
requests daily. Additionally, MPIL has documented the established process for tracking and
reporting operational metrics for DSA Account Access workflow to Operations leadership and
the DSA Compliance Office through regular cadence of business reviews.

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 12 mandates Very Large Online Platforms (VLOPs) establish and maintain a SPOC for
users to communicate with them directly and rapidly.

Implementing monitoring and governance over staffing levels can enable timely human review
and response, allowing the allocation of resources to be adjusted as needed. This should prevent
excessive delays or failure to address requests via the SPOC. The SPOC process is multifaceted
and uses multiple teams, however it is triaged at intake to assign the most appropriate path to
completion. This will enhance MPIL’s ability to respond to unexpected upticks and backlogs in a
timely manner.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

The monitoring process was implemented as an enhancement to already existing internal control related to how MPIL provides
a SPOC for Facebook via its Help Center.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
1.2).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
1.2).
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Section B.02 - Obligation 15.1

B.02 - Audit C ion ( ‘ EY Audit R )
Negative — In our opinion, except for the effects of the material non-compliance described in the following paragraphs, MPIL
complied with Obligation 15.1 during the Examination Period, in all material respects.

In accordance with Article 15.1.c, MPIL must report "meaningful and comprehensible information about the content moderation
engaged in at the providers’ own initiative, including.... and other related restrictions of the service". Based on inspection of the
language in table 15.1.b of the DSA Transparency Report published in October 2023, the restrictions under the DSA articles
include the disclosure of monetization restrictions. MPIL did not report on the monetization restrictions as required.

In accordance with Article 15.1.d, MPIL must report “the number of complaints received through the internal complaint-handling
systems in accordance with the provider’s terms and conditions and additionally, for providers of online platforms, in accordance
with Article 20, the basis for those complaints, decisions taken in respect of those complaints, the median time needed for
taking those decisions and the number of instances where those decisions were reversed.” Per inspection of table 15.1.c(1) of
the DSA Transparency Reports published in October 2023 and April 2024, MPIL reported content moderation measures broken
down by type of violations (“violation reasons” in report) and detection types (“removed automation volume” in report) for
organic content, but did not provide such breakdown for non-organic content (e.g. business entities).

In accordance with Article 15.1.c, MPIL’s content moderation data must “be categorized by the type of illegal content or
violation of the terms and conditions of the service provider, by the detection method and by the type of restriction applied”. Per
inspection of the MPIL’s Facebook Transparency Reports, MPIL did not report the content moderation measures by type of
restriction applied in table 15.1.c.(3) of the DSA Transparency Report published in October 2023. MPIL also does not report the
violation type or detection method for account restrictions in table 15.1.c.(3) of the DSA Transparency Report published in
October 2023.

In accordance with Article 15.1.c, MPIL’s content moderation data must “be categorized by the type of illegal content or
violation of the terms and conditions of the service provider, by the detection method and by the type of restriction applied”.
Per inspection of MPIL’s Facebook Transparency Reports, MPIL did not report the content moderation measures by type of
violation nor detection method applied in table 15.1.c.(2) of the DSA Transparency Report published in October 2023.

In accordance with Article 15.1.e, MPIL must report on "the indicators of the accuracy and the possible rate of error of the
automated means used in fulfilling those purposes". Per inspection of the October 2023 Transparency Report, MPIL did not
report the indicators of accuracy.

Furthermore, based on our inspection of the October 2023 and April 2024 Facebook Transparency Report, EY ascertained the
following items were not a matter of material non-compliance.

There were some metrics included in the report that were reported at a consolidated level (Facebook and Instagram combined)
and not specifically for each Very Large Online Platform (VLOP). The metrics reported at a consolidated level are as follows:

e Table 15.1.c.(2) - Number of business entity measures for Advertising + Commerce Content Removed & Restricted
[October 2023 Report]

e Table 15.1.d.(2) - Number of additional complaints and restores for Advertising + Commerce Content Removed &
Restricted [October 2023 Report]
Table 15.1.d.(5) - Median time needed for decision or action on complaints [October 2023 Report]
Table 15.1.c.(2) - Number of business content removals for Advertising + Commerce Content Removal Volume &
Removal Automation Volume [April 2024 Report]

e Table 15.1.c.(3) - Number of provisions of service termination measures for Termination Volume & Termination
Automation Volume [April 2024 Report]

e Table 15.1.d.(2) - Number of business content removal complaints and restores for removed business content for
Advertising and Commerce Total Complaint Volume & Total Restored Content After Complaint [April 2024 Report]

FACEBOOK - DSA AUDIT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT




e Table 15.1.d.(3) - Number of complaints and restores by type of restriction for Termination of the Provision of the
Service for Total Complaint Volume and Total Restored Entities After Complaint [April 2024 Report]

e Table 15.1.d.(6) - Median time needed for decision or action on complaints [April 2024 Report]
Table 15.1.3.(1) - Indicators of Accuracy for Automation Overturn Rate [April 2024 Report]

Per inspection of the Facebook Transparency Report in table 15.1.b.(1), EY ascertained MPIL did not report on the number of
notices based on "the terms and conditions of the provider". As specified in Article 15.1.b, MPIL must report on "the number of
notices submitted in accordance with Article 16, categorized by the type of alleged illegal content concerned, the number of
notices submitted by trusted flaggers, any action taken pursuant to the notices by differentiating whether the action was taken
on the basis of the law or the terms and conditions of the provider”. Per inquiry with Management, EY ascertained the data field,
“Number of Notices with Content Removal” pertains to actions MPIL has taken based on their terms and conditions and the
data field pertains to “Number of Notices with Restriction of Access to Content” related to actions MPIL has taken based on
illegality.

B.02- Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

MPIL should revise its content moderation reporting to report metrics at the individual VLOP level instead of at the entity
level.

B.02-R Jation 2.( ‘ EY Audit R )
MPIL should update their Transparency Report headers or include specific language in the report to delineate which actions
were taken based on MPIL's terms and conditions and which actions were taken based onillegality.

B.02 - Recommendation 3 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

MPIL should revise its content moderation reporting to include the monetization restriction in accordance with the Article
15.1.c.

B.02-R mmendation 4 (excerpt from EY Audit R rt

Although MPIL reported breakdowns for their determination of organic content the Company should revise its content
moderation reporting to include a breakdown for advertising and business entity content restrictions in accordance with the
Article 15.1.d and Article 20.

B.02- Recommendation 5 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

MPIL should revise its content moderation reporting to include content moderation measures by type of restriction applied in
section 15.1.c., type of violation or detection method applied in section 15.1.c.(2), and the violation type or detection method for
account restrictions in table 15.1.c.(3).

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the Recommendation 1
measure(s) (indicate the MPIL will improve logging and processes to provide metrics on a per service basis to the extent
objective(s), any milestones, | possible. Ininstances where a mutually exclusive metric between platforms is not possible,
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revision steps and, where
applicable, performance
indicators)

additional clarity will be provided through updated tables and disclosures on what pertains only
to Facebook and what captures both Facebook and Instagram.

Recommendation 2

MPIL will update the Transparency Report tables to clarify when actions are taken on either the
basis of the terms of service or instances of illegality. These changes primarily impact Article
15.1.a, 15.1.b, and 24.1 section in the Transparency Report.

Recommendation 3

MPIL is building technical capabilities (e.g., logging, metrics) in Q3 2024 to enable reporting on
monetization restriction actions in the upcoming DSA Transparency Reports planned to be
published in Q2 2025.

Recommendation 4

MPIL reported the "Basis of Complaint," as determined by MPIL's review standards under table
15.1.d.(1) - Organic Content Removals of the DSA Transparency Report. MPIL believes its current
implementation for "Basis of Complaint" is a more accurate representation of the process for
how complaints are processed through internal systems. MPIL will add a disclosure in the report
to better communicate this to the readers of the report.

In table 15.1.d.(4) of the DSA Transparency Report, MPIL reported organic content complaints

from reporters. MPIL will continue to expand "Reporter Complaints" to include content beyond
organic content (e.g. business content) in the upcoming Transparency Reports. This is planned
to start with the 4th instance of the Transparency Report due to be published by Q2 2025.

Recommendation 5

In table 15.1.c.(1) of DSA Transparency Reports published in Oct 2023 and April 2024, MPIL
reported content moderation measures broken down by policy violations ("violation reasons")
for organic content. MPIL is building technical capabilities (e.g., logging, metrics) in Q3 2024 to
report content moderation measures by violation reasons for content types beyond organic
content (such as for business content). MPIL aims to publish these metrics in the Q2 2025
Transparency Report.

In tables 15.1.c.(1) and 15.1.c.(2) of DSA Transparency Report published in April 2024, MPIL
reported "Removed Automation Volume" (metric that counts entities actioned without human
involvement) for organic, ads, and commerce content removals. MPIL will build capabilities to
include "Removed Automation Volume" for marketplace content removals planned to be
published in the 3rd DSA Transparency Report for Q4 2024. Additionally, MPIL will build
capabilities for Demotions planned for the 4th Transparency Report for Q2 2025.

(b) Timing for
implementation:

Recommendation 1
Processes and logging are being updated in Q3 2024. MPIL plans to include details in the 4th
instance of the Facebook Transparency Reports, which are planned to be published by Q2 2025.

Recommendation 2
MPIL is making the changes to the Transparency Report draft in Q3 2024 and is planning to
publish the 3rd instance of the Facebook reports with the changes included.

Recommendation 3.4, and 5
MPIL will provide additional breakdowns for the relevant tables planned for the 4th instance of
the Facebook Transparency Reports to go out by Q2 2025.
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1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the
measures:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,
as applicable):

Recommendations 1-5

The Transparency Reports, which can be found on the publicly accessible Meta Transparency
Center (https://transparency.meta.com/reports/requlatory-transparency-reports/), will reflect
the changes outlined in response 1.1.(a) starting with the 3rd and 4th instance of MPIL's DSA
report, which is scheduled to be published by Q3 2024 and Q2 2025.

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 15 mandates that VLOPs must make publicly available reports on any content
moderation that VLOPs engage in during the relevant period. These reports must include
information such as the number of orders received from authorities, the number of notices
submitted, meaningful information about content moderation engaged in at the provider's own
initiative, the number of complaints received through internal complaint-handling systems, and
any use made of automated means for content moderation.

Recommendation 1

DSA article 15.1 requires reporting per platform where MPIL was previously unable to split
metrics on a per platform basis. MPIL will enact modifications to metrics that will enable better
reporting per platform where possible.

Recommendation 2

DSA article 15.1.b requires reporting on allegedly illegal content removed on the basis of terms
of services violations or illegality. While this was included in previous Transparency Reports,
updated tables and report text will provide clarity on which previously-published metrics refers
to actions taken on either the basis of the terms of service violations or instances of illegality.

Recommendation 3

Aspects of the DSA reference demonetization actions explicitly but MPIL was unable to include
demonetization actions in MPIL’s Transparency Report. Improvements to the logging
capabilities across Facebook will enable including demonetization actions in the 4th instance of
Facebook Transparency Reports which we expect to publish in Q2 2025.

Recommendation 4

The approach taken to categorize the basis of the complaint in [table] 15.1.d of the DSA
Transparency Report adequately aligns to the process in which the complaint is reviewed, but
may cause confusion for the report reader. Therefore, adding clarification on the process and
why the categorization was chosen will support easier understanding in 15.1.d.

Additionally, the expansion of categorization of complaints across more metric areas including
the inclusion of reporter appeals on all reportable content will ensure all complaints are
represented in DSA article 15.1.d reporting requirements.
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https://transparency.meta.com/reports/regulatory-transparency-reports/

In the 2nd instance of the Transparency Report published in April 2024, MPIL expanded
reporting to include the types of restrictions applied to the measures taken. MPIL will continue
expanding coverage ahead of the 4th instance of the Transparency Report planned to be
published by Q2 2025 and will also continue to improve logging to enable categorization.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Recommendation 1

As stated above, MPIL will improve logging and processes to provide metrics on a per service
basis to the extent possible. However, the underlying data model and related product
infrastructure for some reported entities and processes prevent MPIL from reaching a mutually
exclusive framing for all metrics in the report.

b) Alternative measure(s)

taken to achieve compliance:

Recommendation 1

In instances where mutually exclusive metrics between platforms are not possible due to
technical architecture of the platforms, efforts will be taken to disclose this limitation and/or
highlight the portion of the metric that can be associated with Facebook or with both VLOPs.
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Section B.03 - Obligation 18.1

B.03 - Audit C ion ( f EY Audit R )
Positive with Comments: In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 18.1 during the Examination Period, in all material
respects. However, MPIL has not established a general time threshold of "promptly".

B.03 - Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

MPIL should adopt a benchmark to define “promptly.”

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the
measure(s) (indicate the
objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance
indicators)

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

(b) Timing for
implementation:

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the
measures:

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,
as applicable):

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to

Not Applicable. MPIL will be implementing alternative measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).
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compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

MPIL has put in place measures to “promptly” inform authorities in applicable cases.

MPIL does not consider a single time-threshold the best way to assess 'promptly’, as it
considers what is “prompt” will depend on the specific facts in question and a more nuanced
approach is required to measure this.

Accordingly, MPIL has processes that enable it to assess the turnaround times (or “TAT”) for the
review and, as applicable, notification of cases. MPIL has implemented processes that enable it
to determine the average TAT and the TAT for different percentiles of cases (e.g. the TAT within
which 95% of cases had been actioned). Using this information, MPIL is able to assess the
timeliness of its processes for informing authorities in applicable cases (depending on the facts
of the case in question).

Further, MPIL has put in place quality assurance review processes for all applicable cases --
enabling it to verify that each case has been appropriately actioned and, where applicable,
rectifying any identified deficiencies.

MPIL also noted that there is no specific definition for “promptly” in the DSA Regulation or
associated guidance -- so there is no requirement for a single time threshold or any specific
basis by which this would be calculated.

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

While MPIL considers the aforementioned processes to be appropriate, MPIL will explore
further ways in which it could give effect to the aims of this recommended measure, alongside
other measures it already has in place and were reviewed under the audit, to ensure it maintains
processes for promptly informing authorities in applicable cases.

In particular, MPIL will explore use of additional technical controls that could (i) notify applicable
reviewers where a case has not been resolved within prescribed time-thresholds; and (ii) require
an explanatory note for cases exceeding prescribed time-thresholds (which could reflect the
individual facts of the case).
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Section B.04 - Obligation 22.1

respects.

B.04 - Audit Conclusion ( from EY Audit R )

Positive with Comments: In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 22.1 during the Examination Period, in all material

MPIL has not established a general time threshold as it relates to “undue delay.”

B.04-R Jation 1.( ‘ EY Audit R )
MPIL should adopt a benchmark to define “undue delay.”

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the
measure(s) (indicate the
objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance
indicators)

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

(b) Timing for
implementation:

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the
measures:

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,
as applicable):

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).
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d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Not Applicable. MPIL will explore ways to implement measures to give effect to the aims of the
recommendation (see response in Sub-Section 2).

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

MPIL noted that there is no specific definition for “undue delay” in the DSA Regulation or
associated guidance.

MPIL does not consider a single time-threshold the best way to assess “undue delay,” as its
consideration of an “undue delay” will depend on the specific facts in question and a more
nuanced approach is required to measure this.

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

MPIL will explore ways in which it could give effect to the aims of this recommendation,
including assessing potential specific or general time targets where appropriate, alongside other
measures it already has in place and were reviewed under the audit, to ensure it maintains
processes for promptly informing authorities in applicable cases.
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Section B.05 - Obligation 24.1

B.O5 - Audit C ion ‘ EY Audit R )
Negative - In our opinion, except for the effect of the material non-compliance described in the following paragraph, MPIL
complied with Obligation 24.1 during the Examination Period, in all material respects.

In accordance with Article 24.1.(b), MPIL must report “the number of suspensions imposed pursuant to Article 23, distinguishing
between suspensions enacted for the provision of manifestly illegal content.” Based on inspection of the reported suspension
for manifestly illegal content in the October 2023 and April 2024 Transparency Report, MPIL did not accurately report the
number of suspensions for manifestly illegal content based on the Company’s methodology in line with their definition pursuant
to Article 23.

B.05 - Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

EY recommends the MPIL revise its Transparency Report for 24.1 (b) and report suspensions enacted for the provision of
manifestly illegal content pursuant to definition within Article 23.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
measure(s) (indicate the 1.2).

objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance

indicators)
(b) Timing for Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
implementation: 1.2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the MPIL has implemented changes to only include manifestly illegal content in our reported
measures: metrics related to article 24.1. In the first two reports, the article 24.1 metrics included actions
related to terms of service violations. The updated metric will be available in the 3rd instance of
the DSA report.

b) Time when the measure(s) | The updated metric will appear in the 3rd instance of the Transparency Report which will

were implemented or are capture data from April through September 2024, and is planned to be published at the end
planned to be implemented: October 2024.

c) Result (include references The recommendation will be implemented in the 3rd instance of the Transparency Report, to be
to external resources, for published at the end October 2024.

example links to websites,
as applicable):
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d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 24 mandates that, in addition to the information referred to in Article 15, providers of
online platforms must report the number of suspensions imposed pursuant to Article 23. This
information must reflect suspensions enacted for the provision of manifestly illegal content.

The updated metric definition matching the outlined methodology will ensure MPIL’s
Transparency Reports for Facebook accurately reflect suspension for manifestly illegal content.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
1.2).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (see response in Sub-Section
1.2).
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Section B.06 - Obligation 26.1

respects.

B.06 - Audit C on ( from EY Audit R )

Positive with comments —In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 26.1 during the Examination Period in all material

Although MPIL provided and confirmed a population of surfaces on Facebook that advertisements were displayed, EY
independently identified an additional surface, Facebook.com (mobile) - Marketplace, that displayed ads. In line with Article
26.1, advertisements on Facebook.com (mobile) - Marketplace were presented to the recipients of the service in a clear, concise
and unambiguous manner and in real time, and included the required information in line with Article 26.1.(a) - Article 26.1.(d).

B.06 - Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

served on for Facebook.

EY recommends that MPIL create and periodically review a centralized repository of all surface advertisements that can be

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the
measure(s) (indicate the
objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance
indicators)

Meta acknowledges an ad placement surface was inadvertently omitted from the inventory
originally provided to EY. However, EY's identification of that additional ad placement
demonstrates that new ad placements (including experimental/exploratory ones) go through a
pre-launch review process regardless of the existence of a central repository of available ad
placements.

Per the recommendation, MPIL will create a central repository of all active ad placement
locations, spanning each surface (e.g., Feed, Marketplace) and platform (e.g., Web, iOS). This
effort will add instrumentation to collect and keep up to date active ad placement locations for
each platform, as well as dynamically picking up any new permanent or experimental ad
placements and enabling a simplified periodic review for these placements.

(b) Timing for
implementation:

This work is planned to be completed by the end of Q4 2024.

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the
measures:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,

The new repository will be a centralized source of truth for all ad placements across Facebook,
covering all surfaces and platforms.

FACEBOOK - DSA AUDIT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT

17




as applicable):

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 26 mandates VLOPs that display ads must clearly label them as such, identify the person
or entity responsible for the ad, and provide information on who paid for the ad if different.
Additionally, VLOPs must also provide transparent information on how the ad was targeted to
the recipient and allow for easy changes to those parameters.

The new repository will allow MPIL to demonstrate each ad placement location that has been
present during a given audit duration, enabling simplified periodic internal review and
significantly streamlining the evidence generation process and providing additional confidence
to the placement inventory.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures are being implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures are being implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).
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Section B.07 - Obligation 26.2

B.07 - Audit Conclusion ( f EY Audit R )
Positive with Comments - In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 26.2 during the Examination Period, in all material
respects.

Although each placement and surface independently inspected by EY provided recipients of the service with a functionality to
declare whether content they provided contains commercial communications, the Company did not establish a complete and
accurate benchmark of placements and surfaces which displayed commercial communications.

B.07-R ion 1.( ‘ EY Audit R )
The Company should create and periodically review a centralized repository of all surfaces which display commercial
communications and establish a process to ensure that commercial communications that are updated to a paid advertisement
are labeled appropriately.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the To further strengthen MPIL’s compliance posture, MPIL will create a central repository of all
measure(s) (indicate the active Branded Content placement locations, spanning each surface (e.g., Feed, Marketplace)
objective(s), any milestones, | and platform (e.g., Web, iOS). This effort will add instrumentation to collect and keep up to date
revision steps and, where the active Branded Content placement locations for each platform, as well as dynamically
applicable, performance picking up any new permanent or experimental Branded Content placements and enabling a
indicators) simplified periodic review to check for appropriate labeling for these placements in the
repository.
(b) Timing for The measure is planned to be completed by the end of 2024.

implementation:

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).
measures:

b) Time when the measure(s) | Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).
were implemented or are

planned to be implemented:

c) Result (include references | The new repository will be a centralized source of truth for all Branded Content placements

to externgl resources, for across Facebook, covering all surfaces and platforms.
example links to websites,

as applicable):

d) Explanati.on of how the Article 26 mandates that VLOPs must provide users with a way to indicate if the content they
measure(s) implement the post is a commercial communication. If a user makes such a declaration, the platform must
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recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

clearly label the content as a commercial communication for all other users to see, using
prominent markings that may follow standards set by Article 44.

The new repository will allow MPIL to demonstrate each Branded Content placement location
that has been present during a given audit duration, enabling simplified periodic internal review
and significantly streamlining the evidence generation process and providing additional
confidence to the placement inventory.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (see response in Sub-Section 1.1).
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Section B.08 - Obligation 38.1

February 2024.

Not applicable.

B.08 - Audit Conclusion ( ‘ EY Audit R )
Negative - In our opinion, except for the effects of the material non-compliance described in the following paragraph, MPIL
complied with Obligation 38.1 during the Examination Period, in all material respects.

The non-profiling feature was not in place for the Facebook Dating recommender system between 29 August 2023 to 15

B.08 - Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the
measure(s) (indicate the
objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance
indicators)

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).

(b) Timing for
implementation:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the
measures:

MPIL implemented an option not based on profiling for Facebook Dating. Specifically, a
‘Not-sorted’ option was added to allow users to see profiles in a randomized order, with no
ranking applied.

b) Time when the measure(s)
were implemented or are
planned to be implemented:

The option not based on profiling was implemented for Facebook Dating in February 2024.

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,
as applicable):

The ‘Not sorted’ option was added in Q12024 (February) for Facebook Dating to allow users to
see profiles in a randomized order, with no ranking applied. For further information on the
‘Not-sorted’ option, the System Card for Facebook Dating is publically accessible from the Meta
Transparency Center (https://transparency.meta.com/features/explaining-ranking/fb-dating/).
This details the options for Facebook Dating and the functionality of its recommender system.

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or

Article 38 of the DSA mandates that VLOPs that use recommender systems shall provide at
least one option not based on profiling for each of their recommender systems.
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how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

The addition of the ‘Not-sorted’ option into the Facebook Dating recommender system
addresses the requirement to provide users with an option not based on profiling. This allows
Facebook Dating users to view potential matches that are not ranked based on profiling.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).
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Section B.09 - Obligation 39.1

B.09 - Audit C ion ( f EY Audit R )
Positive with comments - In our opinion, MPIL complied with Obligation 39.1 during the Examination Period, in all material
respects.

Although MPIL utilized and relied on the automated code API to ensure the “Meta Ads Library” is complete and accurate, MPIL
should supplement its data quality checks or monitoring controls in place to evidence that the APl is pulling in the ads
information completely and accurately.

B.09 - R Jation 1.( f EY Audit R )
MPIL should enhance its procedures over the APl used to automatically populate the data into the “Meta Ads Library” and putin
place a set of monitoring controls/procedures that periodically validates that the API continues to operate effectively.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
measure(s) (indicate the response in Sub-Section 2).

objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance

indicators)
(b) Timing for Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
implementation: response in Sub-Section 2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
measures: response in Sub-Section 2).

b) Time when the measure(s) | Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
were implemented or are response in Sub-Section 2).
planned to be implemented:

c) Result (include references Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
to external resources, for response in Sub-Section 2).

example links to websites,
as applicable):

d) Explanation of how the Not Applicable. MPIL will not be implementing measures to address the recommendation (See
measure(s) implement the response in Sub-Section 2).

recommendation from the

audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
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constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

MPIL believes that the current measures are sufficient. As stated above, the Auditor
recommends MPIL to enhance its procedures over the APl used to:

1. Automatically populate the data into the Ads Library, and;
2. Putin place a set of monitoring controls or procedures that periodically validates that
the API continues to operate effectively.

However, MPIL’s Ad Library API draws from the same datasource as the Ad Library website,
and the tests that already assert the veracity of that data effectively validate the APl as well as
the website. Essentially, adding additional data quality checks to the APl endpoints would be
duplicative.

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. No alternative measures are relevant.
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Section B.10 - Obligation 39.3

B.10 - Audit Conclusion f EY Audit R )
Negative - In our opinion, except for the effects of the material non-compliance described in the following paragraph, MPIL
complied with Obligation 39.3 during the Examination Period, in all material respects.

Per inquiry with MPIL and inspection of the “Meta Ads Library”, EY ascertained the following provisions were not met by the
Ad Library for ads which were taken down:

e “theinformation referred to in Article 17.3.(b) to Article 17.3.(e), or Article 9.2, point (a)(i), as applicable.” i.e.,
information regarding the reasons and context on why the ad was taken down.

e “Asregards paragraph 2, point (c), ...the repository shall not include the information referred to in that point.” i.e., the
content of the advertisement and information on the legal persons on behalf the advertisement is presented and who
paid for the advertisement.

B.10 - Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)
Not applicable.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

(a) Description of the Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
measure(s) (indicate the 1.2).

objective(s), any milestones,
revision steps and, where
applicable, performance

indicators)
(b) Timing for Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
implementation: 1.2).

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the MPIL implemented functionality where advertisements in the Ad Library that were removed or
measures: disabled based on illegality or incompatibility with its terms and conditions now include required
data fields as listed in Article 17(3), points (a) to (e), or Article 9(2), point (a)(i), as applicable.

Additionally, data fields specified in Article 39.2 points (a), (b), and (c) are now omitted in the Ad
Library for advertisements that were removed or disabled based on illegality or incompatibility
with MPIL’s terms and conditions.

b) Time when the measure(s) | A correction to the Ad Library was made as of April 26, 2024.
were implemented or are

planned to be implemented:

¢) Result (include references | The measure was implemented within the Ad Library. It is publicly accessible from the MPIL’s

to external resources, for website (https://www.facebook.com/ads/library).

example links to websites,
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as applicable):

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 39 mandates that if VLOPs remove or disable access to an ad due to alleged illegality or
violation of terms, the repository will not include information on the ad's commercial nature,
sponsor, or targeting parameters. Instead, it will include information on the reason for removal,
such as a court order or administrative decision, and any relevant details.

The Ad Library now contains additional language for violating ads subject to the DSA, describing
MPIL’s enforcement approach. Additionally, for each violating ad subject to the DSA, MPIL will
also show the granular reason(s) the ad was taken down. Finally, MPIL now shields the
Payer/Beneficiary information for violating ads in addition to the ad content.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures have already been implemented (See response in Sub-Section
1.2).
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Section B.11 - Obligation 42.2

B.11- Audit Conclusion ( ‘ EY Audit R )
Negative — In our opinion, except for the effects of the material non-compliance described in the following paragraph, MPIL
complied with Obligation 42.2 during the Examination Period, in all material respects.

Per inspection of the October 2023 and April 2024 Digital Services Act Transparency reports for Facebook, EY ascertained
MPIL published indicators of accuracy and possible rate of error required by Article 15.1.(e), and in the April 2024 Digital Services
Act Transparency report for Facebook, published an Automation Overturn Rate but MPIL did not publish indicators of accuracy
by member state language as required under 42.2.

MPIL self-reported during the audit they miscalculated metrics for the human reviewers dedicated for content moderation for
the October 2023 and April 2024 DSA transparency reports for Facebook.

B.11- Recommendation 1 (excerpt from EY Audit Report)

MPIL should update the Facebook Transparency report to publish indicators of accuracy for each official language of the
Member States for the automated systems used for content moderation.

1. Measures to implement the operational recommendation

1.1. Planned measure(s)

C) Descriptign ?f the MPIL will build the technical capabilities (e.g., logging and metrics) to expand existing reporting
measure(s) (indicate the of indicators of accuracy to indicators of accuracy broken down by the official language of the

objective(s), any milestones, | Member States and publish them in upcoming DSA Transparency Reports.
revision steps and, where

. Milestones:
applicable, performance
indicators) 1. Formalization of Metric Definitions: Establish business and technical definitions for the
metric

2. Implementation of Data Logging: Putting in place robust logging mechanisms to
capture necessary data elements required for accurate metric computation

3. Development of Metric Computation Logic and Pipelines: Creating computational logic
and pipelines to process logged data

4. Validation and Publication of Metrics: Conducting validation procedures to help confirm
metric accuracy and reliability, followed by official publication of the validated metrics

fb) Timing fof MPIL will begin building technical capabilities in 2024 and plans to begin reporting indicators of
implementation: accuracy broken down by the official language of the Member States in the 4th instance of
MPIL’s VLOP Transparency Report planned to be published by Q2 2025.

1.2. Measures taken since the end of the period on which the audit report is based

a) Description of the Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).
measures:

b) Time when the measure(s) | Not Applicable. No measures have been implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).
were implemented or are
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planned to be implemented:

c) Result (include references
to external resources, for
example links to websites,
as applicable):

The Transparency Reports, which can be found on the publicly accessible Meta Transparency
Center (https://transparency.meta.com/reports), will reflect the changes outlined in response
1.1.(a) starting with the 4th instance of MPIL's DSA report, which is scheduled to be published by
Q22025.

d) Explanation of how the
measure(s) implement the
recommendation from the
audit report effectively and
why the resulting situation
constitutes compliance or
how the effects of the
measures will lead to
compliance, where this is not
immediately observable:

Article 42.2.(c) mandates that Transparency Reports specify the indicators of accuracy and
related information referred to in Article 15.1.(e), in each official language of the Member States.

Updating the DSA Transparency Report to publish indicators of accuracy for each official
language of the Member States for the automated systems used for content moderation
directly meets the specific requirement under Article 42.2.(c) and the provided
recommendation.

1.3. Where applicable, description of any measure(s) to adjust benchmarks for compliance and internal controls:

Not Applicable. No such measures are relevant.

2. Reasons for not implementing the recommendation, if applicable

a) Justification for not
implementing the
recommendation:

Not Applicable. The measures are being implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).

b) Alternative measure(s)
taken to achieve compliance:

Not Applicable. The measures are being implemented (See response in Sub-Section 1.1).
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SECTION C (where applicable): Follow-up to the operational
recommendations concerning audited commitments undertaken by the
audited provider pursuant to the codes of conduct referred to in Articles 45
and 46 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065 and the crisis protocols referred to
Article 48 of Regulation (EU) 2022/2065

The Template for the Audit Implementation Report is meant to cover operational recommendations undertaken by Facebook
pursuant to the codes of conduct referred to in Articles 45 and 46 of the DSA and the crisis protocols referred to in Article 48 of
the DSA. There were no such codes of conduct or crisis protocols during the period of 29 August 2023 through 30 June 2024.
As such, the Auditor did not perform assurance procedures with respect to those articles, and thus, Section C within the Audit
Implementation Report is not applicable.
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SECTION D: Any other information the audited provider wishes to convey

In its Audit Report, the Auditor ultimately determined that it could not form an opinion with respect to sub-article obligations
14.1,16.1,16.5,16.6,17.1, 201, 20.3, 24.5, 251, 28.1, 34.1, 34.2, 35.1, and 40.12, and also could not provide an overall audit opinion
for the entire report. The reasoning that the Auditor expressed in the Audit Report is that, despite MPIL’s full cooperation, they
were unsure about having sufficient and appropriate information because “[t]here is more than one ongoing investigation by a
governmental entity regarding whether the Audited Service is in compliance with certain of the Specified Requirement during
the Examination Period” related to the sub-article obligations listed above.

MPIL notes that the Auditor made clear that its determination was not the result of any lack of cooperation by MPIL, explaining
that MPIL “did not impose any limitations on [the Auditor’s] procedures and cooperated fully with [the Auditor’s] requests
related to the [sub-article obligations listed above].” Indeed, MPIL organised and undertook an audit as required under Article
37 for all applicable DSA articles and addressed all questions and requests for evidence from the Auditor with respect to these
sub-article obligations, as well as information on the status, scope, and other aspects of the European Commission’s (EC)
active investigations into MPIL’s compliance with those sub-article obligations. This was in addition to MPIL’s full cooperation
and assistance with the Auditor’s requests with respect to assessing MPIL’s compliance with the remaining sub-article
obligations, which are not subject to EC investigations. Moreover, MPIL has controls and processes in place to address each of
the relevant sub-articles currently under EC investigation.
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