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SUMMARY

The court addresses a discovery dispute in which plaintiff sought raw data and database schema from
Meta Platforms, Inc. concerning tools and processes applied to allegedly fraudulent advertisements.
The court ordered Meta to complete production of Scam Ad data, including mapping data, by August
28, 2025, and directed the parties to confer and submit a supplemental discovery letter if disputes
remained.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties submitted a joint discovery letter seeking resolution of a
dispute over whether Meta was required to produce raw data and
database schema relating to allegedly fraudulent advertisements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Meta's production of data and mapping information concerning the Scam Ads was sufficient to
resolve the discovery dispute.

2. Whether Meta should also be required to produce the database schema for the relevant data sources.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Meta's production was not yet complete and the significance of the forthcoming mapping data
had not yet been evaluated by Forrest's expert, the court declined to finally resolve the sufficiency
dispute and ordered Meta to complete production of the relevant Scam Ad data, including mapping data,
by August 28, 2025.

2. After Forrest's expert evaluated the production, the parties were required to confer further and, if
disagreement remained, submit a supplemental joint discovery letter identifying the disputed areas and
proposed resolutions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court is unable to finally resolve the parties’ disagreement about the sufficiency of Meta’s not-yet-
completed production of data for each Scam Ad.” (at 2)

“After plaintiff's expert has an opportunity to evaluate Meta’s data production, the parties must confer further
regarding the sufficiency of the production.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Forrest sought raw data and database schema for relevant data sources so his expert could determine what tools
or processes were applied to each Scam Ad and what those processes did between input and output. Meta
represented that it had produced or was producing exported Hive data and mapping information showing the
advertiser's ad input, selected tools, and creative optimizations. The court found that it could not yet determine
whether the incomplete production was sufficient.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

During discovery, Forrest requested data and database schema concerning the tools and processes applied to the
advertisements at issue. Meta represented at the hearing that it had produced and was continuing to produce
responsive Hive data and mapping information but disputed the need to produce the database schema. The court
declined to finally resolve the sufficiency of the incomplete production and ordered Meta to complete
production, after which the parties were required to confer and, if necessary, submit a supplemental discovery
letter.
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