
 

 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 

Civil Action No. 1:20-cv-03590-JEB 
  

 
 Plaintiff, 

 
v. 
 

META PLATFORMS, INC. 
 
 Defendant. 

 
 

Plaintiff Federal Trade Commission’s Memorandum of Law in Opposition 
to Defendant Meta Platforms, Inc.’s Motion to Compel Production of 2012 and 2014 FTC 

Memoranda  
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