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Analysis:
· Summary and Outcome:
On November 22, 2023, the Oversight Board overturned Meta’s decision to remove two posts mention the terrorist group, Al-Shabaab. The Board noted that these cases highlighted the over-enforcement of the Dangerous Organizations and Individuals policy in countries undergoing armed conflicts and terrorist attacks. Meta overturned the original decisions when notified of the appeal by the Board.
· Facts:
In July 2023, a Facebook user, who appeared to be a news outlet, posted a picture of military equipment by soldiers’ feet accompanied by a caption saying that Somali government forces and residents fought and killed Al-Shabaab forces in the Mudug region.

Furthermore, in July 2023, another Facebook user posted a photo of a woman paining a blue pillar black and another photo of the black Al-Shabaab emblem painted on the pillar. The caption on the photos said, “the terrorists that used to hide have come out of their holes, and the world has finally seen them”.

Harakat al-Shabaab al-Mujahideen or Al-Shabaab, which translates to “the Youth”, is an Islamist terrorist group linked al-Qa’ida and aims to overthrow the Somali government. The group’s activities are mainly in Somalia, yet they have committed terrorist attacks in neighboring countries. 

The posts were first removed for violating the Dangerous Organizations and Individuals (DOI) policy. The policy prohibits content praising or supporting organizations designates dangerous under it, however, it permits content referencing these organizations to report on, condemn or neutrally discuss them of their activities. The users appealed the decisions to the Oversight Board.
· Decision Overview: 
The main issue before the Board was whether the removal was consistent with Meta’s content policies and human rights obligations.

In their submission to the Board, the first user designated themselves as a news outlet and described their post as news reporting on the government’s operations against Al-Shabaab. The second user submitted that their post aimed to condemn and raise awareness about Al-Shabaab’s activities.

After Meta was notified of the appeal, the company reversed its decisions as it found the posts non-violating. Meta noted that while the posts referred to Al-Shabaab, a designated organization under the DOI policy, they didn’t support or praise the group.

The Board noted that these cases exemplified the over-enforcement of the DOI policy in a country going through armed conflict and terrorist attacks.  The Board underlined that such errors stifle efforts to condemn, report and raise awareness about terrorist organizations and human rights abuses committed by those organizations.
The Board recalled its recommendation for Meta to evaluate the accuracy of the reporting allowance enforcement under the DOI to identify the causes of the enforcement errors from the “Mention of the Taliban in News Reporting” decision. Furthermore, the Board reiterated a recommendation from “Shared Al Jazeera Post” decision for Meta to add criteria and illustrative examples on neutral discussion and news reporting to increase understanding of exceptions. Finally, the Board highlighted its recommendation from the “Breast Cancer Symptoms and Nudity” decision for Meta to implement an internal audit process to analyze reversed automated content removal decisions to learn from enforcement errors. Meta has shown progress in the implementation of the first two recommendations and described the third one as a work it already does but did not publish information on the implementation.

The Oversight Board overturned Meta’s original decision to remove the posts and acknowledged Meta’s correction of the initial error.
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