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Chairman Calderon and Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the Center for Democracy & Technology (CDT), I thank you for the
opportunity to testify today. While we appreciate the privacy and safety concerns
that have motivated the legislature to consider the important issue of minors’
online privacy, we have concerns about the potential for these bills to unduly
burden minors’ First Amendment rights by limiting their access to information
while also limiting their access to platforms for their own speech.
As a note of introduction, I am an attorney and serve as Policy Counsel for CDT,
one of the leading civil liberties organizations in the United States focused on the
application of the First Amendment to speech on the Internet. CDT has offices in
Washington, DC, San Francisco, and Brussels. In 1996, CDT led one of the
consolidated legal challenges to the federal Communications Decency Act that
resulted in the 1997 U.S. Supreme Court ruling that speech on the Internet
warrants the highest level of First Amendment protection. Since then, CDT has
brought and litigated constitutional challenges to a number of state laws that
sought to regulate or restrict speech over the Internet. CDT is also an active
advocate for comprehensive consumer privacy legislation, both in the United
States and in Europe, and we regularly engage with both companies and the
Federal Trade Commission in efforts to improve protections for users' privacy.
Our primary concern with SB 501 is its potential burden on minors’ own First
Amendment rights. By providing parents with a potential veto over minors’ social
networking posts, the bill would restrict minors’ exercise of their right to free
expression. And, because of the challenge of verifying identity online, the
procedure imagined in SB 501 would be vulnerable to abuse, potentially leading
to fraudulent takedown demands that site operators will have no incentive to
challenge. Further, the right-to-removal proposed in SB 501 is not narrowly
scoped and would allow one user to demand the removal of content about him
that is posted by another user, even if that content only included true, factual
information. This is a limitation on First Amendment rights that is unlikely to
withstand scrutiny.

Similarly, we are concerned that SB 568 would also burden minors’ First Amendment rights.
While the right-to-remove proposal in this bill is more narrowly drawn and avoids several of the
issues posed by the right-to-remove described in SB 501, the bill’s focus on websites or online
services “directed to minors” creates significant challenges because of the vagueness of this
term. Sites that have an audience “primarily comprised of minors” could include many generalaudience sites or sites that aim to appeal to young adults. When faced with obligations to treat
minors’ content differently or to restrict certain marketing or advertising material to minors, many
operators unsure of their status under this bill will opt to bar minors from their sites and services
altogether. This will restrict minors’ access to constitutionally protected material, limit their
opportunities for speech, and discourage development of content designed for younger
audiences. This will also encourage minors to lie about their age to gain access to popular sites
and services, leaving operators of these sites unable to tailor their services to better protect
minors’ privacy and online safety. This is the unfortunate but likely consequence of both SB 501
and SB 568, and thus CDT urges Committee Members to reject both bills.

SB 501 Burdens the First Amendment Rights of Minors and Adult Users of Social
Networking Websites
Rights of Minors
The Supreme Court has consistently recognized that minors, particularly older minors, have
independent First Amendment rights to speak, associate, and access information. As the
Supreme Court has stated, “constitutional rights do not mature and come into being magically
only when one attains the state-defined age of majority.”1 By providing for a potential parental
veto to minors’ speech, SB 501 would unconstitutionally limit minors’ exercise of their own right
to freedom of expression. The information covered by the bill includes address, phone number,
and mother's maiden name, all information minors may have a First Amendment interest in
disclosing. For example, SB 501 would give a parent a blanket veto right over a 17-year-old's
decision to provide her cell phone number on a Facebook page she has created to coordinate a
political rally. This would be a clear violation of that young woman's right to political speech.
Parental takedown demands could have adverse effects on youth speech and participation in a
wide variety of online forums, including independent outreach and support sites for LGBTQ
youth such as the Trevor Project, or the social-network pages of groups such as the Rape
Abuse & Incest National Network (RAINN) and the National Suicide Prevention Lifeline. While
clearly not the intent of SB 501, the bill's creation of a parental veto right would leave vulnerable
minors without control over their own communications and would potentially empower parents to
suppress minors’ statements about sexual identity, reproductive choice, religion, political
affiliation, and similarly intimate and sensitive matters.

Rights of Other Speakers
SB 501 would also violate the First Amendment rights of other users online. The bill would give
a user a right to order the takedown of any “personal identifying information” (as defined in the
bill) pertaining to him, regardless of whether he was the initial poster of the information. Thus,
potentially any user would have the ability to order the takedown of any other user’s content that
happens to include his or her personal information. This is an extremely broad deletion right,
which unduly interferes with other users’ First Amendment rights. For example, this bill would
1

Planned Parenthood of Cent. Mo. v. Danforth, 428 U.S. 52, 74 (1976) (concerning minors’ right to abortion).

2

allow a business owner to demand the takedown of a post organizing a letter-writing campaign
to him about his unfair labor practices. Under SB 501, a user could compel deletion of truthful
information about himself even if the poster had lawfully obtained it, including information such
as address, telephone number, and mother's maiden name. These types of information are
likely to be matters of public record in any case, and bring SB 501 into direct conflict with
Supreme Court precedent that “state action to punish the publication of truthful information
seldom can satisfy constitutional standards.”2 These are also types of information that are likely
to be shared by multiple people in a family or at a particular residence, giving rise to a broad
ability for individuals to police the social network posts of those with whom they cohabitate or
share family ties. In some cases, SB 501 would give siblings the right to demand deletion of
each other’s entire profiles because they share as a surname their mother’s “maiden name”.

SB 501 Places Impractical Burdens on Social Networking Operators and Would Likely Lead
Operators to Bar Minors from their Sites and Services
An operator attempting to comply with SB 501 will face the significant challenge of verifying the
identity of the user requesting that information be removed. Because the bill allows users to
demand takedown of other users' content, and parents (who may not even be users of the site)
to demand takedown of minors' content, operators will need to conduct some kind of identityverification for every request they receive. To do this, operators will have to collect significant
amounts of sensitive information from users, in the name of protecting their privacy. While
some of the largest social networks may have the infrastructure and staffing to attempt to
institute this kind of identify verification system, many smaller operators and start-up social
networks will simply be unable to do so due to lack of resources.
The structure proposed in the bill requires users making takedown demands to “include
sufficient information to verify [their] identity” and allows operators to require users to assert that
the information they are providing is true and accurate. This structure is intended to help
obviate the burden of identity verification for operators. But this creates an incentive structure
where operators rely, on the one hand, on user assurances that the takedown request is valid,
and face, on the other hand, upwards of $10,000 in fines for failure to comply. The vast majority
of operators will almost certainly take down any information requested rather than face
significant financial liability. This type of system is obviously vulnerable to abuse.
In comparison to existing law, while the Digital Millennium Copyright Act does outline a noticeand-takedown system for online operators seeking safe harbor from liability,3 the DMCA’s
structure is quite different from that proposed in SB 501. The DMCA does not require operators
to take down content; rather, it provides protection from potential copyright liability if operators
voluntarily comply with the notice-and-takedown system described in the statute. This system,
among other safeguards, provides the user who has originally posted the content with the
opportunity to challenge the takedown or sue for misuse of the takedown process.4 Operators
who decline to comply with DMCA takedown demands have not necessarily violated any law;
they may (or may not) be sued for copyright infringement, and they may (or may not) be found
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liable. If an operator believes a DMCA notice is spurious or the risk of actually being held liable
for infringement is otherwise low, the operator is under no obligation to take down the content.
This is a sharp contrast to SB 501’s promise that operators who fail to comply with takedown
requests face up to $10,000 in fines.
The issue of identity verification is compounded for information requests pertaining to minors,
where SB 501 allows for either the person to whom the data pertains or her parent to file the
demand. As difficult as it is to verify a given user's identity, verifying that one individual is the
lawful parent of guardian of another is much more challenging. There is a real risk that, rather
than attempt such complicated identity verification, website operators will simply prohibit users
from creating accounts if they are younger than 18. As we have seen with the federal Children’s
Online Privacy Protection Act,5 which requires operators of sites directed to children to obtain
verified parental consent before collecting children’s personal information, operators presented
with potential regulatory burdens for dealing with children's data often seek to bar children from
their sites entirely. SB 501 could yield the same result for all minors under age 18, which would
create an environment in which minors are barred from honestly participating in social
networking web sites. As discussed below, this would discourage operators from tailoring
content and privacy controls to younger users, and would likely diminish the opportunities for
age-appropriate participation in social networking sites for Internet users under the age of 18.
For these reasons, CDT urges Members of the Committee to reject SB 501.

SB 568 Is Unconstitutionally Vague, Will Limit Minors' Access to Constitutionally
Protected Material, and Violates the Commerce Clause of the Constitution
CDT has similar concerns that SB 568 would burden minors’ First Amendment rights, in part by
creating significant disincentives for operators to provide content and services geared toward
minors. Further, the bill's content restrictions for advertising and marketing, which are based on
state standards of what is appropriate for minors, likely violate the Commerce Clause in much
the same way that previous state attempts to regulate minors' access to indecent or ‘harmful to
minors’ content have been found to.

Section 22580 – Marketing and Advertising to Minors
There are several aspects of SB 568’s prohibition on marketing and advertising certain products
and services on sites “directed to minors” that are vague or unclear. The resulting lack of clarity
for operators will likely lead them to bar minors from their sites in order to establish that they are
not sites “directed to minors”. Sites that do attempt to comply will likely need to prohibit the
covered advertising and marketing material to all of their users, implicating the First Amendment
rights of minors in other states and of adult users. Laws that result in restricting adults’ access to
constitutionally protected material online are unlikely to withstand strict scrutiny.

“Directed to minors” is a vague standard that leaves operators with no certainty of their
obligations under the law.
SB 568 defines a site or service (or portion thereof) directed to minors as one “that is created for
the purpose of reaching an audience that is primarily comprised of minors.” The notion of a site
or service “directed to minors” mirrors the federal COPPA law’s application to operators of sites
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or services “directed to children”, but there are several key distinctions. First, COPPA applies to
the personal information of children under age 13, not to all minors under age 18. The FTC, in
defining “directed to children”, has created a look-and-feel test that considers a number of
quantitative and qualitative factors.6 Further, operators can refer to more than 10 years of
enforcement actions under COPPA for further guidance on how the FTC applies its definition.7
The COPPA standard of “directed to children” works, to the extent that it does, because it is
relatively easy to identify content intended for young children, as distinguished from content
intended for older minors, young adults, or a general audience.
It is much more difficult to draw a bright line between content aimed at 16- and 17-year-olds and
content that is intended for young adults and older audiences, and there is no comparable
federal guidance or precedent describing sites or services “directed to minors”. Thus, many
operators of services that are popular with teenaged Internet users as well as adults, from social
networking platforms such as Tumblr and Instagram, to news-aggregating sites such as Reddit
and BuzzFeed, to popular apps such as Angry Birds and Pandora Radio, will be left uncertain
as to whether their sites fall under SB 568’s definition of “directed to minors”.
Further, because the bill would apply to portions of sites that are directed to minors, many
general-audience sites would find that ads or other marketing that is constitutionally protected
on parts of its site would violate California law on other parts. For example, Hulu.com is a
popular general-audience site that allows users to watch streaming video of television shows
and movies, the majority of which have previously aired on broadcast, cable, or in theaters.
Some of the content Hulu streams could likely be considered “directed to minors” under SB 568;
in order to determine which portions of its site fall under the scope of this bill, Hulu would need
to evaluate each of the programs it hosts, which are typically created and produced by entities
other than Hulu, to verify which were “created for the purpose of reaching an audience that is
primarily comprised of minors.”8 It is not clear, under the bill, whether portions of its site that
happen to attract a significant number of minors, even if the content was not developed with
minors in mind, would still be subject to SB 568’s prohibitions.
Assuming Hulu can confidently identify which of the programs it streams would be considered
“directed to minors” by the state of California, it would then be legally prohibited from showing
certain commercials during its online streaming that would be completely legal for a broadcaster
or cable operator to air alongside their transmission of the same content. And, while the term
“marketing” is not defined in the statute, a plain-meaning understanding of the term would likely
encompass such advertising efforts as product placement deals within television shows and
movies. Thus, online content providers such as Hulu would be legally prohibited from displaying
precisely the same material that receives full First Amendment protection in other media – a
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double-standard the Supreme Court unequivocally rejected in Reno v. ACLU,9 finding that online
speech receives the highest level of First Amendment protection.

Except in narrow circumstances, minors have a right to receive information that is protected
under the First Amendment.
Preserving the right to fully exercise the rights of speech, press, and political freedom serves a
vital role in minors’ intellectual development. “[M]inors are entitled to a significant measure of
First Amendment protection, and only in relatively narrow and well-defined circumstances may
government bar public dissemination of protected materials to them.”10 Permissible contentbased restrictions on minors’ access to information typically relate to a narrow category of
sexual content; otherwise, minors have a right to receive information just as adults do.11 The
marketing or advertising described in SB 568 is speech that is protected by the First
Amendment; in evaluating SB 568, the Court would need to decide that the state has a
compelling interest in restricting minors’ access to the newly enumerated 21 categories of
speech in the bill.12 While regulations of advertising or “speech proposing a transaction” receive
a lower level of scrutiny from the courts,13 SB 568’s under-inclusivity (not covering other media
transmission of identical content) and over-inclusivity (prohibiting such communications even to
minors whose parents would consent, e.g. marketing about handgun safety certificates) will
make it difficult for the state to demonstrate that the bill is tailored to its interest in keeping from
minors advertising that may be inappropriate for them.14
Further, minors in other states may have a full right to purchase some of the items that are
prohibited to minors in California, including tanning services, laser pointers, and spray
paint. Because geo-targeting of content online can be imprecise and also adds additional costs
to the serving of that content, sites seeking to avoid liability under the California law will likely
choose to simply bar these types of advertisements to all minors, perhaps even to all
users. Thus, a minor in a state who has full right to receive information, including marketing,
about spray paint or laser pointers, or an 18-year-old user of a site “targeted to minors”, will be
prevented from accessing information which she has a constitutional right to receive.
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Compliance with SB 568 may paradoxically result in operators collecting more information
from all users.
Operators who make a good-faith effort to restrict advertising of prohibited material to California
minors will either need to ban all such advertising from their site or service,15 or collect
information about each of its users in order to distinguish minors from adults and California
residents from users elsewhere in the country and world. This would require operators to collect
and maintain richer profiles about the users of their sites (many sites do not ask age or
location). Further, users may be deterred from accessing online content because of operator
demands for them to disclose personal information. This would interfere with users’ right to
access information anonymously and could chill their access to information online, particularly
for users accessing sensitive, personal, or controversial information.16

State-level Regulations of Online Content Violate the Commerce Clause
Courts across the country have routinely struck down state laws that seek to regulate online
content, labeling them unconstitutional burdens on interstate commerce.17 As a leading case
applying the Commerce Clause to the Internet explained:
The courts have long recognized that certain types of commerce demand consistent
treatment and are therefore susceptible to regulation only on a national level. The
Internet represents one of those areas; effective regulation will require national, and
more likely global, cooperation. Regulation by any single state can only result in chaos,
because at least some states will likely enact laws subjecting Internet users to conflicting
obligations.18
For example, while California and Vermont prohibit indoor tanning services to all minors, Oregon
and Connecticut prohibit tanning only to minors under 16, and Washington and Pennsylvania
have no statewide restrictions on tanning.19 Similarly, while several states and cities have
restricted the sale of aerosol paint to minors,20 many other states have no such restriction.
Operators of websites, apps, and advertising networks will face a patchwork of inconsistent
state laws if additional states follow California's lead in prohibiting certain categories of
advertisements to minors online.
As discussed above, if operators attempt to comply with these laws without treating them as an
outright ban on such advertisements, they will need to collect significant amounts of personal
information from all users and will have strong incentive to maintain rich profiles on users once
15
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the user's age and state of residence has been established. Though not the intended outcome
of the bill, this is SB 568's likely result.

Section 22581 – Deletion of Minors’ Content and Information
The provision guaranteeing minors’ ability to remove their own content and information from
websites and online services “directed to minors” raises similar vagueness issues regarding the
scope of sites and services covered. SB 568’s removal provision is much more narrowly
scoped than that in SB 501, which obviates many of the constitutional concerns. But, as
discussed above, the vagueness of the “directed to minors” standard, combined with the
provision’s coverage only of minors' content and information, means that many operators will
likely comply with the law by prohibiting minors from registering for their sites.
Of course, a prohibition in a site's terms of service that minors not use the site does not mean
that minors will comply. As we have seen with sites that prohibit users under age 13 due to
concerns over compliance with the federal COPPA law, children seeking to use sites such as
Facebook sometimes lie about their age in order to circumvent the platform's age screen.21 This
is often done with parents' knowledge and assistance, as many parents confronted with an agebased prohibition on a website believe it to be related to some kind of content-appropriateness
rating, not linked to stronger privacy protections for children.22 The same would likely occur with
an under-18 prohibition on popular sites.
One of the unfortunate consequences of minors lying about their age is that it circumvents
efforts by operators to tailor privacy and content controls for different age groups. In a regime
where minors' data comes with significant regulatory obligations while adults' data does not,
operators have the incentive to maintain the fiction that age-based prohibitions actually keep
younger users off of their sites. The state cannot compel operators to identify and safeguard
minors' data without requiring operators to conduct invasive identity verification for all of their
users, something the Supreme Court has rejected as an unconstitutional burden on the right to
access information anonymously.23
Conclusion
CDT appreciates the concerns that motivate these two bills, and we applaud the California
legislature’s continued focus on issues of online privacy. Legislation singling out minors,
however, is vulnerable to constitutional challenge and will create perverse incentives for
operators to avoid creating content and privacy controls tailored to users under 18.
Comprehensive consumer privacy laws that apply to all users, regardless of age, would provide
a strong foundation for providing young people with a safe and positive online experience and
for protecting the privacy of the young and old alike.
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