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collected approximately 361,000 documents responsive to the keywords, but it has not 
reviewed or produced these documents. 

II. Analysis 

A. The materials requested by the subpoena are reasonably related to the Google 
investigation. 

In support of its petition, STA argues that the scope of the investigation is 
narrower than the description in the authorizing resolution-limited to decisions to install 
(or not install) programs from Google or Google's competitors on STA's mobile 
devices-and that as a result, it does not possess responsive materials. STA claims that 
such decisions are made by mobile wireless carriers like Verizon and AT&T and that 
STA is generally not involved.5 Thus, STA appears to claim it lacks the types of 
documents relevant to the FTC's investigation, as STA characterizes it. 

It is well-established that the scope of an administrative investigation is 
determined by the authorizing resolution.6 Moreover, when determining the relevance of 
the information requested by an agency, courts look to the scope of the investigation with 
broad deference to the requesting agency, and place the burden on subpoena recipients to 
show that the requests are irrelevant. 7 Here, a review of the Commission process 
resolution plainly shows that the scope of the investigation is broader than STA asserts
whether Google is or was "monopolizing, attempting to monopolize, or restraining 
competition in online or mobile search, search advertising, or Internet-related goods or 
services."g By its very terms, the investigation is not confined to software installation, 
but includes other types of conduct as well. STA has not sufficiently shown that the 
documents requested in the subpoena are beyond the scope of this investigation. 

5 Request, at 1 ("In short, for purposes of the FTC's investigation the relevant 
internal considerations and external discussions would seem to be those between the 
carrier and Google or Google's competitors ... generally not involving STA."). 
6 FTC v. Invention Submission Corp., 965 F.2d 1086, 1088 (D.C. Cir. 1992). 
7 Id. at 1090. 
g 

Resolution. 



B. The subpoena requests are sufficiently specific to enable STA to comply. 

STA further claims that specifications 5, 9, and 10 are vague and overly broad 
because they use "complex and ambiguous terms" such as "relating to Samsung's 
business strategy," or "relating to Samsung's consideration, development, or use of any 
product or service that competes with a Google Product or Service on any mobile device 
or smart pho





and Operations.20 Mr. Sheppard claims that the "undefined" and "impossibly vague" 
requests in specifications 5, 







IV. Conclusion and Order 

F or the forgoing reasons, 

IT IS ORDERED THAT the June 18,2012, letter ruling is AFFIRMED; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT STA must produce responses to all the 
specifications in the Subpoena Duces Tecum, as modified on April 1 0, 2012, no later than 
5 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time on September 14,2012; 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT STA's request for a hearing is DENIED; 
and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED THAT STA's request for a stay of the compliance 
date is DENIED. 

By direction of the Commission, Commissioner Ohlhausen recused. 

Donald S. Clark 
Secretary 




