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VIA E-FILING & HAND DELIVERY 
The Honorable Leonard P. Stark 
J. Caleb Boggs Federal Building 
844 N. King Street 
Unit 26, Room 6124 
Wilmington, DE  19801-3555 
 
 RE: Social Ranger, LLC v. Facebook, Inc., C.A. No. 14-1525-LPS 
 
Dear Chief Judge Stark: 
 
 Facebook’s search terms are appropriate, consistent with standard e-discovery protocol, 
and in line with the principles of proportionality under FRCP 26(b) and the Delaware Default 
Standard. As detailed below, Social Ranger has itself employed a similar filtering approach in its 
own search terms. Social Ranger identifies no substantive deficiencies in Facebook’s extensive 
document production and articulates no connection between its list of proposed search terms and 
the claims and defenses in this litigation. Social Ranger’s dispute, moreover, is untimely. 
 
This Dispute is Untimely 
 
 This Court’s November 5, 2015 Oral Order (the “Order”) provided that “Facebook shall 
disclose its search terms to Social Ranger” and that “should the parties continue to have 
discovery disputes they believe merit the Court’s attention, they shall so advise the Court 
by . . . November 24.” Facebook disclosed its search terms to Social Ranger on November 10, 
2015. Social Ranger’s present complaint about the structure and content of those search terms 
falls squarely within the scope of the potential discovery disputes anticipated in the Order and 
subject to its November 24 deadline. The dispute was not, however, brought to the Court’s 
attention until December 23, 2015, and is therefore untimely.  
 
Plaintiff’s Criticisms of Facebook’s Methodology Are Unfounded  
 
 There is nothing out of the ordinary about Facebook’s collection and review 
methodology. Facebook designated ten custodians as required by the Order and used a string of 
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broad initial search terms designed to eliminate material with no relevance to this litigation from 
a body of over 4.25 million custodial documents. (Ex. 1.) This resulted in a set of over 800,000 
potentially responsive documents, to which Facebook then applied a series of targeted searches, 
resulting in human review of nearly 120,000 documents to date. Id.  
 
 Such data culling is a widely accepted part of modern electronic discovery practice, 
recognized as a legitimate way to achieve efficiency for all parties and the Court, as well as to 
reduce unnecessary burden on the producing party. In re Biomet M2a Magnum Hip Implant 
Products Liability Litig., No. 3:12-MD-2391, 2013 WL 1729682 (N.D. Ind. Apr. 18, 2013), 
concerns a defendant’s use of the same type of filtering process Facebook has employed here. In 
Biomet, the defendant used keyword searches to cull 3.9 million potentially responsive 
documents from a set of 19.5 million before applying a more targeted predictive coding approach 
to the culled set. Rejecting the plaintiff’s argument that the more targeted method needed to be 
applied to the entire document set, the court acknowledged that while doing so “might well . . . 
unearth additional relevant documents,” the likely benefits of this additional incremental 
discovery did not outweigh “the additional burden on, and expense to” the defendant. Id. at *3. 
Such is likewise the case here, where application of Social Ranger’s proposed preliminary terms 
would require Facebook to collect, transfer, store and process over 70% of the custodians’ 4.25 
million documents. Biomet, which Social Ranger fails to distinguish, has been widely recognized 
and received favorably by commentators.1 And, contrary to Social Ranger, the culling 
methodology it approves fits squarely within the proportionality requirements of both the 
Delaware Default Standard and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26.2   
 
 Using a preliminary set of keyword terms to filter out irrelevant documents from human 
document review is conceptually indistinct from other filtering methods like predictive coding, 
which has gained broad acceptance in federal courts.3  It is also functionally equivalent to Social 
Ranger’s “one-layer” approach in this case. The exemplary search term in Social Ranger’s letter 
brief, designed to retrieve documents relating to Social Ranger’s business plans, illustrates this 
well. See Social Ranger Letter Brief at 3. Although Social Ranger claims this query term was 
applied to an “unfiltered collection set,” the search term itself contains a filtering mechanism, 
requiring a document to contain the terms (“Social Ranger” OR “Social2Web” OR S2W OR 

                                                           
1 See, e.g., Karl Schieneman and Thomas C. Gricks III, The Implications of Rule 26(g) on the 
Use of Technology-Assisted Review, 7 Fed. Cts. L. Rev 247 (2014) (explaining that “if done 
carefully and correctly, counsel can pre-cull the ESI collection with keywords to improve its 
richness,” and pointing to Biomet as “support for that exact procedure”); see also 
http://www.ediscoverylaw.com/2013/04/citing-proportionality-court-declines-to-require-
defendant-to-redo-discovery-utilizing-only-predictive-coding/.  
2 See, e.g., Fed. R. Civ. P. 26 Advisory Committee Notes (2015 amendments) (“Courts and 
parties should be willing to consider the opportunities for reducing the burden or expense of 
discovery as reliable means of searching electronically stored information become available.”) 
3 See, e.g., Federal Housing Finance Agency v. HSBC North American Holdings, Inc., No. 11 
CIV. 6189 DLC, 2014 WL 584300 (S.D.N.Y Feb. 14, 2014) (ordering predictive coding while 
noting that “no one could or should expect perfection from [the e-discovery] process”). 
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“games business”) AND (one of the subsidiary terms) in order to count as potentially 
responsive. Social Ranger’s first parenthetical thus serves exactly the same culling function as 
Facebook’s “first-layer” search term. But, whereas Facebook has used open-ended terms 
designed to capture all documents relating to the subject matter of this litigation (e.g. payments, 
credits, virtual currenc*), Social Ranger’s preliminary filters unrealistically assume that any 
responsive documents would self-referentially include the company’s own business or brand 
names or the precise term “games business.” (See Ex. 2 at App. A for other examples of Social 
Ranger’s practice.)  Social Ranger’s complaints boil down to dissatisfaction with the specific 
search terms Facebook has employed, and Facebook’s refusal to accede to Social Ranger’s 
overbroad search term demands. These demands include terms such as ad*, app*, platform, and 
develop* − generic terms that apply to essentially every aspect of Facebook’s entire business.4  
 
 The lone case Social Ranger cites in its favor on this point, Robert Bosch LLC v. Snap-On 
Inc., No. 12-11403, 2013 WL 1018080 (Mar. 14, 2013), is not only confined to its facts, but also 
− like Social Ranger in this dispute − fails altogether to address the role of “proportionality . . . in 
defining the scope of discovery.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 26 Advisory Committee Notes (2015 
amendments) (emphasis added). Like the court in Snap-On, Social Ranger makes no attempt to 
explain why any incremental discovery gain that may result from its requests are proportional to 
its needs in this matter. Given the broad coverage of Facebook’s initial search terms, its review 
of nearly 120,000 potentially responsive documents, the quality, quantity and expense of 
Facebook’s document productions (totaling over 34,000 documents and 172,000 pages and 
costing Facebook more than $500,000 to date), the lack of any deficiencies identified by Social 
Ranger, and the dubious incremental value of Social Ranger’s proposed additional search terms, 
proportionality demands that Social Ranger’s request be denied. 
 
Facebook’s “Second-Layer” Search Terms Are Appropriate 
 
 Social Ranger’s objections to Facebook’s second-layer search terms should also be 
rejected. Social Ranger’s extraordinary number of document requests contains significant 
redundancy and overlap, and as a natural result, many of Facebook’s twenty-two “second layer” 
search terms apply to multiple requests; likewise, many requests are captured by multiple 
Facebook search terms. (Ex. 1.)  Social Ranger conveniently ignores this dynamic by suggesting, 
for example, that Facebook responded to its Request No. 5 using only the two bulleted search 
terms identified in Social Ranger’s letter brief. In fact, that request (which itself is only barely 
tied to the issues in this case) was addressed by at least four other search terms. (Ex. 1 at rows 3, 
11-13, 21, 22.) If anything, it is Social Ranger’s implausibly narrow limiting terms, discussed 
above, that are likely to lead to the exclusion of responsive documents from its own production.    

                                                           
4 See, e.g., Dial Corp v. News Corp., No. 13CV6802, 2015 WL 3778533, at *1 (S.D.N.Y May 
19, 2015 (quashing motion to quash document subpoena, where defendants sought all emails 
from a non-party containing the name of one of defendants’ competitors, finding that the 
proposed search terms were “patently overbroad”).  
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      Respectfully submitted, 

  /s/ Benjamin J. Schladweiler 
 
 Benjamin J. Schladweiler (#4601) 
 
cc: All counsel of record 
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