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Google class action - 2020 

I want nothing to do with this class action. At best, as a user, I could receive $12, so it’s 

obvious that this is a scheme for some lawyers to make money.
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Mark DeMichele 
1594 Marco Island Drive 
Toms River, NJ 08753 
732-505-6030 
markdemich@gmail.com 
8/4/2020 

Google Plus Data Litigation 
1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210 
Philadelphia, PA, 19103 

CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I officially object to this class action.  Google provide free services to millions of people that are 
essential to our day to day activities.  Bugs are inherent in software development and it’s 
unfortunate if some user’s data may have been compromised, but in my opinion that’s not reason 
for the law suit.  Let’s be honest here.  The only people that are making money are the lawyers.  
That’s what’s wrong with this system.  We essentially punish large companies to help fund law 
firms.  I realize there are times when we need to do this, but really, providing me with $12.00.  Is 
that really a victory?  I want no part of this, and I’m embarrassed that this is what the world has 
come to. 

Sincerely, 

Mark DeMichele 
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August 4th, 2020

To Whom It May Concern,

I object to Google being sued due to bugs in their system. As a software engineer, I know full well 

that bugs may occur at any point in time due to system changes, team miscommunications, software 

miscommunications, 3rd-party dependency changes, beta features, and the list goes on. In software as 

massive as Google Plus, I’d be EXTREMELY shocked if it never had a bug, even in a stable release. 

Mistakes happen, and I believe the Plaintiff may wish to simply get money, as many people termed 

“sue happy” due make a nice living by attacking others financially.

Sincerely,

Patrick Mac Gillis

Freelance Software Engineer since 2003
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 

August 4,2020 

RE: Google+ platform had experienced software bugs between 2015 and 2018, which allowed app 
developers to access certain Google+ profile field information in an unintended manner. 

 

To Whom It May concern, 

The reason for this class action lawsuit is unclear.  What exactly are these bugs? How exactly does it 
affect my personal information?  Can my personal information be used to get access to my bank 
accounts? Are these “bugs” capable of stealing my identity?  Can my credit be manipulated or be 
destroyed by these bugs? 

There are too many questions and a $12 settlement does not do anything to make me feel that I am 
now secure using any electronic device.   

I have 3 google email accounts, not to mention the other email accounts that the rest of the members of 
my household have. I have laptops, phones, kindles, and iPads that all use google as a search engine and 
are used to access our emails.  I want security from a settlement.  This is not security. 

Susan M. Torgerson 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 

August 4,2020 

RE: Google+ platform had experienced software bugs between 2015 and 2018, which allowed app 
developers to access certain Google+ profile field information in an unintended manner. 

 

To Whom It May concern, 

The reason for this class action lawsuit is unclear.  What exactly are these bugs? How exactly does it 
affect my personal information?  Can my personal information be used to get access to my bank 
accounts? Are these “bugs” capable of stealing my identity?  Can my credit be manipulated or be 
destroyed by these bugs? 

There are too many questions and a $12 settlement does not do anything to make me feel that I am 
now secure using any electronic device.   

I have 3 google email accounts, not to mention the other email accounts that the rest of the members of 
my household have. I have laptops, phones, kindles, and iPads that all use google as a search engine and 
are used to access our emails.  I want security from a settlement.  This is not security. 

Susan M. Torgerson 

19sumato@gmail.com 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA 

August 4,2020 

RE: Google+ platform had experienced software bugs between 2015 and 2018, which allowed app 
developers to access certain Google+ profile field information in an unintended manner. 

 

To Whom It May concern, 

The reason for this class action lawsuit is unclear.  What exactly are these bugs? How exactly does it 
affect my personal information?  Can my personal information be used to get access to my bank 
accounts? Are these “bugs” capable of stealing my identity?  Can my credit be manipulated or be 
destroyed by these bugs? 

There are too many questions and a $12 settlement does not do anything to make me feel that I am 
now secure using any electronic device.   

I have 3 google email accounts, not to mention the other email accounts that the rest of the members of 
my household have. I have laptops, phones, kindles, and iPads that all use google as a search engine and 
are used to access our emails.  I want security from a settlement.  This is not security. 

Susan M. Torgerson 
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Juan H. Pujol 
2704 Derby St., Apt. 20 

Berkeley, CA 94705 
Tel.: (914) 572-3926 

E-Mail: jhpujol@jhpenter.com 
 
 
August 4, 2020 
 
Objection to: CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA  
 
Presiding Judge in the above case, 
 
Dear Madam or Sir, 
 
I object vehemently to this type of case. 
 
The plaintiffs and the consumers in the class will get nothing, $5 or so.  Ridiculous. 
 
This is a case brought to the court so the lawyers will make money.  25% of $7.5 million. 
 
Who ends up paying is the tax payer, wasting your time, and the consumer and 
shareholders.  Let’s be real, Google pays out to get rid of a headache. 
 
This has to stop. 
 
I know that my objection on the basis of common sense probably will be dismissed, but I 
thought I would make my case, maybe, just maybe, someone will listen. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Juan H. Pujol 
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Carma Y. Simonsen, Trustee 
Carma Y. Simonsen 2016 Living Trust 
1123 Junipero Ave Apt 6 
Long Beach, CA 90804 
carma.simonsen@gmail.com 
Phone: +1 310.633.3075 
 
August 5, 2020 

 
Google Plus Data Litigation 
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220 
Philadelphia, PA, 19102 
 

In re Google Plus Profile Litigation , Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD; 
 
I, Carma Y. Simonsen, hereby submit my objection to the Settlement as explained by email received                
today by me, subject "Notice of Class Action Settlement re Google Plus – Your Rights May Be Affected"                  
from google-noreply@google.com (copy attached). The proposed maximum amount per claimant is           
$12.00. This is ridiculous and ineffectual. Technology giants such as Google have been negligent as they                
rush new services to market, exposing us to unexpected risks of immense unforeseeable harm. A               
settlement of $7.5 Million is nothing to them. It will not serve to deter Google or any other technology                   
company from rushing future products to market without due diligence of debugging and ensuring data               
security.  
 
This settlement essentially asks citizens to expose personal information, including the means to receive              
funds, and I suppose they're going to require our social security numbers to be revealed in the process,                  
for a measly $12 (maximum) payment. RIDICULOUS! Why would any intelligent person who has              
experienced identity theft as a result of a personal data breach risk further distress? Google knows that                 
most people will opt out or do nothing--I am certainly reluctant to provide my bank or PayPal account                  
information to receive a few bucks. No, Your Honor, this will not do! 
 
The just and fair approach to stopping these rushes to market with software bugs that expose citizens                 
to those who criminally exploit such flaws in the market and judicial systems is to tell Google that $7.5                   
Million is not enough to compensate the victims of identity theft who have suffered while their stock                 
value soared and their corporate officers celebrated bonuses in the billions.  
 
I have personally suffered the duress of identity theft and on behalf of myself and every other victim of                   
this abominable crime, I must object to this settlement and ask the Court to force Google to do better in                    
compensating their victims and incentivizing heightened data security and privacy protections.  
 
I declare (or certify, verify, or state) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of                   
America that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on the 5th of August, 2020, signed by Carma                  
Y. Simonsen. 
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This entire litigation is clearly just a frivolous lawsuit, despite the possibility that the original plaintiffs 
may have been genuinely harmed. Google is being asked to provide $7.5 million, fully 25% of which is
going to the filing law firm. These lawyers made a case claiming countless supposed victims in a so-
called class action suit so they could hand out UP TO, but likely not including $12 per claimant. That’s 
not a payment for damages. No one was damaged for (more likely) $5 based on the actions or inactions
of Google.

Let the record show that this case, and the resulting $7.5 million settlement is a massive scam to make 
a handful of lawyers approximately $1.9 million to split between them as they see fit. Meanwhile, if 
anyone WAS actually harmed by Google+, $5 would be absolutely meaningless. They may as well be 
offering to piss in our open wounds if they think anyone was actually harmed and $5 is their offer as 
recompense for damages.

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 18 of 237



 
 
 
 
 

ID No. 22 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 19 of 237



Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 20 of 237



 
 
 
 
 

ID No. 23 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 21 of 237



August 4, 2020 

RE: Google+ Class Action Lawsuit Settlement 

I was notified that I was possibly a member of the class action lawsuit and although I realize the 
objection is more likely set to be used for an opposition to the settlement because the class member 
wants more.  This objection is slightly different. 

I would like to object to the settlement as I think these bottom feeders that brought the class action suit 
and the ambulance chasing lawyers that assisted them are doing nothing but lining their own pockets 
and increasing costs for the consumers and they should get nothing.  The people who were allegedly 
aggrieved get $12 and the lawyers will make $1.875 million.   

This class action lawsuit and others like it are part of what is wrong with our country today. 

 

Brad Murray 
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To whom it may concern, 

 

I am objecting to the litigation against the Google + platform. As a software developer myself, I 
understand sometimes there will be issues with code. Google has an obligation to keep our information 
as safe as possible but sometimes you don’t find an issue with the code until a problem is found and 
brought to attention to the dev. team. 

 

The software bug was found and Google shuttered the platform. Although I don’t believe this the full 
reasoning for shuttering the platform, they did none the less.  

 

Since they recognized the bug and shut the platform down, it is my belief they took the correct 
measures to mitigate the issue. Unless someone has suffered significant loss because of this code flaw, I 
believe the lawsuit to be frivolous and will hurt software development in the future. There is no way to 
have perfect software, even in production you will find issues and fix them. It has taken plenty of big 
tech companies years to perfect their platforms that still get updates all the time because code 
vulnerabilities.  

 

Thanks, 

JonRiley Hoffman 

(785)217-6491 
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JUDQWHG���SUHOLPLQDU\���DSSURYDO���RI���WKLV���FODVV���DFWLRQ���6HWWOHPHQW���DQG���GLUHFWHG���WKH���OLWLJDQWV���WR���SURYLGH���WKLV���QRWLFH���DERXW��
WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����<RX���KDYH���UHFHLYHG���WKLV���QRWLFH���EHFDXVH���*RRJOH¶V���UHFRUGV���LQGLFDWH���WKDW���\RX���PD\���EH���D���6HWWOHPHQW��
&ODVV���0HPEHU����DQG���\RX���PD\���EH���HOLJLEOH���WR���UHFHLYH���D���SD\PHQW���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����3OHDVH���YLVLW��
ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP����IRU���PRUH���LQIRUPDWLRQ����7KH���)LQDO���$SSURYDO���+HDULQJ���RQ���WKH���DGHTXDF\���
UHDVRQDEOHQHVV����DQG���IDLUQHVV���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���ZLOO���EH���KHOG���DW����������DP���RQ���1RYHPEHU����������������LQ���6DQ���-RVH��
&RXUWKRXVH����&RXUWURRP���������WK���)ORRU���ORFDWHG���DW���������6RXWK����VW���6WUHHW����6DQ���-RVH����&$������������<RX���DUH���QRW���UHTXLUHG���WR��
DWWHQG���WKH���)LQDO���$SSURYDO���+HDULQJ����EXW���\RX���DUH���ZHOFRPH���WR���GR���VR���DW���\RXU���RZQ���H[SHQVH���

6XPPDU\���RI���/LWLJDWLRQ��

*RRJOH���RSHUDWHG���WKH���*RRJOH����VRFLDO���PHGLD���SODWIRUP���IRU���FRQVXPHUV���IURP���-XQH����������WR���$SULO�����������,Q�����������*RRJOH��
DQQRXQFHG���WKDW���WKH���*RRJOH����SODWIRUP���KDG���H[SHULHQFHG���VRIWZDUH���EXJV���EHWZHHQ����������DQG�����������ZKLFK���DOORZHG���DSS��
GHYHORSHUV���WR���DFFHVV���FHUWDLQ���*RRJOH����SURILOH���ILHOG���LQIRUPDWLRQ���LQ���DQ���XQLQWHQGHG���PDQQHU����3ODLQWLIIV���0DWWKHZ���0DWLF���
=DN���+DUULV����&KDUOHV���2OVRQ����DQG���(LOHHQ���0����3LQNRZVNL���WKHUHDIWHU���ILOHG���WKLV���ODZVXLW���DVVHUWLQJ���YDULRXV���OHJDO���FODLPV���RQ��
EHKDOI���RI���D���SXWDWLYH���FODVV���RI���*RRJOH����XVHUV���ZKR���ZHUH���DOOHJHGO\���KDUPHG���E\���WKH���VRIWZDUH���EXJV����³&ODVV´�����*RRJOH��
GHQLHV���3ODLQWLIIV¶���DOOHJDWLRQV����GHQLHV���DQ\���ZURQJGRLQJ���DQG���DQ\���OLDELOLW\���ZKDWVRHYHU����DQG���EHOLHYHV���WKDW���QR���&ODVV��
0HPEHUV����LQFOXGLQJ���WKH���3ODLQWLIIV����KDYH���VXVWDLQHG���DQ\���GDPDJHV���RU���LQMXULHV���GXH���WR���WKH���VRIWZDUH���EXJV���

6XPPDU\���RI���6HWWOHPHQW���7HUPV��

6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG�����8QGHU���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����*RRJOH���ZLOO���SD\����������PLOOLRQ���ZKLFK���ZLOO���EH���XVHG���WR���IXQG����������&ODVV���0HPEHU��
6HWWOHPHQW���SD\PHQWV����������DWWRUQH\V¶���IHHV���QRW���WR���H[FHHG���������RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���DQG���FRVWV���DQG���H[SHQVHV���QRW���WR��
H[FHHG������������������������IRXU���VHUYLFH���DZDUGV���WR���WKH���&ODVV���5HSUHVHQWDWLYHV���LQ���DQ���DPRXQW���QRW���WR���H[FHHG�����������
HDFK���IRU���WKHLU���VHUYLFHV���RQ���EHKDOI���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���DQG���IRU���D���JHQHUDO���UHOHDVH���RI���DOO���FODLPV���WKH\���PD\���KDYH��
DJDLQVW���*RRJOH����������DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ���IHHV���DQG���FRVWV����DQG����LI���QHFHVVDU\����������F\���SUHV���GLVWULEXWLRQ���RI���DQ\���UHVLGXDO���IXQGV���
1R���SRUWLRQ���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���FDQ���EH���UHWXUQHG���WR���*RRJOH���

$PRXQW���RI���3D\PHQWV�����&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZKR���VXEPLW���D���9DOLG���&ODLP���PD\���UHFHLYH���D���SUR���UDWD���VKDUH���RI���WKH���1HW��
6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���XS���WR���D���FDVK���SD\PHQW���RI������������GHSHQGLQJ���RQ���WKH���QXPEHU���RI���FODLPDQWV����(DFK���&ODVV���0HPEHU���FDQ��
VXEPLW���RQO\���RQH���FODLP����$Q\���IXQGV���UHPDLQLQJ���LQ���WKH���1HW���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���DIWHU���GLVWULEXWLRQ�V����WR���&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZLOO��
EH���GLVWULEXWHG���WR���&\���3UHV���5HFLSLHQWV���WKDW���KDYH���EHHQ���VHOHFWHG���E\���D���QHXWUDO���WKLUG���SDUW\���DQG���DSSURYHG���E\���WKH���&RXUW���
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0HWKRG���RI���3D\PHQW�����7KH���SD\PHQWV���DERYH���IRU���&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZKR���VXEPLW���D���9DOLG���&ODLP���ZLOO���EH���PDGH���E\��
(OHFWURQLF���3D\PHQW����3D\SDO���RU���'LJLWDO���&KHFN����

<RXU���2SWLRQV���8QGHU���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW��

2SWLRQ�����������6XEPLW���D���&ODLP���)RUP���WR���%H���(OLJLEOH���IRU���D���&DVK���3D\PHQW��

,I���\RX���VXEPLW���D���9DOLG���&ODLP���E\���2FWREHU����������������\RX���PD\���UHFHLYH���D���SD\PHQW����<RX���ZLOO���DOVR���JLYH���XS���\RXU���ULJKWV���WR���VXH��
*RRJOH���DQG�RU���DQ\���RWKHU���UHOHDVHG���HQWLWLHV���UHJDUGLQJ���WKH���OHJDO���FODLPV���LQ���WKLV���FDVH���

2SWLRQ�����������2SW���2XW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW��

7KLV���LV���WKH���RQO\���RSWLRQ���WKDW���DOORZV���\RX���WR���VXH���*RRJOH���DQG�RU���RWKHU���UHOHDVHG���SDUWLHV���RQ���\RXU���RZQ���UHJDUGLQJ���WKH���OHJDO��
FODLPV���LQ���WKLV���FDVH����<RX���ZLOO���QRW���UHFHLYH���D���SD\PHQW���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����7KH���GHDGOLQH���IRU���H[FOXGLQJ���\RXUVHOI���LV��
2FWREHU���������������

2SWLRQ�����������)LOH���DQ���2EMHFWLRQ���ZLWK���WKH���&RXUW��

:ULWH���WR���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$GPLQLVWUDWRU���DERXW���ZK\���\RX���GR���QRW���OLNH���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����7KH���GHDGOLQH���IRU���REMHFWLQJ���LV��
2FWREHU����������������7KHVH���2EMHFWLRQV���ZLOO���EH���VKDUHG���ZLWK���WKH���&RXUW����,I���\RX���REMHFW���WR���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����\RX���ZLOO���EH���ERXQG��
E\���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW¶V���WHUPV���DQG���ZLOO���QRW���EH���DOORZHG���WR���H[FOXGH���\RXUVHOI���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����\RX���ZLOO���ORVH���WKH���ULJKW���WR��
VXH���*RRJOH���DQG�RU���DQ\���RWKHU���UHOHDVHG���HQWLWLHV���UHJDUGLQJ���WKH���OHJDO���FODLPV���LQ���WKLV���FDVH���

2SWLRQ�����������'R���1RWKLQJ��

,I���\RX���GR���QRWKLQJ����\RX���ZLOO���QRW���UHFHLYH���DQ\���SD\PHQW����<RX���ZLOO���EH���ERXQG���E\���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW¶V���WHUPV���DQG���ZLOO���ORVH���WKH��
ULJKW���WR���VXH���*RRJOH���DQG�RU���DQ\���RWKHU���UHOHDVHG���HQWLWLHV���UHJDUGLQJ���WKH���OHJDO���FODLPV���LQ���WKLV���FDVH���

$GGLWLRQDO���,QIRUPDWLRQ��

+RZ���GR���,���NQRZ���LI���,���DP���SDUW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV"��

7KH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���LV���GHILQHG���DV����³DOO���SHUVRQV���ZLWKLQ���WKH���8QLWHG���6WDWHV���ZKR����D����KDG���D���FRQVXPHU���*RRJOH����DFFRXQW��
IRU���DQ\���SHULRG���RI���WLPH���EHWZHHQ���-DQXDU\���������������DQG���$SULO����������������DQG���������KDG���WKHLU���QRQ�SXEOLF���3URILOH���,QIRUPDWLRQ��
H[SRVHG���DV���D���UHVXOW���RI���WKH���VRIWZDUH���EXJV���*RRJOH���DQQRXQFHG���RQ���2FWREHU���������������DQG���'HFHPEHU����������������
([FOXGHG���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���DUH����D����*RRJOH���DQG���LWV���RIILFHUV����GLUHFWRUV����HPSOR\HHV����VXEVLGLDULHV����DQG���*RRJOH��
$IILOLDWHV�����E����DOO���MXGJHV���DQG���WKHLU���VWDIIV���DVVLJQHG���WR���WKLV���FDVH���DQG���DQ\���PHPEHUV���RI���WKHLU���LPPHGLDWH���IDPLOLHV�����F����WKH��
3DUWLHV¶���FRXQVHO���LQ���WKLV���OLWLJDWLRQ����DQG����G����DQ\���([FOXGHG���&ODVV���0HPEHU�´��

:KDW���DUH���WKH���WHUPV���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW"��

8QGHU���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����*RRJOH���KDV���DJUHHG���WR���FUHDWH���D���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���RI����������������

7KLV���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���ZLOO���SURYLGH���FRPSHQVDWLRQ���WR���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHUV����SD\���IRU���QRWLFH���DQG���DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ��
FRVWV����SURYLGH���IRU���DQ\���DSSURYHG���6HUYLFH���$ZDUGV���WR���WKH���&ODVV���5HSUHVHQWDWLYHV���ZKR���ILOHG���WKH���FDVH����DQG���FRPSHQVDWH��
WKH���DWWRUQH\V���IRU���DQ\���DSSURYHG���IHH����FRVW����DQG���H[SHQVH���DZDUGV����,I���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���LV���ILQDOO\���DSSURYHG����6HWWOHPHQW��
&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZLOO���EH���SUHYHQWHG���IURP���EULQJLQJ���DQ\���IXUWKHU���FODLPV���DJDLQVW���*RRJOH���IRU���DQ\���FRQGXFW���UHODWLQJ���WR���WKH��
VRIWZDUH���EXJV���DIIHFWLQJ���*RRJOH����SURILOH���ILHOGV���
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+RZ���ZLOO���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���EH���GLVWULEXWHG"��

7KH���ODZ\HUV���IRU���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV����³&ODVV���&RXQVHO´����ZLOO���DVN���WKH���&RXUW���WR���DSSURYH���WKH���IROORZLQJ���SD\PHQWV���IURP��
WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���

Ɣ 7KH���FRVWV���RI���SURYLGLQJ���QRWLFH���DQG���DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���
Ɣ 6HUYLFH���$ZDUGV���WR���HDFK���RI���WKH���&ODVV���5HSUHVHQWDWLYHV����QRW���WR���H[FHHG������������HDFK����DV���FRPSHQVDWLRQ���IRU��

WKHLU���DFWLYH���SDUWLFLSDWLRQ���LQ���WKH���FDVH���RQ���EHKDOI���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���
Ɣ &ODVV���&RXQVHO¶V���FRPSHQVDWLRQ���IRU���WKH���WLPH���DQG���HIIRUW���LQFXUUHG���OLWLJDWLQJ���WKH���FDVH����ZKLFK���ZLOO���QRW���H[FHHG��������

RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG����DQG���FRVWV���DQG���H[SHQVHV���WKH\���LQFXUUHG���QRW���WR���H[FHHG�����������������
Ɣ 3D\PHQWV���WR���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZKR���ILOH���WLPHO\���DQG���9DOLG���&ODLP���)RUPV���DFFRUGLQJ���WR���WKH���3ODQ���RI��

$OORFDWLRQ���RXWOLQHG���EHORZ����DQG��
Ɣ $Q\���UHVLGXDO���IXQGV���UHPDLQLQJ���DIWHU���SD\PHQWV���WR���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZLOO���EH���GLVWULEXWHG���WR���$SSURYHG��

&\���3UHV���5HFLSLHQWV���DV���DSSURYHG���DQG���GLUHFWHG���E\���WKH���&RXUW���

0RUH���LQIRUPDWLRQ���UHJDUGLQJ���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����LQFOXGLQJ���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$JUHHPHQW����FDQ���EH���IRXQG���DW���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW��
:HEVLWH������ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP����

+RZ���FDQ���,���JHW���D���6HWWOHPHQW���3D\PHQW"��

,I���\RX���DUH���D���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHU���DQG���ZRXOG���OLNH���WR���UHFHLYH���D���6HWWOHPHQW���3D\PHQW����\RX���PXVW���VXEPLW���D���&ODLP��
)RUP���QR���ODWHU���WKDQ���2FWREHU���������������

<RX���PD\���FRPSOHWH���WKH���&ODLP���)RUP���RQOLQH���DW�����ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP�����RU���\RX���PD\���PDLO���\RXU���&ODLP���)RUP��
WR���WKH���IROORZLQJ���DGGUHVV���

*RRJOH���3OXV���'DWD���/LWLJDWLRQ�����������$UFK���6WUHHW����6XLWH�����������3KLODGHOSKLD����3$�����������

,I���\RX���GR���QRW���ILOH���D���&ODLP���)RUP����\RX���ZLOO���QRW���UHFHLYH���D���SD\PHQW����1RWH���WKDW���IRU���HDFK���9DOLG���&ODLP����WKH���SD\PHQW���PHWKRG��
ZLOO���EH���WKH���(OHFWURQLF���3D\PHQW���PHWKRG���VSHFLILHG���RQ���WKH���&ODLPDQW¶V���&ODLP���)RUP���

+RZ���PXFK���ZLOO���,���UHFHLYH���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW"��

7KH���3ODQ���RI���$OORFDWLRQ���SURYLGHV���IRU���6HWWOHPHQW���3D\PHQWV���WR���&ODLPDQWV���DV���IROORZV����7KH���1HW���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���VKDOO��
EH���DOORFDWHG���WR���&ODLPDQWV���RQ���D���SUR���UDWD���EDVLV���XS���WR���DQ���LQLWLDO���PD[LPXP���GLVWULEXWLRQ���RI���86��������SHU���&ODLPDQW����,I���WKHUH��
DUH���LQVXIILFLHQW���IXQGV���WR���SD\���FODLPDQWV�����������EDVHG���RQ���WKH���QXPEHU���RI���FODLPDQWV����WKH���SD\PHQW���WR���HDFK���FODLPDQW���ZLOO��
EH���UHGXFHG���SUR���UDWDEO\����,I���VXIILFLHQW���IXQGV���UHPDLQ���DIWHU���FDOFXODWLRQ���RI���WKH���DJJUHJDWH���LQLWLDO���PD[LPXP���GLVWULEXWLRQ���RI��
86��������SHU���&ODLPDQW����WKH���DOORFDWLRQ���VKDOO���EH���UHFDOFXODWHG���RQ���D���SUR���UDWD���EDVLV���XS���WR���D���PD[LPXP���GLVWULEXWLRQ���RI���XS��
WR���86���������SHU���&ODLPDQW����)RU���FODULW\����WKH���PD[LPXP���6HWWOHPHQW���3D\PHQW���WR���EH���PDGH���WR���DQ\���VLQJOH���&ODLPDQW���VKDOO��
QRW���H[FHHG���86���������

+RZ���GR���,���JHW���RXW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW"��

,I���\RX���GR���QRW���ZDQW���WR���EH���SDUW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����\RX���PXVW���VXEPLW���DQ���2SW�2XW���)RUP���QR���ODWHU���WKDQ���2FWREHU���������������
<RX���PD\���REWDLQ���WKH���2SW�2XW���)RUP���DW�����ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP�����<RXU���FRPSOHWHG���2SW�2XW���)RUP���PD\���EH��
VXEPLWWHG���YLD���H�PDLO���WR���,QIR#*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP����RU���YLD���SRVWDO���PDLO���WR���WKH���IROORZLQJ���DGGUHVV����*RRJOH��
3OXV���'DWD���/LWLJDWLRQ����$WWQ����2SW�2XW���5HTXHVWV����3�2����%R[������������3KLODGHOSKLD����3$�������������,I���\RX���RSW�RXW���RI���WKH��
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6HWWOHPHQW����\RX���ZLOO���QRW���EH���ERXQG���E\���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$JUHHPHQW����\RX���ZLOO���QRW���UHFHLYH���D���6HWWOHPHQW���3D\PHQW����DQG��
\RX���ZLOO���QRW���EH���DOORZHG���WR���REMHFW���WR���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���

'R���,���KDYH���D���ODZ\HU���LQ���WKLV���FDVH"��

<HV����7KH���&RXUW���KDV���DSSRLQWHG���&ODVV���&RXQVHO���WR���UHSUHVHQW���\RX���DQG���RWKHU���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHUV����,Q���WKLV���FDVH���
&ODVV���&RXQVHO���DUH���-RKQ���$����<DQFKXQLV���DQG���5\DQ���-����0F*HH���RI���WKH���ODZ���ILUP���0RUJDQ���	���0RUJDQ���&RPSOH[���/LWLJDWLRQ��
*URXS����&OD\HR���&����$UQROG���DQG���-RVKXD���+����:DWVRQ���RI���WKH���ODZ���ILUP���&OD\HR���&����$UQROG���3URIHVVLRQDO���/DZ���&RUSRUDWLRQ���
DQG���)UDQNOLQ���'����$]DU���DQG���0DUJHDX[���5����$]DU���RI���WKH���ODZ���ILUP���)UDQNOLQ���'����$]DU���	���$VVRFLDWHV����3�&����<RX���ZLOO���QRW���EH��
FKDUJHG���IRU���WKHVH���ODZ\HUV����,I���\RX���ZDQW���WR���EH���UHSUHVHQWHG���E\���DQRWKHU���ODZ\HU����\RX���PD\���KLUH���RQH���DW���\RXU���RZQ��
H[SHQVH���

+RZ���ZLOO���WKH���ODZ\HUV���EH���SDLG"��

7KH���DWWRUQH\V���UHSUHVHQWLQJ���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���KDYH���QRW���\HW���UHFHLYHG���DQ\���SD\PHQW���IRU���WKHLU���OHJDO���VHUYLFHV���RU���DQ\��
UHLPEXUVHPHQW���RI���WKH���FRVWV���RU���RXW�RI�SRFNHW���H[SHQVHV���WKH\���KDYH���LQFXUUHG����&ODVV���&RXQVHO���SODQV���WR���DVN���WKH���&RXUW���WR��
DZDUG���DWWRUQH\V¶���IHHV���IURP���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���QRW���WR���H[FHHG����������������ZKLFK���LV���������RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���)XQG���
DQG���UHLPEXUVHPHQW���RI���FRVWV���DQG���H[SHQVHV���LQ���WKH���DSSUR[LPDWH���DPRXQW���RI��������������

+RZ���GR���,���REMHFW���WR���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW"��

,I���\RX���DUH���D���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHU���DQG���GR���QRW���RSW���RXW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV����\RX���PD\���REMHFW���WR���DQ\���DVSHFW���RI��
WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����7KLV���LQFOXGHV���FRPPHQWLQJ���RQ���WKH���DSSOLFDWLRQV���IRU���&ODVV���5HSUHVHQWDWLYH���6HUYLFH���$ZDUGV���RU���WKH��
DZDUG���RI���DWWRUQH\V¶���IHHV����FRVWV����DQG���H[SHQVHV���

<RXU���FRPSOHWHG���2EMHFWLRQ���PXVW���EH���VXEPLWWHG���QR���ODWHU���WKDQ���2FWREHU���������������RQOLQH���DW��
ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP�����RU���YLD���SRVWDO���PDLO���WR���WKH���IROORZLQJ���DGGUHVV���

*RRJOH���3OXV���'DWD���/LWLJDWLRQ����$WWQ����6HWWOHPHQW���2EMHFWLRQV����3�2����%R[������������3KLODGHOSKLD����3$������������

$Q\���2EMHFWLRQ���PXVW���EH���LQ���ZULWLQJ���DQG���PXVW���

�� &OHDUO\���LGHQWLI\���WKH���FDVH���QDPH���DQG���QXPEHU�����,Q���UH���*RRJOH���3OXV���3URILOH���/LWLJDWLRQ�����&DVH���1R���
�����FY�������(-'���

�� ,QFOXGH���WKH���IXOO���QDPH����DGGUHVV����WHOHSKRQH���QXPEHU����DQG���HPDLO���DGGUHVV���RI���WKH���SHUVRQ���REMHFWLQJ���
�� ,QFOXGH���WKH���IXOO���QDPH����DGGUHVV����WHOHSKRQH���QXPEHU����DQG���HPDLO���DGGUHVV���RI���WKH���2EMHFWRU
V���FRXQVHO����LI���WKH��

2EMHFWRU���LV���UHSUHVHQWHG���E\���FRXQVHO����
�� 6WDWH���ZKHWKHU���WKH���REMHFWLRQ���DSSOLHV���RQO\���WR���WKH���REMHFWRU����WR���D���VSHFLILF���VXEVHW���RI���WKH���&ODVV����RU���WR���WKH���HQWLUH��

&ODVV����DQG���DOVR���VWDWH���ZLWK���VSHFLILFLW\���WKH���JURXQGV���IRU���WKH���2EMHFWLRQ����DQG��
�� %H���YHULILHG���E\���DQ���DFFRPSDQ\LQJ���GHFODUDWLRQ���VXEPLWWHG���XQGHU���SHQDOW\���RI���SHUMXU\���RU���D���VZRUQ���DIILGDYLW���

6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHUV���ZKR���IDLO���WR���VXEPLW���WLPHO\���ZULWWHQ���2EMHFWLRQV���LQ���WKH���PDQQHU���VSHFLILHG���DERYH���ZLOO���ZDLYH��
WKHLU���ULJKW���WR���REMHFW���WR���DQ\���DVSHFW���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���

'R���,���QHHG���WR���DWWHQG���WKH���)LQDO���)DLUQHVV���+HDULQJ"��

1R����&ODVV���&RXQVHO���ZLOO���DQVZHU���DQ\���TXHVWLRQV���WKH���&RXUW���PD\���KDYH����+RZHYHU����DQ\���6HWWOHPHQW���&ODVV���0HPEHU���ZKR��
WLPHO\���VXEPLWV���DQ���2EMHFWLRQ���KDV���WKH���RSWLRQ���WR���DSSHDU���DQG���UHTXHVW���WR���EH���KHDUG���DW���WKH���)LQDO���)DLUQHVV���+HDULQJ����HLWKHU��
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LQ���SHUVRQ���RU���WKURXJK���WKHLU���FRXQVHO����,I���\RX���FKRRVH���WR���PDNH���DQ���2EMHFWLRQ���WKURXJK���DQ���DWWRUQH\���RU���KDYH���DQ���DWWRUQH\��
DSSHDU���DW���WKH���)LQDO���)DLUQHVV���+HDULQJ���RQ���\RXU���EHKDOI����\RX���ZLOO���EH���VROHO\���UHVSRQVLEOH���IRU���SD\LQJ���WKDW���DWWRUQH\¶V���IHHV���

+RZ���FDQ���,���JHW���PRUH���LQIRUPDWLRQ"��

7KLV���1RWLFH���VXPPDUL]HV���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����,W���GRHV���QRW���GHVFULEH���DOO���RI���LWV���GHWDLOV����)RU���WKH���SUHFLVH���WHUPV���DQG���FRQGLWLRQV��
RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW����SOHDVH���VHH���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$JUHHPHQW���DQG���UHODWHG���GRFXPHQWV����$GGLWLRQDO���LQIRUPDWLRQ���DERXW���WKH��
6HWWOHPHQW����LQFOXGLQJ���D���FRS\���RI���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$JUHHPHQW����PD\���EH���REWDLQHG���E\���

Ɣ 9LVLWLQJ���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���:HEVLWH���DW�����ZZZ�*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP���
Ɣ &RQWDFWLQJ���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���$GPLQLVWUDWRU���WROO�IUHH���E\���SKRQH���DW��������������������RU���E\���HPDLO���DW��

,QIR#*RRJOH3OXV'DWD/LWLJDWLRQ�FRP���
Ɣ $FFHVVLQJ���WKH���&RXUW���GRFNHW���LQ���WKLV���FDVH���WKURXJK���WKH���&RXUW¶V���3XEOLF���$FFHVV���WR���&RXUW���(OHFWURQLF���5HFRUGV��

�3$&(5����V\VWHP���DW�����HFI�FDQG�XVFRXUWV�JRY�����RU��
Ɣ 9LVLWLQJ���WKH���RIILFH���RI���WKH���&OHUN���RI���WKH���&RXUW���IRU���WKH���8QLWHG���6WDWHV���'LVWULFW���&RXUW���IRU���WKH���1RUWKHUQ���'LVWULFW���RI��

&DOLIRUQLD����������6RXWK����VW���6WUHHW�����QG���)ORRU����6DQ���-RVH����&$������������EHWZHHQ����������DP���DQG����������SP����0RQGD\��
WKURXJK���)ULGD\����H[FOXGLQJ���&RXUW���KROLGD\V���

3OHDVH���GR���QRW���WHOHSKRQH���WKH���&RXUW���RU���WKH���&RXUW���&OHUN¶V���2IILFH���WR���LQTXLUH���DERXW���WKH���6HWWOHPHQW���

�
�
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● In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 
 
Brenda Underwood 
300 Moonlight Ct 
Baltimore, MD 21225 
443.825.7079 
brendaunderwood22@gmail.com 
 
I object on behalf of myself and other class members because our rights were violated but we 
are only receiving $5 for our rights to be violated that is ridiculous and unfair! 
 
Sincerely, 
Brenda J. Underwood 
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Shame on you for backlogging our courts with your greedy endeavor. Go get a job and stop bothering 
us. You or no one in this "class" were harmed. You signed up for Google Plus, nobody twisted your arm 
and yes all software has bugs and they fixed it and now the service is defunct. So you are wasting the 
courts time and you should be ashamed of your actions. You are wasting dollars going to lawyer fees 
who I'm sure are smart people and could be doing other beneficial things with their time. Now, if you 
are that lawyer that sought this case, then shame on you too. 

 

Grow up people. This is not elementary school, this is real life. 

 

I formally object to this whole class action suit against Google for its Google Plus service. I am an 
unwilling member of this class and I wholeheartedly object to people claiming they are working on 
behalf of the entire class because that is a lie since I am a member of the class and they are working 
against my wishes. Since there is at least 1 objecting member of the class if they ever say they are 
representing the class then I petition the court to fine them for perjury as they are lying through their 
teeth because they do not represent me and are working directly against me, a member of this class. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to enter this into the permanent record of the court. 

Benjamin Lotter 
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Today’s Date: August 5, 2020 

 

Email: BrainPoofTutorials@gmail.com 

 

Objection: I object to the following terms: 

 

“Class Members who submit a Valid Claim may receive a pro rata share of the Net Settlement Fund up to 
a cash payment of $12.00 depending on the number of claimants.” 

 

They are stating that I will only receive UP TO $12.00 of the 7.5 Million Dollar Settlement. 

 

That is an unacceptable amount. I want a whole lot more if I am going to be involved in this settlement. 

Around $150,000 should cover my losses. 

 

Sincerely, 

David M. Wilson 

120 Lisas Way 

Elizabeth City, NC. 27909 
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Benjamin Knox Dobbins  
                              2 West Wesley Road, Unit 6 

                          Atlanta, Georgia 30305                                
                                     404 384 4234 

                                          bkdobbins@gmail.com 

 
 

 

                                                    August 5 , 2020 

Federal courts should not approve settlements that 
provide only $12 to a class member whose privacy has been 
violated.   Refuse to approve this settlement and send a 
message to lawyers that the federal courts will spend their time 
addressing pressing problems of racial injustice rather than 
processing lawsuits that benefit only the lawyers.  

               

 
B. Knox Dobbins 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE 
LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
Sir, 
  As one of the most affected people of this Data Breach, Google+ platform had experienced 
software bugs between 2015 and 2018, which allowed app developers to access our Google+ profile field 
information in an unintended manner. as a putative class of Google+ users all the members of our family 
were allegedly harmed by the software bugs (“Class”). We have been a target for scammers through all 
our email accounts, cell phones and physical address. We feel that we need to get a fair compensation of 
atleast $ 20000 for the negligence of the Company.  
Thank you 
Mathew Kurian 
Ponnamma Kurian 
Abel Kurian 
Joel Kurian and  
Noel Kurian 
240 Crepe Myrtle Ln 
Murphy TX 75094 
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August 5, 2020

Ref: Google Plus P「0刷e踊g甜On Case

Dear SettIelT輪nt Administrator:

This letter is to file a formal compIaint against the s軸Iement fof" the Go(関le剛us師Dfiie朋gation Case.

It also shouId acoor叩any my first oniine submission done today on Wedneeday August O5, 2020, Which

OO巾ained two刷es that provides eviden∞ as tO Why the se請Iement amount is unacoeptable. 1n

addition to the una山horized use of my GoogleHango山S a∞Ou巾that l first disoove「ed in 201 9, l haMe

also be飢reCeMng unsoIicited ad皿sex付ating spam emaiIs. Due to the nature ofthe emails, i制ed a

to曲調ive lC3 0nternet Crime Peport$ to the F馴on and between the dates of August 1 5, 201 8 and

Ap「旧. 2019. 1n叩y first o輔ne submission today, l upIoaded叩y fourth lC3 「epc爪, Which was subm請ed

to the F馴On January 26, 201 9. This IC3 「epch includes 「eferen∞S tO Wh飢I discovered the first

GoogIe嶋ngouts b「each using my dawnalishamf加mail.com account. 1 oreated two gma" accounts in

order to try to circumvent the g「ossly inapp「OPriate SPAM that l was receMng on the primary and oldest

gma" a∞Ount, d創仰amatt④amail.com i believe that these breaches of my GoogleHangouts accou巾

and the unauthorized regist「ation of AduIt Sex amd Dating sites using nry ema" add「ess are 「elated. 1

「eviewed my GongIe舶mgouts to see ifthe messages were stilI a「chived and they are not. ¶le SeeOnd

制e uptoaded earlier today wi= show soreen shots ofthe first discovery of una血hor繭conversations

W軸mu舶pIe unknown p∞Ple鴫ing叩y dawnaIisham profle. The last sc「een sh倣shows the feedback

message sc加to Go(喝le町S SuPP(爪. ¶1e ∞nfirmation emails for registration and 「andom emaiI

conversations that l did not面tiate from wom飢and m帥are autOma面t劇Iy tagged as SPAM and
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fo血nately go directly to叩y GMAIL SPAM軸er. Since I neve「 got a 「esponse fromthe FBI nor什om

Go(関leHangouts Support and the SPAM emails we「e affecting my me鵬aI state, l cu「rentiy have been

e巾ying my SPAM 「egui針ly. 1 also do not know the extent of these breaches and if rny emaiI add「ess

usage on seve「al Adult Sex and Dating sites ha§ a触ed ny recem sea「ohes fo「 empIoy鵬肌t in-bctween

job Ioss・ lf you need any further inform創ion, Please contact me at the numbe「 asscoiated with叩I

gmaiI a∞Ou巾S and listed beIow. Thank you for your consideration ofthis objection to the cur「ent

Goog!e Plus P「OfiIe SettIen輪nt.

崩れ∞「e軌

畑山在留雅紀
Dawn A Matthew
46ケ低す3279 (celi)

舶6MA仙P船脚e鶏d訓肌a億a請くね肌a佃かaの
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August 26, 2020

Ref: Google Pius Prof=e Litigation Case

Dear SettIement Administrator:

This letter is my second letterto accompany my previous onIine submission to the courton August 5,

2020 regarding my formai compIaint against the settIement for the GoogIe Plus ProfiIe Litigation Case.

In myfirst letter ofcompIaint, l upIoaded documentation to support the unauthorized use of my

GoogieHangouts account and reference to five IC3 (lntemet Crime) reports l fiIed to the FBi regarding

the receipt of unsolicited adult sex/datingspam emails. 1n this submission on Wednesday, August 26,

2020, I am providing exampies ofSPAM that l have receivedjust since the帥ng ofthe first compiaint.

The sampIe ofsubmitted pictures showthat mygma= accounts are being u帥zed and it mostiy comes to

me asking for subscription or unsubscription confirmation SPAM emaiIs.

Sincerely,

胸中Aノ砿ム
Dawn A. Matthew
469-439-3279 (ce=)
Affected GMAiしProfiles: dawnamatt, dawnaIisham
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Complaint Referral Form 
Internet Crime Complaint Center

Victim Information

Name: Dawn Matthew
Business Name: 

Age: 40 - 49
Address: 821 S. Polk Street

Address (continued): 
Suite/Apt./Mail Stop: Apt 2018

City: DeSoto
County: Dallas

Country: United States of America
State: Texas

Zip Code/Route: 75115
Phone Number: 4694393279
Email Address: dawnamatt@gmail.com

Business IT POC, if applicable: dawnalisham@gmail.com
Other Business POC, if applicable: 

Description of Incident

Provide a description of the incident and how you were victimized. Provide information not captured elsewhere in
this complaint form.

Please note I disconnected my old cell number that is referenced on 3 prior IC3 reports dated: 8152018, 10092018 
and 10302018. This report is my 4th filing.  
In addition to my previously filed gmail account unauthorized usage on adult sites, dawnamatt@gmail.com, now 
my new gmail account, dawnalisham@gmail.com, has also been used on unauthorized site as of this week, 
specifically on AdultSexMeet. I also discovered a hangout conversation this morning that I archived under my 
dawnalisham@gmail.com account for review with a Sarah Young and other individuals I do not know. There is no 
conversation history under me and I signed out and changed settings on my Hangouts this morning, Jan. 26. The 
similar SPAM to dawnalisham@gmail.com asking me to confirm or unsubscribe from AdultSexMeet site came the 
same date that the hangout conversation ended, 1/25/19. I also noticed that the name Sara is repeated on other 
SPAM on my primary gmail account, dawnamatt, from the domain *@ya.ru that I have previously filed ('*' 
changes, this is meant to represent a wildcard character). I have created a folder structure under my 
dawnamatt@gmail.com account under my SPAM2 folder. Overtime since 1st filing, I believe some have been 
removed (by gmail server?). I have also been proactive in trying to reach out to Support at sites that I have 
discovered my email address, dawnamatt@gmail.com, being used in an unauthorized profile. I contacted WhatsApp 
and recently Myrecipes.com. Myrecipes.com is the only site I believe I had subscribed to because I have been 
receiving emails for a very long time from them. I discovered a profile pic and state that were not mine under 
damatt. When I discovered I could not change the pic after resetting the password, I reported it and unsubscribed 
from the account since there was no way to close it. Please search who is behind the Sarah Young profile in 
hangouts for which I could not see a gmail profile (address). This hangout conversation that started on 1/24/19 is 
archived under my dawnalisham@gmail.com in the Chats folder.
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☑ Other

Which of the following were used in this incident? (Check all that apply.)
☑ Spoofed Email
☑ Similar Domain
☐ Email Intrusion

Please specify: illegal use of my email address on 
Adult sex sites

Law enforcement or regulatory agencies may desire copies of pertinent documents or other evidence regarding
your complaint.

Originals should be retained for use by law enforcement agencies.

Other Information

If an email was used in this incident, please provide a copy of the entire email including full email headers.

Too many. I have created a folder structure under my primary email address, dawnamatt@gmail.com under the 
SPAM2 folder for your review. I have also created a SPAM2 folder under the new email address, 
dawnalisham@gmail.com, that now appears to be used on adultsite profiles as well. Please also refer to the 
archived hangouts conversation under Chats folder in dawnalisham@gmail.com account.

Are there any other witnesses or victims to this incident?

[No response provided]

If you have reported this incident to other law enforcement or government agencies, please provide the name,
phone number, email, date reported, report number, etc.

[No response provided]

☑ Check here if this an update to a previously filed complaint:

Who Filed the Complaint

Were you the victim in the incident described above? Yes

Digital Signature

By digitally signing this document, I affirm that the information I provided is true and accurate to the
best of my knowledge. I understand that providing false information could make me subject to fine,
imprisonment, or both. (Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1001)

Digital Signature: Dawn Matthew

Thank you for submitting your complaint to the IC3. Please save or print a copy for your records. This is the only
time you will have to make a copy of your complaint.
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Unauthorized Google Hangout Conversations Discovered in 2019 and 2020 under newer account, 
dawnalisham@gmail.com: 

Summary of 3 Conversations Reported on 4th IC3 Report to FBI: 

 

 

Conversation 1: 

 

 

Conversation 2: 
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Conversation 3: 

 

 

2020 Google Hangout Unauthorized Discovery and Emailed Google Hangout Support with No 
Response: 

 

 

NOTE:  I have often wondered if my extended unemployment is due to this on-going situation. 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 58 of 237



Complaint Referral Form 
Internet Crime Complaint Center

Victim Information

Name: Dawn Matthew
Business Name: 

Age: 40 - 49
Address: 821 S. Polk Street

Address (continued): 
Suite/Apt./Mail Stop: Apt 2018

City: DeSoto
County: Dallas

Country: United States of America
State: Texas

Zip Code/Route: 75115
Phone Number: 4694393279
Email Address: dawnamatt@gmail.com

Business IT POC, if applicable: dawnalisham@gmail.com
Other Business POC, if applicable: 

Description of Incident

Provide a description of the incident and how you were victimized. Provide information not captured elsewhere in
this complaint form.

Please note I disconnected my old cell number that is referenced on 3 prior IC3 reports dated: 8152018, 10092018 
and 10302018. This report is my 4th filing.  
In addition to my previously filed gmail account unauthorized usage on adult sites, dawnamatt@gmail.com, now 
my new gmail account, dawnalisham@gmail.com, has also been used on unauthorized site as of this week, 
specifically on AdultSexMeet. I also discovered a hangout conversation this morning that I archived under my 
dawnalisham@gmail.com account for review with a Sarah Young and other individuals I do not know. There is no 
conversation history under me and I signed out and changed settings on my Hangouts this morning, Jan. 26. The 
similar SPAM to dawnalisham@gmail.com asking me to confirm or unsubscribe from AdultSexMeet site came the 
same date that the hangout conversation ended, 1/25/19. I also noticed that the name Sara is repeated on other 
SPAM on my primary gmail account, dawnamatt, from the domain *@ya.ru that I have previously filed ('*' 
changes, this is meant to represent a wildcard character). I have created a folder structure under my 
dawnamatt@gmail.com account under my SPAM2 folder. Overtime since 1st filing, I believe some have been 
removed (by gmail server?). I have also been proactive in trying to reach out to Support at sites that I have 
discovered my email address, dawnamatt@gmail.com, being used in an unauthorized profile. I contacted WhatsApp 
and recently Myrecipes.com. Myrecipes.com is the only site I believe I had subscribed to because I have been 
receiving emails for a very long time from them. I discovered a profile pic and state that were not mine under 
damatt. When I discovered I could not change the pic after resetting the password, I reported it and unsubscribed 
from the account since there was no way to close it. Please search who is behind the Sarah Young profile in 
hangouts for which I could not see a gmail profile (address). This hangout conversation that started on 1/24/19 is 
archived under my dawnalisham@gmail.com in the Chats folder.
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☑ Other

Which of the following were used in this incident? (Check all that apply.)
☑ Spoofed Email
☑ Similar Domain
☐ Email Intrusion

Please specify: illegal use of my email address on 
Adult sex sites

Law enforcement or regulatory agencies may desire copies of pertinent documents or other evidence regarding
your complaint.

Originals should be retained for use by law enforcement agencies.

Other Information

If an email was used in this incident, please provide a copy of the entire email including full email headers.

Too many. I have created a folder structure under my primary email address, dawnamatt@gmail.com under the 
SPAM2 folder for your review. I have also created a SPAM2 folder under the new email address, 
dawnalisham@gmail.com, that now appears to be used on adultsite profiles as well. Please also refer to the 
archived hangouts conversation under Chats folder in dawnalisham@gmail.com account.

Are there any other witnesses or victims to this incident?

[No response provided]

If you have reported this incident to other law enforcement or government agencies, please provide the name,
phone number, email, date reported, report number, etc.

[No response provided]

☑ Check here if this an update to a previously filed complaint:

Who Filed the Complaint

Were you the victim in the incident described above? Yes

Digital Signature

By digitally signing this document, I affirm that the information I provided is true and accurate to the
best of my knowledge. I understand that providing false information could make me subject to fine,
imprisonment, or both. (Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 1001)

Digital Signature: Dawn Matthew

Thank you for submitting your complaint to the IC3. Please save or print a copy for your records. This is the only
time you will have to make a copy of your complaint.
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Unauthorized Google Hangout Conversations Discovered in 2019 and 2020 under newer account, 
dawnalisham@gmail.com: 

Summary of 3 Conversations Reported on 4th IC3 Report to FBI: 

 

 

Conversation 1: 

 

 

Conversation 2: 
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Conversation 3: 

 

 

2020 Google Hangout Unauthorized Discovery and Emailed Google Hangout Support with No 
Response: 

 

 

NOTE:  I have often wondered if my extended unemployment is due to this on-going situation. 
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Page 1 of 11 
 

SPAM Sample Submitted by Dawn A. Matthew, August 26, 2020 
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Page 2 of 11 
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Page 3 of 11 
 

 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 65 of 237



Page 4 of 11 
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Page 5 of 11 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE 
LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 
 

I have not so far understood, what potential risk I’m exposed to and what information is compromised. 
For me to make an evaluation I need this information: 

1. What information is compromised? 
2. What developers accessed this information?  
3. How this information could be used?  

I received this information on 8/5/20 and the deadline to answer is on the 8th this does not allow 
sufficient time to seek legal counsel. So, this does not permit proper analysis.  

 

Please answers these questions before 8/6/20 so I could take a more educated decision.  

 

Cesar A. Vieyra  

Cvieyra.umc@gmail.com 
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Google’s reckless mishandling of members of the class 
data compromised my own and others personal data as 
well as the privacy of our personal identities. This may 
have caused a direct threat to an individual of the class’s 
personal life, buisness operations and even their personal 
safety. Essentially, this settlement equates the value of 
our personal identities, safety and security to equal an 
insultingly low, $12.00. No court comprised of U.S. 
citizens should find this acceptable. Given the extent of 
the defendant’s wrongdoing and the wealth the defendant 
has amassed while compromising the class’s data, the 
proposed settlement is not remotely fair, reasonable or 
adequate. 

Henry Schlenker
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Hon. Edward J. Davila, 

Thank you for your time and consideration with the following.  If you would be so kind, please have a 
bailiff tell John A. Yanchunis, Ryan J. McGee, Clayeo C. Arnold, Joshua H. Watson, Franklin D. Azar and 
Margeaux R. Azar the following:  

I want $20 for wasting my time, offering me $12. 

If that is not possible, please have each address the court and speak the following ostentatiously: 
 

Now, what you hear is not a test I'm rappin' to the beat, 

And me, the groove, and my friends are gonna try to move your feet 

See, I am (SAY YOUR NAME), the bus bench Ad attorney, and I'd like to say hello, 

To the black, to the white, the red and the brown, 

The purple and yellow. But first, I gotta 

Bang bang, the boogie to the boogie, 

Say up jump the boogie to the bang bang boogie, 

Let's rock, you don't stop, 

Rock the rhythm that'll make your body rock 

Well so far you've heard my voice but I brought two friends along, 

And the next on the mic is my man Hank, 

C'mon, Hank, sing that song! 

Check it out, I'm the C-A-S-A, the N-O-V-A, 

And the rest is F-L-Y, 

You see I go by the code of the doctor of the mix, 

And these reasons I'll tell you why. 

You see, I'm six foot one, and I'm tons of fun 

When I dress to a T, 

You see, I got more clothes than Muhammad Ali 

And I dress so viciously. 

I got bodyguards, I got two big cars 

That definitely ain't the wack, 

I got a Lincoln Continental and a sunroof Cadillac. 
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So after school I take a dip in the pool, 

Which is really on the wall, 

I got a color TV, so I can see 

The Knicks play basketball. Hear me talk about 

Checkbooks, credit cards, mo' money 

Than a sucker could ever spend, 

But I wouldn't give a sucker or a bum from the Rucker 

Not a dime 'til I made it again. Everybody go 

Ho-tel, Mo-tel, Whatcha gonna do today? (Say what?) 

'Cause I'm a get a fly girl, 

Gonna get some spank n' drive off in a def OJ. Everybody go 

Ho-tel, Mo-tel, Holiday Inn, 

Say if your girl starts actin' up, then you take her friend. 

Master Gee! My mellow! 

It's on you, so whatcha gonna do? 

Well, it's on'n'n'on'n'on on'n'on, 

The beat don't stop until the break of dawn. 

I said M-A-S, T-E-R, a G with a double E, 

I said I go by the unforgettable name 

Of the man they call the Master Gee. 

Well, my name is known all over the world 

By all the foxy ladies and the pretty girls. 

I'm goin' down in history 

As the baddest rapper there ever could be. 

Now I'm feelin' the highs and you're feelin' the lows, 

The beat starts gettin' into your toes 

You start poppin' your fingers and stompin' your feet 

And movin' your body while you're sitting in your seat 

And then damn! Ya start doin' the freak, I said 
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Damn! Right outta your seat 

Then you throw your hands high in the air, 

Ya rockin' to the rhythm, shake your derriere 

Ya rockin' to the beat without a care, 

With the sureshot MCs for the affair. 

Now, I'm not as tall as the rest of the gang 

But I rap to the beat just the same. 

I got a little face, and a pair of brown eyes 

All I'm here to do, ladies, is hypnotize 

Singin' on'n'n'on'n'on on'n'on, 

The beat don't stop until the break of dawn 

Singin' on'n'n'on'n'on on'n'on, 

Like a hot buttered pop da pop da pop dibbie dibbie 

Pop da pop pop, don't you dare stop 

Come alive y'all, gimme whatcha got 

I guess by now you can take a hunch 

And find that I am the baby of the bunch 

But that's okay, I still keep in stride, 

'Cause all I'm here to do is just wiggle your behind 

Singin' on'n'n'on'n'on on'n'on, 

The beat don't stop until the break of dawn. 

Singin' on'n'n'on'n'on on'n'on, 

Rock rock, y'all, throw it on the floor 

I'm gonna freak you here, I'm gona freak you there, 

I'm gonna move you outta this atmosphere. 

'Cause I'm one of a kind and I'll shock your mind 

I put the dick, dick, dick in your behind. I said 

One, two, three, four, come on, girls, get on the floor 

A-come alive, y'all, a-gimme whatcha got 
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'Cause I'm guaranteed to make you rock 

I said one, two, three, four, tell me, Wonder Mike 

What are you waiting for? 

I said a hip hop, 

The hippie to the hippie 

The hip a hop, and you don't stop, a rock it 

To the bang bang boogie, say up jump the boogie, 

To the rhythm of the boogie, the beat. 

A Skiddleebebop, we rock, scooby doo, 

And guess what, America, we love you 

'Cause you rocked and a rolled with so much soul, 

You could rock 'til a hundred and one years old. 

I don't mean to brag, I don't mean to boast, 

But we like hot butter on our breakfast toast 

Rock it up, Baby Bubba! 

Baby Bubba to the boogie da bang bang da boogie 

To the beat, beat, it's so unique 

Come on everybody and dance to the beat! 

Ever went over a friends house to eat 

And the food just ain't no good? 

I mean the macaroni's soggy, the peas are mushed, 

And the chicken tastes like wood 

So you try to play it off like you think you can 

By saying that you're full 

And then your friend says, "Mama, he's just being polite 

He ain't finished, uh-uh, that's bull!" 

So your heart starts pumpin' and you think of a lie 

And you say that you already ate 

And your friend says "Man, there's plenty of food" 
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So you pile some more on your plate 

While the stinky food's steamin', your mind starts to dreamin' 

Of the moment that it's time to leave 

And then you look at your plate and your chicken's slowly rottin' 

Into something that looks like cheese 

Oh so you say "That's it, I gotta leave this place 

I don't care what these people think, 

I'm just sittin' here makin' myself nauseous 

With this ugly food that stinks" 

So you bust out the door while it's still closed 

Still sick from the food you ate 

And then you run to the store for quick relief 

From a bottle of Kaopectate 

And then you call your friend two weeks later 

To see how he has been 

And he says, "I understand about the food, 

Baby Bubba, but we're still friends" 

With a hip hop the hippie to the hippie 

The hip hip a hop, a you don't stop the rockin' 

To the bang bang boogie 

Say up jump the boogie to the rhythm of the boogie the beat 

Now, make eye contact with Matthew Matic, Zak Harris, Charles Olson, and Eileen M. Pinkowski 
individually, and tell them I said:  

Condolences. The bums lost. My advice is to do what your parents did; get a job, sir. The bums will always 
lose. 

Cheers, 

Brandon Morgan  

from San Diego and a fellow Aztec warrior! 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATIONCASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD)UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 
I OBJECT.   This appears to be a nuisance lawsuit where the primary beneficiaries are the 
attorneys.  
 
Please do not proceed with this farce.  
 
I am likely a member of the class as I was a member of Google+ at some point, but for $12, not 
worth the effort to figure it out.  
 
Please DISMISS this nuisance.   Proceeding only encourages the attornies to bring more stupid 
lawsuits. 
 
Donna Hamm 
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To whom it may concern: 
This platform allowed for shady people to personally attack and illegally listen to me which from what 
those people stole  will never be replaceable in any form to those I came to serve and a 12.00 dollar 
settlement is not even close. 
Sincerely, 
Deborah Peterson 
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I object to the settlement.  Millions to the lawyers for filing a lawsuit that is trivial at best and frivolous 

at worst, while the affected claimants get a maximum of $5 each?  Outrageous.   

This is class action abuse.   

I forfeit my right to sue, and refuse to accept any payment.  

 

Bob Jaskowiak 

612-616-0800 
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Regarding Google Plus litigation and settlement: 
 
I object to the settlement and terms and urge the court to dismiss this case.  I could be party to 
the class, but find this settlement only serves to enrichen the lawyers involved.  I submit to the 
court that any member of the class so wronged would be due more than a maximum 
settlement of $12.00.  The value of the proposed settlement essentially admits there is no 
material damage to any plaintiff.  Instead this, like so many suits, was brought using myself and 
others as a prop to create a fund to enrichen lawyers and their firms.  The court should dismiss 
this case in its entirety.  There was no material damage done to any plaintiff if the settlement  
ceiling is $12.00. 
 
I appreciate the attention of the court to this matter. 
 
Sincerely  
 
Rick Roetken 
rlroetken@gmail.com 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

To the Office of the Court Administrator for this case, I would like to formally object to this settlement, 

and direct the courts to further negotiate the claim against Alphabet/Google. 

In 2018, Google Plus was inextricably linked to Gmail, and Youtube accounts. You could not have a 

Youtube account, without having a Google Plus account. You were not required to use the account, but 

your information from your Youtube and Gmail accounts was integrated into a Google Plus account, and 

you were not given an option to disassociate them.  

In 2018, Gmail had 1.5 Billion accounts. Youtube had 1.8 Billion accounts. Even accounting for 100% 

overlap in recording these accounts, that means there were at least 1.8 billion Google Plus accounts 

affected, even if the number of reported active users was substantially less. 

After payments to the originators of the suit, and legal fees, the remaining sum is likely to be around 5.4 

million. Divided among Google Plus account holders, this represents a payment of .003 or 3/10s of one 

penny to a registered user whose information was mishandled, misappropriated, violated, or lost.  

To say nothing of the fact that Alphabet at the time, did not allow you to have separated accounts. You 

literally had no option and were automatically enrolled in Google Plus if you consented to a Youtube or 

Gmail account. This is something most people were unaware of, as most people to not read EULA 

agreements. Members of your family are doubtless victims of this action without even recognizing it. 

Google then acted to mislead people into posting information on their Google Plus accounts in an 

attempt to drive users to the platform over alternatives like rival datamining operation Facebook. There 

is a good chance, anyone who had a Youtube or Gmail account, or indeed interacted with Google in any 

way, had a Google Plus account during this period, even if they were not active accounts. 

Alphabet’s current estimated net worth is 630 Billion. To you or me, this settlement is a parking ticket. 
To the account holders who were violated, this is an amount so small, not only will they receive no 

relief, or be made whole should their information be misused in the future, it’s so small you cannot 
actually pay it to them. 

As a part of the settlement, Alphabet/Google was required to email the settlement information to all it’s 
current users who may be affected. This is 1.5 million accounts who may draw from the fund by clicking 

a few buttons. This will be a repeat of the Equifax Data Breach Settlement of 2017, in which so many 

claimants filed, that no money was paid out to anyone, and instead the company, Equifax, managed to 

offer to provide valueless “credit monitoring services”. I say valueless, because your credit report is still 
available for free, once a year, and at any time it is accessed to reference your credit, so essentially free 

forever. A company known for mishandled data, was allowed to give away data mining services, in lieu 

of payment to claimants. 

We must as a country, and as a legal system, do better than offering a pittance, and a breeze, to citizens, 

from multibillion dollars companies who violate the public trust.   
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Jim Foreman 

Eugene, Oregon 

Claimant 
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The settlement amount is by no means sufficient. 
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JOHN LEWIS 

300 W 5th Street, Unit 512 • Charlotte, NC 28202-1520  

 
August 6, 2020 

 

•  Cell 704.756.2307 • john.d.lewis@gmail.com 

Settlement Administrator 
Google Plus Data Litigation 
1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210 
Philadelphia, PA, 19103 
 

Dear Sirs, 

I object to the proposed settlement on the grounds that the fee of $1,875,000 is outrageous and 

grossly undermines the integrity of the federal legal system.  

If the blended fee rate per hour for lawyers, associates and support people on the case was a 

generous $250 per hour, they would have had to spend 7,500 person-hours on the matter. 

That level of effort or legal expertise is inconceivable in light of the ludicrous net benefits of $5.00 

to $12.00 per member.  

Paying class counsel 25% of the gross settlement of $7,500,000 leaves $5,625,000 for class 

members, bracketed as follows in the class document- 

• 1,125,000 members at $5.00 net proceeds each equals $5,625,000 

• 468,750 members at $12.00 net proceeds each equals $5,625,000 

I urge the court to limit the fee to $750,000 or 10% of the settlement which equates to a more 

legitimate 3,000 person-hours and yields modestly less ridiculous proceeds to class members- 

• 1,125,000 members at $6.00 net proceeds each equals $6,750,000 

• 468,750 members at $14.40 net proceeds each equals $6,750,000 

I have no affiliation with or financial interest in Google or any counsel involved.  

I urge the court to do the right thing and to curb predatory fee awards to trial lawyers. 

Sincerely,  
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8/6/20, 3)30 PM
Page 1 of 1
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From : Manooch Khanbeigi

195 S. Heath Terrace

Anaheim Hills CA 92807

manooch.khanbeigi@gmail.com


RE: 

FILING OBJECTION TO THE SETTLEMENT

GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION

CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA


To whom it may concern,


I manooch Khanbeigi, hereby filling objection to the settlement reached on the above 
mentioned case number. 


It is my opinion, that Google has and still is using deceptive tactics to spy and illegally 
monitoring all the internet users in United State for their own financial benefits without any 
regards for the right of every individual to privacy.


Google has and still is disregarding any privacy laws with different sham excuses, they are 
caught several times but, every time they were punished with a slap on back of their hand.

 

This settlement is another example of Google is getting away with another crime. The 
settlement must be so painful that the Google cannot forget it, a settlement of $5.00 to $12.00 
per victims is an embarrassment to our justice system. Google has profited thousands of 
dollars from each one of the individuals in this lawsuit. Google has done harms to vast majority 
of individuals of every society, by repeatedly disregarding the civil liberty of each individual.

 

Each individual must be entitled to punitive damages equal to thousands of times of the money  
google made out of those individuals and not $5.00 t0 $12.00 per plaintiff. 


Maybe, our society is better off without companies like Google.


I respectfully object to this settlement and hope the court refuses the settlement  and let 
google be prosecuted and pay a settlement that they never forget.


Respectfully,

Manooch Khanbeigi  
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I object to the Google Plus settlement because it’s loaded with conflicts. The settlement protects 
google and volunteers the people for a  loss of rights. It appears as if Google attorneys staged 
this outcome for a quick way to trick the public into taking 12.00 dollars when we’ve lost trillions 
of dollars in intellectual property.  I would like to sue for much more but this conflict designs 
such a bunch of bullshit just by sending this objection it volunteers me to shoot myself in the foot 
and you know it. This whole process is offensive. Shame Google. Google chrome STOLE 
go-anywhere map program from my private work in a map-stack with google earth pro.  
 
Kyle D. Webster 
303 N 24th ave  
Yakima, WA 98902 
cuebster@gmail.com 
+1 (509) 910-6812 
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To Court for Google,


As Google user Google+ I felt that this has been violated my privacy and I feel that the cost of 
settlement was not much for individuals like me. I feel it need to be cost more to fix the 
violations on my privacy.


Thank you,


David
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I object to this settlement because absolutely no one has been harmed. These lawsuits 
help nobody except the sleaze bag lawyers that file them. 
 
They might get a lot of money, from crap like this, but I have no idea how they can look 
at themselves in the mirror. I'm sure their parents are disappointed in the disgusting 
human beings they spawned. 
 
Rich Carton 
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To Whom it May Concern, 

In regards to the Google Plus settlement, I feel personally that the payment of $12 is far too low 
for the potential risk of having my personal information exposed to whomever would be looking for it. 
Due to this fact I object to the settlement and would like it to be the settlement amount to be revised 
and adjusted. 
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William Entriken 
1354 Panther Rd. 
Rydal PA 19046 
 
August 6, 2020 
 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
SAN JOSE DIVISION  
 
IN RE GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION  
Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD (VKD)  
 
RE: Objection to Proposed Settlement 
 
Dear Settlement Administrator: 
 
I am an eligible class member in the above-referenced case and I write this letter in objection to 
the proposed settlement (applying to the entire class). 
 
I read the Consolidated Class Action Complaint including its allegations and each claim for 
relief. It seems plain to me that one or more of these complaints has merit and would win at trial. 
 
The Prayer for Relief requests a “finding that Defendants’ conduct was negligent, deceptive, 
unfair, and unlawful as alleged…”. However, the proposed settlement is that a class member 
should receive cash payment of $12 or as low as 14¢ if all eligible call members make claims. 
 
A “finding that Defendants’ conduct was negligent, deceptive, unfair, and unlawful…,” would be 
a very valuable outcome. In contrast 14¢ is worthless, the mint literally isn’t even making coins 
right now. Yes, I understand that this 14¢ is a bird-in-the-hand, and that a “finding” is a bird-in-
the-bush. Still, this is hardly “fair”, “reasonable”, or “adequate”. Mr. Randall W. Wulff did a 
poor job pricing the value such a “finding” would have for class members against a trillion-dollar 
company with whom we are literally unable to stop doing business. And I would be interested to 
see the other dispute resolutions he wrote when Google was his client. Further, Mr. Wulff is 
ineligible to mediate at arms’ length because he is included in the Settlement Class. Did he use 
YouTube? Yes. Is he specifically excluded in the way the judge and others are? No. What about 
members of his immediate family? 
 
In proposing such an inadequate settlement, the litigants have wasted millions of people’s time 
and insulted them. Try again. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
William Entriken 
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12.00 dollar?!?! is not 
enough “after yʼall 
then rape me and 
exploited me for my 
data I want 1.2 
million”
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To Whom It May Concern: 
 
 
I find the settlement price associated with this lawsuit to be paltry, and a poor penance for 
Google to pay for such a violation of trust. By telling me that at a maximum I will receive $12, 
you are telling me that the value of my data and my privacy/security is only worth $12. I do not 
see how any reasonable person can draw that number. 
 
Given that Google to date makes approximately $13.110 billion a year, and serves about 1.3 
billion people, Google makes about $10 per person on average per year per person from all 
services combined. Adjusting for inflation and changes in markets as well as changes in user 
base between 2015-2018 is difficult of course, and I am not an accountant or economist. Now, 
that's 4 years Google wasn't doing its job in protecting my data.  
 
In light of this, at the very least, Google owes each person affected at least $40, $10 for each of 
the 4 years the bugs persisted. You would not, for example, pay for a hotel if the shower didn't 
work, despite the fact that everything else in the room still did? By failing to fulfil all of their 
duties as host of my data, Google failed to hold up their end of the bargain, and should be 
obligated to refund me the money they effectively stole from me by not providing the services 
and protections I believed I was receiving.  
 
Furthermore, none of the above begins to address the money made by developers who were 
able to exploit my situation for their gain. Those losses are essentially uncountable and while 
not directly responsible, Google should at the very least make efforts to reform, or if necessary 
terminate, relationships with those organizations. I know you have no power to do this- I am 
simply expressing an opinion. 
 
Lastly, and on a more personal note, though I am no expert in data ethics, I feel obligated to 
point out the fact that Google and the other big 4 tech companies abuse the trust we have 
wrongfully put in them and exploit our data for far more than our dollars. I strongly encourage 
you and others in the legal profession to begin examining the concept of data dignity, and 
restoring some sensibility to the internet. I know it's a big ask. But perhaps start with the work of 
Jaron Lanier. He is a far more intelligent, dignified, and kinder individual than I, and he can 
accurately express what we all know implicitly- we sold our souls to Google and the big 5, and 
buying them back is gonna cost us. All I know is that my 4 years of data and privacy is worth a 
Hell of a lot more to Google than $12. To me, they are priceless. I hope they are for you as well. 
 
 
Warm regards 
Matthew Wright, MD 
 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 138 of 237



 
 
 
 
 

ID No. 99 
 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 139 of 237



Andrew Cooling 
28111 Westfield Dr. 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 
 
To Your Honor; 
 
 I am filing an objection to this ridiculous settlement, as $5 or even $12 in no way 
adequately compensates the amount of sheer hours I have had to spend over the past 
decade to resolve my credit as a result of this leak. I have spent nearly a decade working 
tirelessly to rehab my credit to the point that I am turning 38 on September 19th, 2020 
and unfortunately am still incapable of buying a house. I had to purchase my vehicle 
outright, and I am referring to a Jaguar F-Pace SUV that cost nearly $70,000 in 2018 as 
due to the health of my credit thanks to Google + I am unable to get a car loan. I am 
currently still renting as mentioned, and was recently married almost 3 years and have a 
5 month old baby girl, our first, but I am spending nearly $6,000 a month on a home for 
my Family when that SHOULD be going towards my Mortgage so I actually have 
something to show for it.  
 
 I work extremely hard and when I saw the details of this class action suit I actually 
became disgusted as this has affected me to the tune of $72,000 annually + 2 years or 
$144,000 with absolutely nothing to show for that significant amount of money, which 
should have been an investment if I never downloaded Google +. I have numerous 
additional examples and my credit is finally after years beginning to get healthier, but I 
am still unable to actually invest this $214,000 in an actual asset that would already be 
providing me a return and cost significantly less. I am not sure how I plan on proceeding 
other than to simply file an objection over this ridiculous class action suit that ONLY 
BENEFITS the LAWYERS and first FEW members when I was probably harmed more than 
anyone else in the entire lawsuit.  
 
 I see that I have two options, and one is to bring it to Channel 7 news in LA and 
voice my disgust over these ridiculous Class Action Suits solely derived to line the 
lawyers pockets or I will be speaking with my attorney and will discuss what options I 
have available to me as I am trying to start a Family, and have basically been ROBBED of 
the ability to adequately provide for my daughter’s future. In fact it will probably consist 
of a combination of both as this is just completely unaccusable. 
 
 Thank you for hearing me out and if you have any guidance for me before I 
contact the morning, evening and national news along with my attorney I would greatly 
appreciate it as I am absolutely flabbergasted at how $5 can make up for nearly a 
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decade of having a stolen identity and the countless hours (well over 100 by now) I have 
had to dedicate to this issue that should have never happened. 
 
Many Thanks, 
Andrew Cooling 
(203) 570-0732 
Andrew.j.cooling@gmail.com    
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Andrew Cooling 
28111 Westfield Dr. 
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677 
 
To Your Honor; 
 
 I am filing an objection to this ridiculous settlement, as $5 or even $12 in no way 
adequately compensates the amount of sheer hours I have had to spend over the past 
decade to resolve my credit as a result of this leak. I have spent nearly a decade working 
tirelessly to rehab my credit to the point that I am turning 38 on September 19th, 2020 
and unfortunately am still incapable of buying a house. I had to purchase my vehicle 
outright, and I am referring to a Jaguar F-Pace SUV that cost nearly $70,000 in 2018 as 
due to the health of my credit thanks to Google + I am unable to get a car loan. I am 
currently still renting as mentioned, and was recently married almost 3 years and have a 
5 month old baby girl, our first, but I am spending nearly $6,000 a month on a home for 
my Family when that SHOULD be going towards my Mortgage so I actually have 
something to show for it.  
 
 I work extremely hard and when I saw the details of this class action suit I actually 
became disgusted as this has affected me to the tune of $72,000 annually + 2 years or 
$144,000 with absolutely nothing to show for that significant amount of money, which 
should have been an investment if I never downloaded Google +. I have numerous 
additional examples and my credit is finally after years beginning to get healthier, but I 
am still unable to actually invest this $214,000 in an actual asset that would already be 
providing me a return and cost significantly less. I am not sure how I plan on proceeding 
other than to simply file an objection over this ridiculous class action suit that ONLY 
BENEFITS the LAWYERS and first FEW members when I was probably harmed more than 
anyone else in the entire lawsuit.  
 
 I see that I have two options, and one is to bring it to Channel 7 news in LA and 
voice my disgust over these ridiculous Class Action Suits solely derived to line the 
lawyers pockets or I will be speaking with my attorney and will discuss what options I 
have available to me as I am trying to start a Family, and have basically been ROBBED of 
the ability to adequately provide for my daughter’s future. In fact it will probably consist 
of a combination of both as this is just completely unaccusable. 
 
 Thank you for hearing me out and if you have any guidance for me before I 
contact the morning, evening and national news along with my attorney I would greatly 
appreciate it as I am absolutely flabbergasted at how $5 can make up for nearly a 
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decade of having a stolen identity and the countless hours (well over 100 by now) I have 
had to dedicate to this issue that should have never happened. 
 
Many Thanks, 
Andrew Cooling 
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CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD)  Belgrade, 07.08.2020. 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I was informed by “Google”, about case in process.  
 
I must say that this is going beyond common sense and clear mind. Any web-wide 
operating company is doing as much as they can. If I do not believe in it I would 
never use their services. Sometimes we could not agree with some of decisions, but 
there are working only common people, and to made mistakes is human. We need to 
live with a lot of personal mistakes. 
 
To use situation where somebody did not take care about his personal data IS NOT 
PROVIDERS SOLE GUILT. To claim money on this basis is disgraceful and 
shameless! 
 
Yes, we need regulations, because people are perishable goods, but this regulations 
and Court decisions needs to be supported on common sense and with faith in God. 
 
I’m praying that You would be guided exactly by these premises, not by changeable 
human laws. 
 
 
 
 
Kind regards, 
 
____________________  
Petar Smiljanic 
Faculty of Mechanical Engineering 
University of Belgrade 
Kraljice Marije 16 
11000 Belgrade 
SERBIA 
Email: svpetar@yahoo.com 
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Raistlin Dunn : Objective LETTER  

 
 

This is Raisltin Dunn, i wish to Object to the Settlement Under the Conditions              

and guidelines of the Court and Agreement to Receive $12.00 For Settlement under             

the act of 2011-2016 issue, I feel its unjust that the court issue a 7.5 Million                

settlement where we are seeing only ⅓ of it go to lawyers, and any small amount of                 

Evidence, Granted i understand that Collection evidence is not Cheap as well not fast              

and money has to come from somewhere, Under normal Circumstances i would be             

happy to take the $12.00 Dollars wall away but this is not Right that the plaintiff                

(Google) is Justifying They had no Control in Responsibility in this Matter Due to the               

Fact it was Electronic Bug. Granted i will Agree that it happens to everyone but they                

have no Excuse to Say they cant Make up for it Due to the Hundreds or                

possible,Thousand of people affected by it the Fact it was Very Sensitive Information,             

They are a Multi Million Dollar Company they Have the Power, The Crew, The              

Technology to right This. Now Granted that under the control and vigorous Work of              

Google plus I believe they are putting effort in reinforcing that they are sorry for the                

matters dealing in my personal opinion we can as a community agree, $12.00 is a               

sneeze of effectiveness of showing they are putting forth. Now to show I don’t have a                

great Education in typing but I can stand and say I don’t agree to the situation with                 

the settlement overall the fact that we receive 0.01% of the total amount that can               

happen to the fact that this affects hundred and thousands.In Conduction With Court             

i here Offer my Objection to this Settlement. 

 

Raistlin Majere Dunn  

 

 

Signed : Raistlin Majere Dunn   
Dated : 8-7-2020  
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August 7, 2020 
Claim Administrator 

Re:  Google Plus Profile Litigation – 5:18-CV-06164 EJD (VKD) NDCA 

Greetings: 
Please note my objection to the proposed settlement and share this letter with the Court. 
I am familiar with the economics of class action lawsuits through my law practice.  I 
know that individual recoveries often are small, but in a process that creates some greater 
good by exposing and discouraging future misconduct by the defendants (e.g., credit card 
interest rate misconduct cases).  Here, however, the settlement provides no perceptible 
benefits to anyone other than plaintiffs’ counsel.  By all appearances, in my opinion, this 
is an abuse of the legal process that should not be rewarded by approval of the settlement. 
This follows from the terms set forth in the notice to my firm that describe a Settlement 
Fund of $7,500,000 that will provide not more than $12 per claimant, while legal fees 
and legal costs can total $2,075,000.  On such terms, the claimants obviously get 
essentially nothing, wasting their time filing a claim to maybe get a $10 bill at some 
untold time months in the future.  That of course is an absurdity in isolation.  Further, 
Google experiences only a nuisance payment of $7,500,000 plus its own legal costs and 
fees, but most of those expenses will be passed on to insurer(s), and all of which will be 
passed on to consumers eventually in the form of increased costs.  So, in this settlement, 
the claimants get essentially nothing, Google suffers no real penalty for past misconduct 
that will cause it to change its policies or practices, and costs are passed to unidentified 
parties indirectly, causing a small but non-zero public injury, and the court’s time will be 
wasted, all so that the plaintiffs’ firm can get ~$2 million in fees for providing nothing 
useful to anyone else.  Indeed, the notice sent to me doesn’t say clearly what Google did 
wrong (some kind of data leak, apparently), so claimants’ counsel didn’t even provide 
the service of educating the victims about the alleged misconduct, much less the public. 
So, in my opinion, payment of the fee would reward parasitic, trolling conduct by 
plaintiffs’ firm that is a drag on the economy and the courts with no offsetting benefit to 
the victims or the public, and so I object to the settlement and opt out of the suit.  If there 
is some benefit to this lawsuit that I’m not perceiving, class counsel has not bothered to 
explain it to me, a would-be client.   
I expect that drafting and submitting this objection was about as useful an exercise as 
howling at the moon, but I could not participate in a process I found injurious to the 
courts and the conduct of business, and so I took the time to submit this letter.  Thank 
you for your consideration of it. 

Very truly yours, 

 
Michael D. Pinnisi 

 

www.pinnisianderson.com 
mpinnisi@pinnisianderson.com 

607-257-8000 
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Google is more superhuman than human. It can function beyond the natural limits of 
age that govern humans, and as such can produce dividends for its investors, whose 
stock certificates can be willed and passed down as part of their estates. A 
corporation like Google doesn't die with its originator -- it can live indefinitely 
(so long as it's profitable). Nor does Google need the same things that an actual 
person does. Google doesn't require food or water, and it can't feel pain.
A maximum of twelve dollars for violation of my private information is an insult.  
As a thought experiment:  if someone had violated Googles private information such 
as their search algorithm would that person get to pay Google 12 dollars and then go
on as if nothing had happened.   I suspect not – this tells me that Google is a 
first class citizen and we are the underclass.   It is very disappointing, and a 
distortion of what corporations should be.  Corporations should have a 
responsibility to society to make life better.   My private life that gets used to 
exploit human cognitive weaknesses for profit is not for sale and worth more than 12
dollars.
The laws that govern people take our human weaknesses into account. For example, our
prison system is designed to incarcerate the human body. You can't imprison a 
corporation, though. So granting human treatment to Google is at best tricky, and 
many would say it is just wrong: It's like breathing life into a superhuman that 
can't feel pain and, after setting him free, hoping for the best.
It would make sense that in dealing with corporations like Google, we the people of 
the United States would tread lightly and limit the power that these artificial 
persons have. This hasn't necessarily been the case, and in fact, corporations have 
the same protections under the Constitution that humans do.  
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Objection to the Class Action and Settlement for “Google Plus Profile Litigation," CASE NO. 
5:18-CV-06164-EJD

To the court and all whom it may concern:

I was notified via email of the Class Action Settlement regarding “Google Plus Profile Litigation," 

CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD and my “options under settlement” on August 6, 2020.  I object to the 

entire Class Action and Settlement for “Google Plus Profile Litigation," CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-

EJD.  In reading the information regarding the Class Action and Settlement, and as a former Google+ 

user, this seems apparent that this is an action taken by an extreme few that does not represent the 

experiences of the majority of users.  It seems apparent that these actions of the extreme few are 

designed to solely exploit a large business for the sake of exploitation and the chance of monetary gain.

In the development cycle of any software there are “software bugs” by nature of development.  Over 

the course of development, these bugs become fewer in nature as the software is iteratively improved.  

This is true for all software development with all companies developing software.  This is not unique to

Google or the product, Google+.  I have not seen evidence that Google acted with malice, neglect, or 

carelessness.  To the contrary, the motto of Google has been “don’t be evil.”  In addition, the vast 

majority of employees have highly technical backgrounds in computer and electrical engineering from 

some of the best universities in the world.  From my experiences with Google products, the employees 

and company design products to improve the community and world in general.  In my opinion, I find 

the entire argument presented by the plaintiffs to be frivolous and unwarranted.  Based on the 

information presented to me, the motives of this action by the plaintiffs seem entirely driven by the 

desire to extract money from a wealthy corporation.  Unfortunately, this action by the plaintiffs seems 

to be a drain on the resources of the legal framework of the United States.

Thank you for your consideration.  I declare under penalty of perjury that the objection submitted is my

own and that opinions express are my own based on the information that was provided to me regarding 

“Google Plus Profile Litigation," CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Gregory

43108 Candlewick Sq

Leesburg, VA 20176

+1-828-738-6589

jon.gregory1@gmail.com
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August 7, 2020 

 

To the Honorable Edward J. Davila, 

Google has operated outside of the law for many years.  Its foremost concern is the surveillance and 
unilateral collection of data from people around the world, whether they are users of Google products 
or not.  Their ultimate goal is not to use our data to improve their services; that is only an intermediate 
step to continue to accrue users and market share.  Their goal is to gain the power to manipulate human 
behavior to match their needs as a capitalist entity (that is, for us to work, buy, live in squalor, and not 
question). They want access to every part of our lives, so they can manipulate and control us at every 
turn.  Fortunately, they do not yet have this power.  In the meantime, they just surveil us with ever-
increasing constancy, forcing users into unilateral contracts in which they give up all our most of their 
privacy rights.  Their only interest in protecting this data is to ensure that other similar corporations or 
state-actors do not gain access, because they understand that data is power and they want to keep all 
the power to themselves.  

When Google has been caught violating privacy laws, they have lied, evaded, and ultimately escape 
most punishments.  It has used its wealth and power to aggressively lobby local, state, and national 
politicians to block privacy laws, reduce regulation, and enable their behavior. These sorts of violations 
have happened before and they will happen again. 

A $7,500,000 penalty is not a meaningful penalty.  It’s like telling a criminal who is robbing a bank to put 
bank one of the pennies.  The penalties for their behavior must be increased enough to disincentive 
future anti-social behaviors.  I cannot with good conscience take any other action than to object to this 
settlement and demand a sufficient penalty.  I don’t even care where the money goes.  Donate it to the 
survivor’s in Beirut, or to Black Lives Matter, or to the Cambodians continuing to suffer from our 
capitalist wars of conquest and material extraction.  I recommend a penalty of no less than 
$10,000,000,000.  A penalty of this size would not cripple Google, or even really significantly damage it.  
But it would be large enough to get their attention.  Recurring penalties of this size would be enough to 
disincentivize their criminal behavior. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Zach Duer 
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8/7/2020  
  
Dattatray Kadam 
255 Glandore Dr 
Apt B 
Ballwin MO 63021 
 
 
To 
Google Plus Data Litigation  
Attn: Settlement Objections  
P.O. Box 58220  
Philadelphia, PA 19102  
  
Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/  
  
Notice of Objection to Settlement   
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD To 

Whom It May Concern:  

I, a Settlement Class Member, am writing to provide formal written notice of Objection to the 
Settlement in this case, which received preliminary approval on June 10, 2020. I am submitting 
this Objection with the understanding that the Class Counsel will present it to the Court.  
  
During the period of time between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had a Google Plus profile 
and believe to have suffered damage as a result of Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
information with respect to the exposure of non-public Profile Information as a result of the 
software bugs Google announced on October 8, 2018 and December 10, 2018. I submit this 
Objection with the belief that it applies to the entire Class.   
  
The grounds for Objection are as follows:  

1. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate.  

a. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the 
severity of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of one’s private 
information without consent is inherently seriously damaging. Furthermore, it 
can and does lead to identity theft, targeting for spam and scams, the theft of 
private information, and other vulnerabilities to individuals with nefarious or 
malicious intent.   

b. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. The Settlement, as 
proposed, specifies relief “on a pro rata basis up to an initial maximum 
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distribution of US$5.00 per Claimant … If sufficient funds remain … the 
allocation shall be recalculated on a pro rata basis up to a maximum distribution  

1  

Notice of Objection to Settlement in re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD  
• • •  

of up to US$12.00 per Claimant. For clarity, the maximum Settlement Payment to 
be made to any single Claimant shall not exceed US$12.00.” Payments up to 
$12.00 are insignificant to the average person and do not provide adequate relief 
appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of Google 
to protect consumers’ and Claimants’ data.  

c. The punitive and deterrent effects of the Settlement are inconsequential. 
Google’s controlling company, Alphabet Inc., is valued by market capitalization 
at nearly one trillion dollars (approximately $999,820,000,000.00 as of this 
writing). The Fund established by the Settlement is $7.5 million, or a mere 
0.00075% of Alphabet’s market capitalization. This Settlement’s punitive effect, 
therefore, is near zero, similar to the monetary relief provided to each Claimant. 
The deterrent effect of the Settlement is also near zero, which is a major failure of 
the Settlement. Google’s ongoing business activities and growing technological 
infrastructure means it controls, stores, and manages an unimaginably vast trove 
of private data. Over 1.8 billion people worldwide have Google accounts, which 
means that Google has access to the private data of over 20% of the global 
population. When considered in the scope of Google’s wealth and access to 
private data, this Settlement is woefully inadequate and unfairly privileges 
Google.  

2. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The Settlement 
Fund shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and 
costs and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.”  While monetary relief to Claimants who 
actually bore the injury as a result of Google’s actions is capped at a measly $12.00, the 
attorneys’ compensation is capped at $1,875,000.00 plus compensation for costs and 
expenses for a total of over two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). The compensation to 
attorneys is incomprehensibly disproportionate to the monetary relief to each Class 
Member, which is of even greater offense when considering the inconsequential effects 
and inadequate nature of the Settlement, as explained above.  

  
I ask, with humility and appreciation for your work in the provision of Justice, that the Court 
decline the terms of the Settlement and require the parties to propose a Settlement which 
provides fair, reasonable, and adequate monetary relief for injuries to the Class. I ask that 
the Court only approve a Settlement which establishes punitive and deterrent effects for 
future negligence in the handling of sensitive data. I ask that the Court ensure that the Class 
Counsel are paid proportionately to the monetary relief offered to Class Members.   
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Thank you.  – Dattatray Kadam 

2  
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To Whom it May Concern,

I object to the settlement as a whole. The plaintiff's did not seek my permission to sue on my

behalf, as such they are falsely representing my interests, regardless of any laws outlining the terms and
conditions of “class action” lawsuits. 

In strict accordance with “my” constitutional rights, neither the Court, the plaintiff’s nor the
defendants have any authority to issue terms and conditions regarding the outcome of any blanket legal

settlement of which I was arbitrarily added and to which I was never a consenting party.

Being of sound mind and body, I hereby opt-out of any agreements you people have decided
upon for yourselves, which do not legally represent me in the form of my “expressed written consent”.
I did not consent, nor was it ever given! Therefore I am not bound by any terms of this settlement, as I

am not being legally represented by written instrument in strict accordance with the law.

This objection in no way shape or form waives my individual right to sue on this legal matter or
any other matter under similar circumstances! 

The only people who win in these claims are the physical plaintiff’s and their lawyers, while the

“class” members in general pretty much always end up with nothing. 

Class action lawsuits are an abuse of an individuals right to representation by expressed written

and informed consent! 

James A. Muscato/Carroll (– as in Charles Carroll, Founding Father of the United States, etc)

Chthonic49503@gmail.com
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In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

 

To Settlement Administrator, 

 

  This objection applies to the entire Settlement Class regarding Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD, 
Google Plus Profile Litigation.   

 I object to the dollar amount of the Settlement reached regarding this litigation.  Google may 
characterize this incident as a “software bug” or a “mistake”, however their entire business model is 
built upon collecting and selling user information.  It is highly suspicious that this incident falls directly in 
line with the manner in which they make money. Even if this particular incident was an honest mistake, 
punitive damages must make it clear that this sort of “bug” will not be tolerated.   

$7.5 million does not even begin to constitute a penalty for a company like Google.  The parent 
company of Google, Alphabet, is worth over $1000 billion.  With close to 200 million users at its peak, 
this settlement amounts to pennies for the members of the Settlement Class.   

An appropriate amount that would both send a stern message, while also compensating the 
Settlement Class fairly, would be $750 million. This is still mere dollars for each Claimant and less than 
.1% of the company’s net assets, but it makes this entire endeavor worthwhile.  To pursue such a case in 
which neither the Plaintiffs, Settlement Class, nor the Defendants come out with any material difference 
only serves to enrich the lawyers involved, and to waste the court’s time.  

 

Thank You, 

 

William  Murphy 

521 N Saint George Street 

Allentown, PA 18104 

Ph: 610-751-2706 

Email: murphyent@protonmail.com 
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To Settlement Administrator, 

 

 I object to the Settlement reached regarding this litigation.  Google may characterize this 
incident as a “software bug” or a “mistake”, however their entire business model is built upon collecting 
and selling user information.  It is highly suspicious that this incident falls directly in line with the manner 
in which they make money. Even if this particular incident was an honest mistake, punitive damages 
must make it clear that this sort of “bug” will not be tolerated.   

$7.5 million does not even begin to constitute a penalty for a company like Google.  The parent 
company of Google, Alphabet, is worth over $1000 billion.  With close to 200 million users at its peak, 
this settlement amounts to pennies for the members of the Settlement Class.   

An appropriate amount that would both send a stern message, while also compensating the 
Settlement Class fairly, would be $750 million. This is still mere dollars for each Claimant and less than 
.1% of the company’s net assets, but it makes this entire endeavor worthwhile.  To pursue such a case in 
which neither the Plaintiffs, Settlement Class, nor the Defendants come out with any material difference 
only serves to enrich the lawyers involved, and to waste the court’s time.  

 

Thank You, 

 

William  Murphy 

521 N Saint George Street 

Allentown, PA 18104 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE 
LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

To the US District Court Northern District of California, 

 

I object to the payment options provided by in this case.  The only options provided for a claimant are: 

1. PayPal, or 
2. Provide electronic checking account information. 

Even though all claimants are required to provide their home or business mailing address for the claims 
process (which could easily be used to mail a printed negotiable check), instead the only option 
provided for payment is to ask claimants (who are recipients of an UNSOLICITED email) to provide 
personal information including full name, email address and electronic banking information without due 
regard for the fact that this could easily be a phishing attempt. 

 

I ask the court to please issue appropriate instructions for the method of payment to affected claimants 
to include a “snail mail” option so claimants are not asked to divulge personal banking information 
online to an entity unknown to them. 

 

Thanks you for your consideration, 

 

R. John Russell 

RJRusse23@gmail.com 
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OBJECTION TO CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT  - 1 

Nicholas P. Philippou 
158-11 91st 2nd fl  
Howard Beach, NY 11414 
718-490-5254  
Nickp247@gmail.com 

U.S. DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

PLAINTIFF'S NAME, 

Class action subject,  

Nicholas P. Philippou 

vs. 

DEFENDANT'S NAME, 

Google Plus 

Case No.: 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

OBJECTION TO CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT  

 
The honorable Edward J. Davila of US District Court for the Northern District of California, 

On 10th day of June, 2020, agreed to preliminary approval of the stated class action lawsuit.  

As a subject to the class settlement, Nicholas P. Philippou, objects to all terms of the settlements 

dues to lack of information provided by both settling parties, the class action plaintiff attorneys, and the defendant, 

Google Plus. No public or private disclosure of damages have been provided to damaged individuals.  

In addition, settlement terms disproportionately enrich counsel, and the defendants, both benefit 

unjustly from the settlement of any damages.  

 

Nicholas Philippou 
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Honorable Edward J. Davila

August 7, 2020

Your Honorable Edward J. Davila, members of the court, and Defendants.

I completely object to what is obviously a massive cash grab by a bunch of loser plaintiffs
and their bottom feeding pond scum legal weasels.

This is yet another example of why our justice system should have a loser pays system.
Never in a million years would these people (who couldn’t get a job in the real world) be suing
innocent people and companies like Google, knowing their only hope for a payday is a
settlement. 

If it was on their dime to pursue frivolous lawsuits, our entire economy would be in a better
place. More money would remain in the hands of hard working Americans. Instead, we all pay
higher prices with garbage lawsuits like this one.

To the plaintiffs and their vultures - Keep your stinking $1 I would have gotten for participating
in your scheme, and buy yourself some ethics and morals. I hope you find friendship and love
in your money, because nobody likes you.

Thank you judge for your service, Google for search engine, and the defendant attorneys for
having to put up with this stuff. You guys rock.

I hope you read this out loud in the courtroom, because it’s what everyone is thinking,
everyone knows is the truth, but nobody is allowed to say or would admit.

Sincerely,
Scott Turner

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 174 of 237



 
 
 
 
 

ID No. 122 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 175 of 237



Samantha L. Terrell 
mandyt123123@gmail.com 

pH: 607.206.3353 
 

 
 
August 7, 2020 
 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
It was brought to my attention by recent email, that I am being included in a class action suit 
against Google Plus services for a potential breach of data. The purpose of this letter is to voice 
my objection to the settlement terms in that cause.  
 
While the company’s current net worth is around $300 Billion, and the potential damages 
Google has caused to individuals like myself is indeterminable – the unauthorized sharing of 
private data could be considered priceless. And yet, the amount we are expected to receive is a 
mere $12 per person. Twelve dollars!! It would be laughable if it weren’t so egregiously 
insufficient.  
 
Please consider this my formal complaint against the settlement terms with Google Plus. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/: Samantha L. Terrell 
 
 
Samantha L. Terrell 
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8/7/20 

Alex Thompson 

13877 SE Falcon Ct 

Clackamas, OR 97015 

alexsoccerboy@gmail.com 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

In reference to the Google Plus Profile Litigation Case No. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) I am submitting my 
objection to the settlement as the benefit to consumers such as myself is wholly inadequate for the 
harm caused.  I still have not been provided information on what of my information may have been 
leaked, to whom, and when this transpired. According to the Consolidated Claim Document, potential 
information disclosed would have included Name, Age, Phone Number, e-mail address, and potentially 
others. My e-mail address in the heading has been my primary e-mail address since the Gmail beta, and 
I also created my Google+ account with it. I’m terrified at the lack of notification and pitiful sum offered 
to consumers harmed by Google’s abuse of trust with my data privacy. 

Twelve US dollars for gross incompetence with the security of entrusted data is unconscionably low for a 
company worth $1.02T. and I object to such a low settlement benefit for the harmed consumers. 

 

Alex Thompson 
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 The per-class member settlement amount, which would be at most only 
$12 per class member and likely less, is inadequate compensation for the injury 
each class member experienced—that is, having his or her private information 
exposed to third parties without consent due to the defendant’s negligence.  
While the impact of this sort of immaterial harm is obviously difficult to 
quantify, it unquestionably exceeds the paltry sum offered in the settlement.  
This is especially true given the substantial attorneys’ fee award provided in 
the settlement, which is at least one-hundred-fifty-six-thousand-two-hundred-
fifty times greater than the payment any individual claimant will receive.  The 
court should reject the settlement allocation and require that the fund be 
divided in a more equitable manner that better reflects the harm endured by 
the class members. 
 
 It is also notable that the procedures adopted for claimants to object to 
the settlement are unduly burdensome.  The settlement website allows only 
objections that are saved as .pdf or other graphical file formats to be submitted.  
It does not permit the submission of .doc, .docx, .txt, .rtf, or any of the other 
common types of word processing or text files.  There is also no provision for 
the submission of objections via email or through an .html text submission 
form.  This is transparently an attempt to minimize the number of objections 
that will be submitted, as many users will not possess the technical skill to 
convert their objections into the required file formats so that they can be 
uploaded.  The court should extend the window for objecting to the settlement 
and require that the settlement administrator provide a more accessible 
method of submitting objections. 
 
Spencer McCandless 
225-229-4808 
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STATEMENT OF OBJECTIONS

Google Plus Data Litigation
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220
Philadelphia, PA, 19102

Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/

-------------------------------------------------------------- x 
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation :    Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD

:

---------------------------------------------------------------x 
Statement of Objections 

I am a member of the Settlement Class in the case called In re Google Plus Profile Litigation. I 
am a class member because during the period between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had 
a Google Plus profile that was not only affected by Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
user data, but like many others was forced into creating the account on Google Plus by Google in 
order to open up an account on a different Google property, Youtube. It is with this that I hereby 
submit this objection for the entire class.

I object to the settlement in this lawsuit. My reasons for objecting are: 

1. The proposed settlement does not address Google’s forced integration of Google Plus. 
The proposed settlement actually validates that practice, enabling Google to continue to 
deny any wrongdoing or liability whatsoever to the consumer with no choice in the 
account creation of Google Plus, while simultaneously looking to strengthen and advance 
Google’s position over it’s market.

2. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate.
1. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the severity 

of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of private user data without 
consent is extremely damaging.

2. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. Payments up to $12.00 are 
insignificant compensation to the average person and do not provide adequate 
relief appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of 
Google to protect consumer data. 

3. The punitive and deterrent effects of the settlement are inconsequential. The 
settlement fund of $7.5 million is an inconsequential and unsubstantial amount 
based on the reach and market value of Google. For a company so significant in 
the collection of user data, the cost of losing that data due to “software bugs” is 
not sufficiently represented and displays unfairness on the side of Google.

3. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The settlement fund 
shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and costs 
and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.” While compensation to Claimants who bore 
the injury as a result of Google’s negligent actions is capped at $12.00, adding to the 
offense when considering the inconsequential and inadequate nature of the settlement as 
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proposed. Based on the outcome of the settlement, I do not believe the lawyers who 
negotiated it represented our best interests. 

My personal information is: 

Name [first, middle, last]:   Andrew David Baker
Address: 	 	 1045 Mohr Ln, Apt A, Concord CA 94518
Phone No.: 	 	 (315) 720-7970
Email:	 	 	 andrewdbaker37@gmail.com

If executed within the United States, its territories, possessions, or commonwealths: “I declare 
(or certify, verify, or state) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
Executed on 8/07/2020

”  

.
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STATEMENT OF OBJECTIONS

Google Plus Data Litigation
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220
Philadelphia, PA, 19102

Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/

-------------------------------------------------------------- x 
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation :    Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD

:

---------------------------------------------------------------x 
Statement of Objections 

I am a member of the Settlement Class in the case called In re Google Plus Profile Litigation. I 
am a class member because during the period between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had 
a Google Plus profile that was not only affected by Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
user data, but like many others was forced into creating the account on Google Plus by Google in 
order to open up an account on a different Google property, Youtube. It is with this that I hereby 
submit this objection for the entire class.

I object to the settlement in this lawsuit. My reasons for objecting are: 

1. The proposed settlement does not address Google’s forced integration of Google Plus. 
The proposed settlement actually validates that practice, enabling Google to continue to 
deny any wrongdoing or liability whatsoever to the consumer with no choice in the 
account creation of Google Plus, while simultaneously looking to strengthen and advance 
Google’s position over it’s market.

2. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate.
1. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the severity 

of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of private user data without 
consent is extremely damaging.

2. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. Payments up to $12.00 are 
insignificant compensation to the average person and do not provide adequate 
relief appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of 
Google to protect consumer data. 

3. The punitive and deterrent effects of the settlement are inconsequential. The 
settlement fund of $7.5 million is an inconsequential and unsubstantial amount 
based on the reach and market value of Google. For a company so significant in 
the collection of user data, the cost of losing that data due to “software bugs” is 
not sufficiently represented and displays unfairness on the side of Google.

3. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The settlement fund 
shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and costs 
and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.” While compensation to Claimants who bore 
the injury as a result of Google’s negligent actions is capped at $12.00, adding to the 
offense when considering the inconsequential and inadequate nature of the settlement as 
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proposed. Based on the outcome of the settlement, I do not believe the lawyers who 
negotiated it represented our best interests. 

My personal information is: 

Name [first, middle, last]:   Andrew David Baker
Address: 	 	 1045 Mohr Ln, Apt A, Concord CA 94518
Phone No.: 	 	 (315) 720-7970

If executed within the United States, its territories, possessions, or commonwealths: “I declare 
(or certify, verify, or state) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 
Executed on 8/07/2020

”  

.
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Objection: GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
I am objecting to the whole idea.  I have no idea how I was supposedly harmed by this action or 
behavior by Google or Google employees.  As I have felt no harm I strongly object to someone 
claiming that I was harmed and demanding payment on my behalf. 
 
Our world is mired in this sort of feigned outrage.  Save it for real harm; I’m sure you could find 
some if you look hard enough.  Perhaps frivolous lawsuits are a place to start. 
 
Dave Basener 
609 N Wheaton Ave 
Wheaton IL 60187 
 
dave@basener.org 
dbasener@gmail.com 
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CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

 

OBJECTION TO SETTLEMENT 

 I have submitted a claim upon the settlement proceeds.  I object to the provision in the 
settlement that limits members of the class to payments not to exceed $12 per claimant.  I presume 
it is unknown at this time how many class members will have filed claims.  It seems to me that 
when that figure is known the class members’ proceeds of the settlement should be divided equally 
among all class members who have filed timely, valid claims.  It is possible that that amount could 
exceed $12 per claim, possibly even by a substantial amount.  I believe the settlement order should 
be amended to provide for the possibility of such larger payments in the event that settlement 
amount apportioned to class members divided by the number of valid claims submitted would 
exceed $12 per claim. 

George Wynns 
124 Brewster Street 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
georgewynns@gmail.com 
(415) 
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Objection To
GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

August 7, 2020

By:
Brent Allsop
brent.allsop@gmail.com
cell: 801~330~2665
2204 E 10000 S
Sandy Utah. USA 84092

I had a consumer G09gle+ account durring January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019.
I

, .,"
, ,~ I..•.. ,. .... ,., ..

•~ •• • . I

I disapprove of the current extreme privacy demanded by people taking actionslike tlils. 10 me this'
type of behavior is anti-social and is evidence that people have no concern for anyone else's desire or
selfishly only care of their own desires. I cannot condone this kind of behavior because to me this is fear
mongering. I prefer to give people the benefit of the doubt. Whenever I have a chance, I give Google
full access to everything about me. And due to this, my life is hundreds of times better for all the great
things google does for me with this data. I am not aware of any negative effect of this.

Similarly, whenever I fill out a detested HIPPA form, giving authorized access to my personal health
information only to people who I grant access to my personal data, I always specify who has access with
something like:

Anyone, for any reason, forever.

This is because I care for what other's want, before I care for my own selfish desires. Before all the
immoral HIPPA laws, great scientific research was done, resulting in significantly increased progress
towards cures, and other benefits. Now much of that has been destroyed because of this kind of anti-
social, fear mongering, selfish behaviors.
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So, not only did I not sustain any damages or injuries, had Google done anything different, as this class is
demanding, this would have violated my desire and right to be unselfish.

My understanding is that if I withdraw my claim to this class action my rightful portion will likely just be
distributed to other members of the 'class' or others involved in this action. So, Instead, I request that
my portion of the "class action" be, instead, returned to Google.

Disclaimer: I own 100 GOOGL Class A shares of Alphabet Inc.

Singed

Brent Allsop
Aug 7,2020

Stateof Utah§
Countyotf .)s&.W~~~
Onthis
beforeme, '" nQtaryP.bile,
personallyappeared·' II. £J
proved on the basis of. sati~fa~tory evidence to be the
person(s) whose name(s) is (are} subscribed to this
instrume I and aClgJoWledgedhe (sheithey) executed the
same. tn y handa 0 i lal Se,af.,I

''', •• }oJ.otaryPublic
'.

/

;(f) " .VOLT.i . MatItY ""* State of utah
•

' My ComrniSllOn expires on:
June" 2024.... . : 7 37
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Objection To
GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION
CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

August 7, 2020

By:
Brent Allsop
brent.allsop@gmail.com
cell: 801~330~2665
2204 E 10000 S
Sandy Utah. USA 84092

I had a consumer G09gle+ account durring January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019.
I

, .,"
, ,~ I..•.. ,. .... ,., ..

•~ •• • . I

I disapprove of the current extreme privacy demanded by people taking actionslike tlils. 10 me this'
type of behavior is anti-social and is evidence that people have no concern for anyone else's desire or
selfishly only care of their own desires. I cannot condone this kind of behavior because to me this is fear
mongering. I prefer to give people the benefit of the doubt. Whenever I have a chance, I give Google
full access to everything about me. And due to this, my life is hundreds of times better for all the great
things google does for me with this data. I am not aware of any negative effect of this.

Similarly, whenever I fill out a detested HIPPA form, giving authorized access to my personal health
information only to people who I grant access to my personal data, I always specify who has access with
something like:

Anyone, for any reason, forever.

This is because I care for what other's want, before I care for my own selfish desires. Before all the
immoral HIPPA laws, great scientific research was done, resulting in significantly increased progress
towards cures, and other benefits. Now much of that has been destroyed because of this kind of anti-
social, fear mongering, selfish behaviors.
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So, not only did I not sustain any damages or injuries, had Google done anything different, as this class is
demanding, this would have violated my desire and right to be unselfish.

My understanding is that if I withdraw my claim to this class action my rightful portion will likely just be
distributed to other members of the 'class' or others involved in this action. So, Instead, I request that
my portion of the "class action" be, instead, returned to Google.

Disclaimer: I own 100 GOOGL Class A shares of Alphabet Inc.

Singed

Brent Allsop
Aug 7,2020

Stateof Utah§
Countyotf .)s&.W~~~
Onthis
beforeme, '" nQtaryP.bile,
personallyappeared·' II. £J
proved on the basis of. sati~fa~tory evidence to be the
person(s) whose name(s) is (are} subscribed to this
instrume I and aClgJoWledgedhe (sheithey) executed the
same. tn y handa 0 i lal Se,af.,I

''', •• }oJ.otaryPublic
'.

/

;(f) " .VOLT.i . MatItY ""* State of utah
•

' My ComrniSllOn expires on:
June" 2024.... . : 7 37
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Christopher Cox 
08/07/2020 
 
 
I believe that $12 is not nearly enough compensation for leaking my private and personal 
information potentially causing me financial hardship and causing current mental emotional 
stress over the leaking of my information to persons I had never given permission to and 
therefore am objecting to the current rate of compensation and requesting more. 
 
Regards,  
 
Christopher Cox 
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Law offices of 
JAMES B. GOTTSTEIN 

406 G STREET, SUITE 206 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

(907) 274-7686 
TELECOPIER (907) 274-9493 

 
August 7, 2020 

 
 
Settlement Administrtor 
Google+ Class Action 
 
 Re:  Objection to Settlement: Google Plus Profile 

Litigation; CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD), 
USDC Northern District of California 

 
Dear Settlement Administrator: 
 

I received e-mail notice on Wednesday August 5, 2020 of the pending settlement in the 
above referenced class-action.  I object to the settlement.  Frankly, I find class member recovery 
of "up to $12.00" absurd.  It is obviously of no significance to any class member.  I wonder how 
many class members are even going to bother submitting claims.  Therefore, please provide me 
the total number of claims filed after that has been determined. 

If the total judgment against Google was sufficient to deter future misbehavior, then that 
might justify no meaningful recovery to class members.  However, a total judgment of $7.5 
million is barely even decimal dust when compared to Google's more than $150 Billion in annual 
revenue.  The only people benefitting are the plaintiff's lawyer's who are to receive up to $1.875 
million.    

I don't think the court should countenance a settlement with no meaningful benefit other 
than to plaintiff's counsel.  Therefore, I object. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
James B. Gottstein 
james.b.gottstein@gottsteinlaw.com 
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8/7/2020 
 
Tori M Vasquez 
3466 Willowrun Dr #C 
Austin, TX 78704 
512-839-5558 
torimv@gmail.com 

Google Plus Data Litigation 
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 
Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/ 
 
Notice of Objection to Settlement  
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, a Settlement Class Member, am writing to provide formal written notice of Objection to the 
Settlement in this case, which received preliminary approval on June 10, 2020. I am submitting 
this Objection with the understanding that the Class Counsel will present it to the Court. 
 
During the period of time between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had a Google Plus profile 
and believe to have suffered damage as a result of Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
information with respect to the exposure of non-public Profile Information as a result of the 
software bugs Google announced on October 8, 2018 and December 10, 2018. I submit this 
Objection with the belief that it applies to the entire Class.  
 
The grounds for Objection are as follows: 

1. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate. 
a. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the 

severity of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of one’s private 
information without consent is inherently seriously damaging. Furthermore, it 
can and does lead to identity theft, targeting for spam and scams, the theft of 
private information, and other vulnerabilities to individuals with nefarious or 
malicious intent.  

b. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. The Settlement, as 
proposed, specifies relief “on a pro rata basis up to an initial maximum 
distribution of US$5.00 per Claimant … If sufficient funds remain … the 
allocation shall be recalculated on a pro rata basis up to a maximum distribution 
of up to US$12.00 per Claimant. For clarity, the maximum Settlement Payment to 
be made to any single Claimant shall not exceed US$12.00.” Payments up to 
$12.00 are insignificant to the average person and do not provide adequate relief 

1 
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Notice of Objection to Settlement in re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 
· · · 

appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of Google 
to protect consumers’ and Claimants’ data. 

c. The punitive and deterrent effects of the Settlement are inconsequential. 
Google’s controlling company, Alphabet Inc., is valued by market capitalization 
at nearly one trillion dollars (approximately $999,820,000,000.00 as of this 
writing). The Fund established by the Settlement is $7.5 million, or a mere 
0.00075% of Alphabet’s market capitalization. This Settlement’s punitive effect, 
therefore, is near zero, similar to the monetary relief provided to each Claimant. 
The deterrent effect of the Settlement is also near zero, which is a major failure of 
the Settlement. Google’s ongoing business activities and growing technological 
infrastructure means it controls, stores, and manages an unimaginably vast trove 
of private data. Over 1.8 billion people worldwide have Google accounts, which 
means that Google has access to the private data of over 20% of the global 
population. When considered in the scope of Google’s wealth and access to 
private data, this Settlement is woefully inadequate and unfairly privileges 
Google. 

2. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The Settlement 
Fund shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and 
costs and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.”  While monetary relief to Claimants who 
actually bore the injury as a result of Google’s actions is capped at a measly $12.00, the 
attorneys’ compensation is capped at $1,875,000.00 plus compensation for costs and 
expenses for a total of over two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). The compensation to 
attorneys is incomprehensibly disproportionate to the monetary relief to each Class 
Member, which is of even greater offense when considering the inconsequential effects 
and inadequate nature of the Settlement, as explained above. 

 
I ask, with humility and appreciation for your work in the provision of Justice, that the Court 
decline the terms of the Settlement and require the parties to propose a Settlement which 
provides fair, reasonable, and adequate monetary relief for injuries to the Class. I ask that the 
Court only approve a Settlement which establishes punitive and deterrent effects for future 
negligence in the handling of sensitive data. I ask that the Court ensure that the Class 
Counsel are paid proportionately to the monetary relief offered to Class Members.  
Thank you.  
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Notice of Objection to Settlement in re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 
· · · 

Accompanying Declaration Submitted under Penalty of Perjury: 
 
 
Under penalty of perjury, I declare that I have examined the statement of facts presented in this 
Objection and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it is true, correct, and complete. 

Date: 8/7/2020 

 
Signed, 
 

 
Tori Malani 
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8/7/2020 
 
Tori M Vasquez 
3466 Willowrun Dr #C 
Austin, TX 78704 
512-839-5558 
torimv@gmail.com 

Google Plus Data Litigation 
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 
Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/ 
 
Notice of Objection to Settlement  
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, a Settlement Class Member, am writing to provide formal written notice of Objection to the 
Settlement in this case, which received preliminary approval on June 10, 2020. I am submitting 
this Objection with the understanding that the Class Counsel will present it to the Court. 
 
During the period of time between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had a Google Plus profile 
and believe to have suffered damage as a result of Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
information with respect to the exposure of non-public Profile Information as a result of the 
software bugs Google announced on October 8, 2018 and December 10, 2018. I submit this 
Objection with the belief that it applies to the entire Class.  
 
The grounds for Objection are as follows: 

1. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate. 
a. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the 

severity of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of one’s private 
information without consent is inherently seriously damaging. Furthermore, it 
can and does lead to identity theft, targeting for spam and scams, the theft of 
private information, and other vulnerabilities to individuals with nefarious or 
malicious intent.  

b. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. The Settlement, as 
proposed, specifies relief “on a pro rata basis up to an initial maximum 
distribution of US$5.00 per Claimant … If sufficient funds remain … the 
allocation shall be recalculated on a pro rata basis up to a maximum distribution 
of up to US$12.00 per Claimant. For clarity, the maximum Settlement Payment to 
be made to any single Claimant shall not exceed US$12.00.” Payments up to 
$12.00 are insignificant to the average person and do not provide adequate relief 
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appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of Google 
to protect consumers’ and Claimants’ data. 

c. The punitive and deterrent effects of the Settlement are inconsequential. 
Google’s controlling company, Alphabet Inc., is valued by market capitalization 
at nearly one trillion dollars (approximately $999,820,000,000.00 as of this 
writing). The Fund established by the Settlement is $7.5 million, or a mere 
0.00075% of Alphabet’s market capitalization. This Settlement’s punitive effect, 
therefore, is near zero, similar to the monetary relief provided to each Claimant. 
The deterrent effect of the Settlement is also near zero, which is a major failure of 
the Settlement. Google’s ongoing business activities and growing technological 
infrastructure means it controls, stores, and manages an unimaginably vast trove 
of private data. Over 1.8 billion people worldwide have Google accounts, which 
means that Google has access to the private data of over 20% of the global 
population. When considered in the scope of Google’s wealth and access to 
private data, this Settlement is woefully inadequate and unfairly privileges 
Google. 

2. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The Settlement 
Fund shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and 
costs and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.”  While monetary relief to Claimants who 
actually bore the injury as a result of Google’s actions is capped at a measly $12.00, the 
attorneys’ compensation is capped at $1,875,000.00 plus compensation for costs and 
expenses for a total of over two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). The compensation to 
attorneys is incomprehensibly disproportionate to the monetary relief to each Class 
Member, which is of even greater offense when considering the inconsequential effects 
and inadequate nature of the Settlement, as explained above. 

 
I ask, with humility and appreciation for your work in the provision of Justice, that the Court 
decline the terms of the Settlement and require the parties to propose a Settlement which 
provides fair, reasonable, and adequate monetary relief for injuries to the Class. I ask that the 
Court only approve a Settlement which establishes punitive and deterrent effects for future 
negligence in the handling of sensitive data. I ask that the Court ensure that the Class 
Counsel are paid proportionately to the monetary relief offered to Class Members.  
Thank you.  
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Accompanying Declaration Submitted under Penalty of Perjury: 
 
 
Under penalty of perjury, I declare that I have examined the statement of facts presented in this 
Objection and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it is true, correct, and complete. 

Date: 8/7/2020 

 
Signed, 
 

 
Tori Malani 
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8/7/2020 
 
Tori M Vasquez 
3466 Willowrun Dr #C 
Austin, TX 78704 
512-839-5558 
torimv@gmail.com 

Google Plus Data Litigation 
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 
Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/ 
 
Notice of Objection to Settlement  
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, a Settlement Class Member, am writing to provide formal written notice of Objection to the 
Settlement in this case, which received preliminary approval on June 10, 2020. I am submitting 
this Objection with the understanding that the Class Counsel will present it to the Court. 
 
During the period of time between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had a Google Plus profile 
and believe to have suffered damage as a result of Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
information with respect to the exposure of non-public Profile Information as a result of the 
software bugs Google announced on October 8, 2018 and December 10, 2018. I submit this 
Objection with the belief that it applies to the entire Class.  
 
The grounds for Objection are as follows: 

1. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate. 
a. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the 

severity of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of one’s private 
information without consent is inherently seriously damaging. Furthermore, it 
can and does lead to identity theft, targeting for spam and scams, the theft of 
private information, and other vulnerabilities to individuals with nefarious or 
malicious intent.  

b. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. The Settlement, as 
proposed, specifies relief “on a pro rata basis up to an initial maximum 
distribution of US$5.00 per Claimant … If sufficient funds remain … the 
allocation shall be recalculated on a pro rata basis up to a maximum distribution 
of up to US$12.00 per Claimant. For clarity, the maximum Settlement Payment to 
be made to any single Claimant shall not exceed US$12.00.” Payments up to 
$12.00 are insignificant to the average person and do not provide adequate relief 
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appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of Google 
to protect consumers’ and Claimants’ data. 

c. The punitive and deterrent effects of the Settlement are inconsequential. 
Google’s controlling company, Alphabet Inc., is valued by market capitalization 
at nearly one trillion dollars (approximately $999,820,000,000.00 as of this 
writing). The Fund established by the Settlement is $7.5 million, or a mere 
0.00075% of Alphabet’s market capitalization. This Settlement’s punitive effect, 
therefore, is near zero, similar to the monetary relief provided to each Claimant. 
The deterrent effect of the Settlement is also near zero, which is a major failure of 
the Settlement. Google’s ongoing business activities and growing technological 
infrastructure means it controls, stores, and manages an unimaginably vast trove 
of private data. Over 1.8 billion people worldwide have Google accounts, which 
means that Google has access to the private data of over 20% of the global 
population. When considered in the scope of Google’s wealth and access to 
private data, this Settlement is woefully inadequate and unfairly privileges 
Google. 

2. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The Settlement 
Fund shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and 
costs and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.”  While monetary relief to Claimants who 
actually bore the injury as a result of Google’s actions is capped at a measly $12.00, the 
attorneys’ compensation is capped at $1,875,000.00 plus compensation for costs and 
expenses for a total of over two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). The compensation to 
attorneys is incomprehensibly disproportionate to the monetary relief to each Class 
Member, which is of even greater offense when considering the inconsequential effects 
and inadequate nature of the Settlement, as explained above. 

 
I ask, with humility and appreciation for your work in the provision of Justice, that the Court 
decline the terms of the Settlement and require the parties to propose a Settlement which 
provides fair, reasonable, and adequate monetary relief for injuries to the Class. I ask that the 
Court only approve a Settlement which establishes punitive and deterrent effects for future 
negligence in the handling of sensitive data. I ask that the Court ensure that the Class 
Counsel are paid proportionately to the monetary relief offered to Class Members.  
Thank you.  
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Accompanying Declaration Submitted under Penalty of Perjury: 
 
 
Under penalty of perjury, I declare that I have examined the statement of facts presented in this 
Objection and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it is true, correct, and complete. 

Date: 8/7/2020 

 
Signed, 
 

 
Tori Malani 
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Tori M Vasquez 
3466 Willowrun Dr #C 
Austin, TX 78704 
512-839-5558 
torimv@gmail.com 

Google Plus Data Litigation 
Attn: Settlement Objections 
P.O. Box 58220 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
 
Submitted Electronically via https://www.googleplusdatalitigation.com/ 
 
Notice of Objection to Settlement  
In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I, a Settlement Class Member, am writing to provide formal written notice of Objection to the 
Settlement in this case, which received preliminary approval on June 10, 2020. I am submitting 
this Objection with the understanding that the Class Counsel will present it to the Court. 
 
During the period of time between January 1, 2015 and April 2, 2019, I had a Google Plus profile 
and believe to have suffered damage as a result of Google’s negligent failure to protect private 
information with respect to the exposure of non-public Profile Information as a result of the 
software bugs Google announced on October 8, 2018 and December 10, 2018. I submit this 
Objection with the belief that it applies to the entire Class.  
 
The grounds for Objection are as follows: 

1. The Settlement is not fair, reasonable, or adequate. 
a. The Settlement neither recognizes nor provides relief appropriate to the 

severity of the injury. The unlawful and negligent exposure of one’s private 
information without consent is inherently seriously damaging. Furthermore, it 
can and does lead to identity theft, targeting for spam and scams, the theft of 
private information, and other vulnerabilities to individuals with nefarious or 
malicious intent.  

b. The monetary relief is inadequate and insignificant. The Settlement, as 
proposed, specifies relief “on a pro rata basis up to an initial maximum 
distribution of US$5.00 per Claimant … If sufficient funds remain … the 
allocation shall be recalculated on a pro rata basis up to a maximum distribution 
of up to US$12.00 per Claimant. For clarity, the maximum Settlement Payment to 
be made to any single Claimant shall not exceed US$12.00.” Payments up to 
$12.00 are insignificant to the average person and do not provide adequate relief 
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appropriate to the severity of the injury caused by the negligent failure of Google 
to protect consumers’ and Claimants’ data. 

c. The punitive and deterrent effects of the Settlement are inconsequential. 
Google’s controlling company, Alphabet Inc., is valued by market capitalization 
at nearly one trillion dollars (approximately $999,820,000,000.00 as of this 
writing). The Fund established by the Settlement is $7.5 million, or a mere 
0.00075% of Alphabet’s market capitalization. This Settlement’s punitive effect, 
therefore, is near zero, similar to the monetary relief provided to each Claimant. 
The deterrent effect of the Settlement is also near zero, which is a major failure of 
the Settlement. Google’s ongoing business activities and growing technological 
infrastructure means it controls, stores, and manages an unimaginably vast trove 
of private data. Over 1.8 billion people worldwide have Google accounts, which 
means that Google has access to the private data of over 20% of the global 
population. When considered in the scope of Google’s wealth and access to 
private data, this Settlement is woefully inadequate and unfairly privileges 
Google. 

2. The compensation to the Class Counsel is disproportionately great. The Settlement 
Fund shall be used to pay “attorneys’ fees not to exceed 25% of the Settlement Fund and 
costs and expenses not to exceed $200,000.00.”  While monetary relief to Claimants who 
actually bore the injury as a result of Google’s actions is capped at a measly $12.00, the 
attorneys’ compensation is capped at $1,875,000.00 plus compensation for costs and 
expenses for a total of over two million dollars ($2,000,000.00). The compensation to 
attorneys is incomprehensibly disproportionate to the monetary relief to each Class 
Member, which is of even greater offense when considering the inconsequential effects 
and inadequate nature of the Settlement, as explained above. 

 
I ask, with humility and appreciation for your work in the provision of Justice, that the Court 
decline the terms of the Settlement and require the parties to propose a Settlement which 
provides fair, reasonable, and adequate monetary relief for injuries to the Class. I ask that the 
Court only approve a Settlement which establishes punitive and deterrent effects for future 
negligence in the handling of sensitive data. I ask that the Court ensure that the Class 
Counsel are paid proportionately to the monetary relief offered to Class Members.  
Thank you.  
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Accompanying Declaration Submitted under Penalty of Perjury: 
 
 
Under penalty of perjury, I declare that I have examined the statement of facts presented in this 
Objection and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it is true, correct, and complete. 

Date: 8/7/2020 

 
Signed, 
 

 
Tori Malani 
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To The Court/Judge, 

 

 I object because I believe attorney fees are to high.  They’re making more money than the 
people.  I believe that a fair wage for the attorneys should be thirty dollars per hour they worked on the 
case.  The people should receive the bulk of the money, not the attorneys.  We, the people, need to put 
a stop to these “legal thieves”!  Notice how “.doc” files are not allowed to be submitted because they 
are the easiest to type and save.  What attorney’s charge should be against the law. 

 

Antonio Galvan 

tonygalvan@yahoo.com 
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TO: Google Plus Profile Litigation , Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 
 
 
Sworn Statement of Tyler Michael Pantuso 
 
8/7/2020 
 
I, Tyler Michael Pantuso, do hereby swear or affirm as follows: 
 

1. The following statement embodies the individual experience of the average consumer of 
Google products. It most likely applies to you, whoever you may be. 

2. I have used Google products my whole life, receiving only benefits with no demand of 
payment from Google. 

3. I wish for this benefit to continue. 
4. This benefit can only continue if true justice prevails. Unnecessary settlements are 

ultimately paid by the consumer. 
5. I, as a consumer of Google products, have done nothing wrong, nor has anything wrong 

been done to me, so don’t allow the justice system to change my life experience just to 
give a handout to those who complain. 

6. The plaintiff attorneys should be paid solely by those who contracted their services. In 
this case, the plaintiff attorneys have not added any benefit to society in the pursuit of 
their case against Google in Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD, so society is not in their debt. 

7. Call me on my expensive phone service, or, preferably, email me on my free-of-charge, 
Google email for any questions or concerns regarding the Google services’ effects on 
my wellbeing. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Tyler Michael Pantuso 
2606 Big Leaf Dr. 
Killeen, TX 76549 
tylerpantuso@gmail.com 
303-803-4025 
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The claim is a scam to get money 

The lawsuit has no true damage caused by Google business. 

 

If Costumer's information were breached it could source from their own browse behavior on the internet and social media. Or they 
could have been targeted by their own Impersonal hackers. 

Google is not held responsible for what Costumers post on social media. If Costumers post documents that they later regret Google is 
not held responsible or owe any money. 
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To whom it may concern, 
 
I am objecting to this settlement amount from the Google hearing. With their bug and violations 
of security for it's users, there were several things that occurred. First off, my personal and 
private information was compromised and used it nefarious ways to which I lost a total of 
2,726.00 from a scammer who had access to my social security number. This is a blatant 
violation on Google's part and needs to be addressed and reimbursement needs to be given. 
This has been reported to a Federal agency and the responsibility is on Google. 
 
Hilary A. Black 
1909 e Hamilton dr 
Muncie, IN 47303 
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GOOGLE PLUS PROFILE LITIGATION 

CASE NO. 5:18-CV-06164-EJD (VKD) 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

OBJECTION ABOUT THE SETTLEMENT: 

In my opinion, the offered settlement of $12.00 is not enough to cover the potential damages caused by 
unauthorized access to my private data. 

Most identity monitoring services cost more than that per month. 

 

 

Hugo E. Aponte 
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August 10, 2020 

In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD 

Christopher D. Stover 
234 Suydam Ave, Apt 516 
Jersey City, NJ 07304 

I object to the Class Counsel’s compensation on behalf of the entire Class. I don’t know how much time 
and effort Counsel put toward this case, but the court should consider awarding far less than “25% of 
the Settlement Fund, and costs and expenses they incurred not to exceed $200,000.00”1. Counsel could 
receive as much as $2,075,000, while each Class Member may receive a maximum of $12.00, or 
0.0000057% of Counsel compensation. This supports the claim made by a Forbes article that “abysmal 
amounts of money flow to the consumers who were the supposed reason for the lawsuit in the first 
place.”2 A letter written “on behalf of the U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform (“ILR”)” states there is 
an “increasing tendency of consumer class action settlements to enrich plaintiffs’ lawyers as opposed to 
those supposedly aggrieved by a defendant’s alleged practices” and goes on to say “plaintiffs’ lawyers 
continue to use consumer class action settlements as a vehicle for securing excessive fees without 
delivering any meaningful benefits to class members.”3 ILR is correct in this case as it appears the only 
winning party in this Class Action settlement is the Counsel while Class Members who make a claim 
receive de minimis compensation. 

I also object on behalf of the entire Class to “cy pres distribution of any residual funds.”1 It’s unclear who 
the Cy Pres Recipients and the “neutral third party” would be. Cy pres can also be abused “to justify 
exorbitant attorneys’ fees”3. Furthermore, “the practice is troubling because it raises serious questions 
about the purpose of the class action device. Most fundamentally, and as one court put it, “[t]here is no 
indirect benefit to the class from the defendant’s giving the money to someone else.””3 Therefore, it 
would be better to distribute all of the funds to Class Members. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of the California that the information I 
have provided herein is true and correct. 

 

     

     Christopher D. Stover 

 
1 ("Notice of Class Action Settlement re Google Plus – Your Rights May Be Affected" email, 2020) 
2 Fisher, D. (2013, Dec 11). Study Shows Consumer Class-Action Lawyers Earn Millions, Clients Little. Retrieved from 
Forbes: https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielfisher/2013/12/11/with-consumer-class-actions-lawyers-are-mostly-
paid-to-do-nothing/ 
3 Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom LLP. (2019, Nov 22). RE: Class Action Notices, Project No. P024210. 
Washington, D.C. Retrieved from U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform: 
https://www.instituteforlegalreform.com/uploads/sites/1/Letter_to_FTC__Comments_on_Class_Action_Abuse__J
._Beisner_Skadden_11_22.pdf 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 233 of 237



 
 
 
 
 

ID No. 169 
 

Case 5:18-cv-06164-EJD   Document 98-1   Filed 11/05/20   Page 234 of 237



8/10/20 
 
RE: Google+ Profile Litigation 
 
I usually don’t write these types of letters, but I am just disgusted with this sort of litigation. I am 
apparently a wronged party. I have been sent an email that took me about 30 minutes to read 
and decipher. What I found out is that some attorneys are acting on my behalf and on the behalf 
of many other people. They have proven that Google has done something wrong and a judge 
has ruled in my favor (and the favor of many other people). The end result of which is that I may 
receive somewhere between $5-$12 dollars for my victimization and the attorneys will receive 
$1,875,000 in compensation and up to an additional $200,000 toward expenses. So about 
$2.1M to the attorneys and $5-12 for me and many other people. 
 
Honestly, what is the point? Is it to punish Google? The penalty is a drop in the bucket for them. 
It appears the biggest reason to conduct this lawsuit is for the benefit of the attorneys. Is this 
considered a consumer win? 
 
If I were to calculate the value of my time, I am already in negative territory simply by  taking the 
time to read the email.  
 
You may send my share of the payment to charity where it may at least be put to some good 
use. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Karen Manuel 
karen1000m@gmail.com 
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In re Google Plus Profile Litigation, Case No. 5:18-cv-06164-EJD  
 
Stefan Poltorzycki  
60 Henshaw St., Brighton, MA 02135  
781859-8250  
sapfr4@gmail.com  
 
$5 for my data is a load of baloney. 
 
I got a free 4-pack of Red Bull years ago and that was even worth more than $5.  
 
$7.5 million is a ridiculous settlement size.  
 
I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that everything above is true, especially the load 
of baloney part. 
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