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THE CASE AGAINST GOOGLE 23 

24 

25 

Google Inc., which monopolizes the search-engine business, has caused grievous 26 

harm to CoastNews.com, an arts, entertainment, cultural, and travel web site that 27 

also includes the San Francisco Restaurant and Dining Guide. Moreover, Google 28 

has knowingly done so in the ways described below. 29 

30 

Violation 1: Antitrust Law, Both at Smaller Business and Consumer Levels 31 

32 

Unfair to Smaller Business 33 

34 

First, Google returns biased search results that favor its own paid advertisers and 35 

Google-owned companies. The FTC confirmed this in a January 2013 ruling. The 36 

EU has recently confirmed this as well, and the UK is now taking up the issue. 37 

While this may not financially impact each and every website, it does impact 38 

most; and it definitely impacts a website like CoastNews.com, which includes a 39 

restaurant guide among other sections. When you search on Google, Bing, and 40 

Yahoo, please see the results of a search for these keywords: "San Francisco 41 

restaurant guide North Beach". Google does not show CoastNews.com at all; Bing 42 

shows CoastNews.com as #1 out of some 32 million (the top position), and Yahoo 43 

shows CoastNews.com as #1 as well. (This can of course vary a bit from day to 44 

day.) Try the same search with "Chinatown" or "Nob Hill" substituted for "North 45 

Beach". The results are much the same. Bing and Yahoo give CoastNews.com top 46 

ratings; CoastNews.com does not appear on Google. 47 

48 
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The above makes it impossible for CoastNews.com to compete against Google 49 

properties and advertisers, as Google absolutely dominates the search business. 50 

Thus it constitutes an unfair business practice. No matter how good 51 

CoastNews.com is, Google, by virtue of its monopoly status and biased search 52 

results, makes CoastNews.com invisible to potential customers. As a 53 

"disappeared" website, no fair chance exists for CoastNews.com to compete 54 

against Google's advertisers and properties. 55 

56 

Harm to Consumer 57 

58 

But the situation is even worse than it looks. Google provides search results that 59 

mislead its users. Google does not provide honest results to queries; it provides 60 

results or answers that are paid for directly or indirectly. If Google were not paid, 61 

it would provide other results based on the best possible answers to the search 62 

query, not the most profitable answer to Google. While in the case of a restaurant 63 

search, you could be directed to the worst restaurant in the city; in the case of a 64 

pharmaceutical question, you might be directed to a drug that would kill you.  65 

66 

Think the latter is fanciful? Consider the LA Times story of 22 May 2014 that 67 

states: "Officials from Orange and Santa Clara counties—both hit hard by 68 

overdose deaths, emergency room visits and escalating medical costs associated 69 

with prescription narcotics—contend the drug makers violated California laws 70 

against false advertising, unfair business practices and creating a public nuisance." 71 

72 

Clearly there is something wrong here—something that even a child would 73 

understand. And the evidence is indisputable—it does not take profound 74 

intelligence to grasp—and surely any honest, unbiased court of law should be 75 

able to understand this. Yet Google continues to deny that it provides biased 76 

search results and goes unpunished by the courts. 77 
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78 

Note: Biased search results violate fundamental expectations of fairness and 79 

honesty. It is as if a calculator, asked for the sum of 2 + 2, says the answer is 5. 80 

The user, feeling that something is wrong, might say, "I think there is problem 81 

here." Google's replay would be, "Well, the number 5 paid us to say it; get used to 82 

it." 83 

84 

This is Orwellian and it is perjury for profit. Google should be ashamed but clearly 85 

is not. 86 

87 

But let us take this even further: Suppose you take a string of say 7 to 15 words 88 

(not quotes around the string) from a story by CoastNews.com and Google shows 89 

that they come from a list of its advertisers, while Bing and Yahoo correctly show 90 

them as coming from CoastNews.com. Now suppose you surround the search 91 

words in quotes (which means the words must appear in the exact order listed). 92 

Then Google relents and admits they come from CoastNews.com. Google then 93 

has no choice. (Interesting note: This example proves that Google does in fact 94 

know the true source of the word string.) But given a choice, Google will lie and 95 

say the words come from its paid advertisers or own properties. By the same 96 

token, lines from Shakespeare's Hamlet might be attributed to an ad from Proctor 97 

& Gamble. (At the time of this writing, 15 May 2014, Google has made a change 98 

to avoid this grossly deceptive practice, at least in most cases. In direct quotes, 99 

Shakespeare is now attributed to Shakespeare and CoastNews.com is attributed 100 

to CoastNews.com.) 101 

102 

103 

104 

105 
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AdSense, AdWords 106 

107 

It would be nice to say that the story of Google Search evil ends with the harm to 108 

consumers and smaller business described above, but there is even more evil 109 

lurking in the Google business model. It goes by two names: AdWords and 110 

AdSense. AdWords is the advertising sales part of the Google empire; AdSense is 111 

the advertising publishing part of the empire. Via AdWords, companies or 112 

individuals can purchase advertising on a variety of websties from Google. Via 113 

AdSense, companies or individuals can offer advertising space on their websites, 114 

allowing Google to place ads on those sites via Google code that the publisher 115 

embeds on its pages. But here too we encounter anti-trust violations: AdWords 116 

and AdSense are the only games in town. There are simply no viable alternatives 117 

for buying or selling advertising on the Internet. And Google has made quite sure 118 

of this. Part of the AdWords and AdSense contracts stipulates that buyers and 119 

sellers will do business with no other entity than Google. If a company or business 120 

is detected by the Google "cop" buying advertising space or selling it to anyone or 121 

thing other than Google, that company or individual will be cut off. And 122 

furthermore, they will find, if they didn't know it already, that they have no viable 123 

alternative. The buyer will find their product or service "disappeared," for all 124 

practical purposes, on the Internet. The seller will find that they have no one to 125 

sell their space to. Effectively, it is Internet homicide with the murderer walking 126 

away smug, rich, and free.  127 

128 

129 

Violation 2: Deceptive Business Practice 130 

131 

Second, on 2 May 2013 Google ceased delivering ads to CoastNews.com, which 132 

has been a Google AdSense partner for over eight years. Google falsely charged 133 

CoastNews.com with being a "pornography" web site. Nothing could be further 134 
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from the truth. Please see http://www.coastnews.com. If you are looking for lewd 135 

or lascivious content, you are going to be deeply disappointed on 136 

CoastNews.com.  137 

138 

Google cited an article on a popular nudist colony in the Santa Cruz mountains, 139 

giving us three days to remove the article or the ad code from the page. (The ad 140 

code allows Google to deliver ads to a page.) Reluctantly, we removed the ad 141 

code but were then told that there could be other, though unspecified, problems 142 

on CoastNews.com pages.  143 

144 

This was all disingenuous. Some research reveals what is partly going on here: 145 

Google is trying to "sanitize" all pages on which a Google ad might appear. 146 

Moreover, they are pursuing this goal as a kind of holy war against certain words. 147 

Words such as "health," "pregnancy," "family planning," "childbirth," "sex," or 148 

"escort" could now get the writer/publisher into deep trouble—regardless of 149 

context or meaning. Sentences such as, "She massaged his injured leg at the 150 

clinic" or "The lovely hostess escorted the handsome couple to their table" or "I 151 

did not notice the sex of the snake that bit my hand" could be flagged as 152 

pornographic or "adult" even though they clearly were not. And Google was 153 

telling us to sanitize pages that it has placed ads on for more than five years! As 154 

CoastNews.com contains no pornographic material, this is an unreasonable 155 

demand; and the implication that such words as "sex" or "escort" automatically 156 

imply pornographic or adult content is childish; such false identification simply 157 

reveals the shortcomings of Google software to detect the actual meaning of 158 

sentences. This is a software problem, not a content problem. Such concerns 159 

place an unfair burden upon working writers trying to make a living at their craft 160 

and publishers trying to deliver authentic content, while grossly underestimating 161 

the intelligence of readers. 162 

163 
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Note: Google is the biggest pornography site in the world. Hence, the above is 164 

ironical. Go to images.google.com and try a search on "naked young women" and 165 

you will get the shock of your life. The UK has complained about this but so far 166 

Google chooses to do nothing. One might fairly ask: Why does Google refuse to 167 

remove its pornography web sites? Simply money. They used to run ads on those 168 

sites, but due to complaints about directly profiting from pornography, Google 169 

removed the ads but did not remove the sites themselves. Why? Because if they 170 

removed the sites, then customers might leave the Google Search site for other, 171 

non-Google search engines. That would mean downstream loss of revenue from 172 

other ads. It is entirely analogous to a customer going to Macy's for a pair of 173 

shoes, not finding the shoes he or she wants, then going over to Saks Fifth 174 

Avenue. In many cases the customer will continue to shop at Saks, and not go 175 

back to Macy's. Thus Google avoids a revenue loss by providing its pornography 176 

sites, which one should note include child pornography. (Easy for the court to 177 

prove by going to images.google.com and searching on "naked young women".) 178 

179 

It may also be the case that Google has chosen this course of action—accusing 180 

CoastNews.com of pornography—simply as an excuse to get CoastNews.com out 181 

of its restaurant revenue space, which is now very lucrative. Their morality 182 

argument is actually a rather weak one, given Google's massive pornography 183 

operations. 184 

185 

Note that an email inquiry sent to AdSense support was answered by an 186 

automated responder that said, in Darth Vader fashion, that our account status 187 

was too low to warrant a personal response; it said that we could only file an 188 

automated appeal, which we subsequently did. Note that that email and its 189 

response has been deleted from my gmail account, which constitutes email 190 

tampering and destruction of evidence. Note also that the appeal that was 191 

subsequently filed was denied by Google before being filed. This has been 192 

reported by at least one other AdSense litigant. How open, or let us say unbiased, 193 

is such an appeal process? 194 
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Violation 3: Wanton Destruction of Business Property to Harm Competition 195 

196 

But the damage to CoastNews.com goes even deeper. The result of Google 197 

discontinuing ad delivery to CoastNews.com pages has left gaping holes on those 198 

pages. Where ads once appeared, now there are inexplicable gaps in pages. 199 

Surely Google knew what the result would be but did it anyway, leaving the 200 

CoastNews.com web site severely marred aesthetically in the process. Three-days 201 

notice of a shutdown of ad delivery is nothing other than wanton destruction. If 202 

they do not resume ad delivery—and it appears they have no intention of doing 203 

so—it will take months to weed Google ad code out of CoastNews.com pages and 204 

restore their appearance. CoastNews.com has become the "collateral" damage of 205 

the Google profit model, which recognizes no boundaries of fairness, decency, 206 

morality, or the law. The "do no evil" motto of Google's founders has been 207 

changed to "maximize evil." 208 

209 

210 

Summary 211 

212 

In summary, Google has clearly violated antitrust law, both (1) harming the 213 

consumer by providing false search results that are paid for by advertisers, or by 214 

providing search results totally in favor of their own properties; and (2) making 215 

small business competitors invisible and thus incapable of doing business on the 216 

Internet. Furthermore, Google has engaged in egregiously deceptive business 217 

practice by classifying CoastNews.com a pornography website, which it clearly is 218 

not, when, ironically, Google is the largest pornography site in the world. 219 

Additionally, Google has wantonly destroyed the website of a competitor by 220 

withholding the display of advertising that it has delivered for over eight years. 221 

These charges are clear, obvious, and irrefutable upon the smallest amount of 222 

11



testing; and a heinous violation of business law. Moreover, refusal by the court to 223 

take action simply implies complicity.   224 

225 

Compensation and Punitive Damages 226 

For the above reason, CoastNews.com seeks 2.5 million USD in compensatory 227 

damages for years of lost business and future growth, and 2.5 million USD in 228 

punitive damages for the appalling behavior of Google. 229 

230 

231 

Dr. S. Louis Martin 232 

17 June 2014 233 
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THE CASE FOR CONTINUING THE CASE AGAINST GOOGLE—AND REJECTING ITS 23 

DEMURRER REQUEST 24 

 25 

Note: This document is a point-by point response to Google's demurrer request 26 

and includes some additional comments on why this case is so important and 27 

should move forward. 28 

 29 

 30 

1. Googe is not a Publisher and therefore does not have First Amendment 31 

protection. 32 

 33 

Google is a software company that generates lists of URLs in response to user 34 

queries. It is profit-oriented and biased in favor of its own properties and 35 

AdWords customers. Neither Wikipedia nor the Merriam-Webster dictionary 36 

views Google as a publisher. They do not use the word "publisher" to define or 37 

describe Google. Google is simply promoting the notion that it is a publisher in 38 

order to gain First Amendment protection from antitrust and other serious 39 

violations of business law. 40 

 41 

Google is also promoting an Orwellian use of language by metaphorically 42 

stretching the use of words. By Google's standard, Ace Hardware might call itself 43 

a publisher of toilet seats, monkey wrenches, ... to avoid consumer-rights laws. 44 

 45 

Here is the Wikipedia definition of a search engine: 46 

 47 
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A web search engine is a software system that is designed to search for 48 

information on the World Wide Web. The search results are generally presented 49 

in a line of results often referred to as search engine results pages (SERPs). The 50 

information may be a mix of web pages, images, and other types of files.... 51 

 52 

Here is the Merriam Webster definition: 53 

 54 

computer software used to search data (as text or a database) for specified 55 

information; also : a site on the World Wide Web that uses such software to locate 56 

key words in other sites 57 

 58 

Neither Wikipedia nor Merriam-Webster refers to a search engine as a 59 

"publisher". 60 

 61 

Here is the Wikipedia definition of Publishing: 62 

 63 

Publishing includes the stages of the development, acquisition, copy editing, 64 

graphic design, production – ... 65 

 66 

Here is the Merriam Webster definition of Publishing: 67 

 68 

the business or profession of the commercial production and issuance of literature, 69 

information, musical scores or sometimes recordings, ... 70 

 71 
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Does any of this sound like Google? Does either definition include software-72 

automated URL-list generators? No! Google is trying to engage the court in a 73 

fantasy that only it, Google, believes in. 74 

 75 

2. Regarding the Communications Decency Act (CDA), Google calls itself an 76 

"interactive computer service." This is a lot closer to what Google is. The user 77 

types in words of interest; Google's software returns a list of URLs that may or 78 

may not be of interest. There is nothing exotic about the basic process. What is 79 

exotic is the behind-the-scene manipulation of URL choices, which bears 80 

comparison to the slight of hand of an evil magician. 81 

 82 

Google does not, as it suggests, make "value judgments," as any real publisher 83 

would. Instead, Google makes economic calculations. Many, if not most, of the 84 

URLs returned are paid for and not the best choices for users (consumers); and of 85 

course such practice harms Google's competitors, who are made invisible. Top-86 

notch competitors, such as CoastNews, Foundem, NexTag, yelp ... are routinely 87 

"disappeared" so they do not block the visibility of paid Google sites. 88 

 89 

Be sure, also, we are not talking about "editorial opinion" here, as Google 90 

suggests; we are talking about paid advertising and favoritism. By virtue of its 91 

monopoly status, Google plays the critical role of gatekeeper to the Internet and 92 

the World Wide Web; but, due to monetary conflict of interest, Google has played 93 

a dubious role. Google has proven to be a bad actor, much like a border patrol 94 

agent who takes bribes to let some in, keep others out. 95 

 96 

Google uses CDA section 230 (c) (2) to justify "disappearing", or making invisible, 97 

CoastNews. 98 

 99 
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CDA says: 100 

 101 

any action voluntarily taken in good faith to restrict access to or availability of 102 

material that the provider or user considers to be obscene, lewd, lascivious, filthy, 103 

excessively violent, harassing, or otherwise objectionable, whether or not such 104 

material is constitutionally protected; ... 105 

 106 

No one considers nudist-colony nudity "obscene, lewd, lascivious, or filthy." This is 107 

a Google invention and perpetuated by Google in "bad faith" to justify 108 

disappearing CoastNews so that Google can move in its own properties. 109 

 110 

But apparently Google did not read the complaint properly. Per Google's request, 111 

CoastNews did remove Google ad code from the nudist-colony page. That made 112 

no difference, however. On Google's appeal response, Google simply stated that 113 

it was denied and that there could be other, though unspecified, problems on 114 

CoastNews pages. 115 

 116 

Bottom line: We complied with the Google request. The demurrer/answer does 117 

not acknowledge that. There was in fact no cause for the permanent removal of 118 

CoastNews from Google search result URLs listings and for the non-delivery of 119 

ads. 120 

 121 

3. Google's demurrer seems to be mostly a "boiler plate" response to the 122 

CoastNews complaint, which Google seems to have read in haste. The main trust 123 

of Google's argument is that it, Google, is immune from antitrust law and fair 124 

business practices. Google's shield is the claim that it is a publisher and has 125 

immunity to antitrust law via First Amendment rights; it then uses free speech as 126 

a tool of censorship. 127 
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 128 

Changing hats to become a "service provider," Google then falsely applies the 129 

Communication Decency Act to do whatever it wants. We don't buy this 130 

argument and demand that Google be held accountable, as smaller business 131 

surely would be, for its bad behavior. 132 

 133 

4. Google's answer says that the plaintiff does not find the content objectionable 134 

(nudist colony article). That is true—virtually no rational human being would—but 135 

this was not stated in the complaint. And since the "objectionable" material was 136 

removed, this was never an issue; it was simply used as an excuse by Google. 137 

However, for the record, Wikipedia makes clear that nudist-colony photos are not 138 

considered pornography. See 139 

 140 

What is not pornography: 141 

 142 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pornography 143 

 144 

See also COMMONWEALTH v. John REX. 145 

 146 

Merriam-Webster defines pornography this way: 147 

 148 

the depiction of erotic behavior (as in pictures or writing) intended to cause sexual 149 

excitement 150 

 151 
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Nudist colonies are not about "sexual excitement," in fact one of the points made 152 

in Andrea Perkins insightful article. 153 

 154 

It appears that Google has a unique view on what is pornographic and what is 155 

not—based on who is paying the gatekeeper. 156 

 157 

Common sense says the same thing about pornography and nudist colonies. Thus 158 

it appears that Google has used this as an excuse to get CoastNews out of the 159 

way; even though, as stated, it is a non-issue, as CoastNews complied with 160 

Google's request. 161 

 162 

5. The statement in the complaint about Google AdWords and AdSense is correct. 163 

The original contract makes this condition abundantly clear. Google has changed 164 

its written policy since then, but warnings are still out there from SEO engineers. 165 

 166 

6. As with Foundem and others, we were disappeared. As with Foundem and 167 

others, we went from the top listing to the bottom (disappeared) while still being 168 

recognized as #1 on Bing and Yahoo. We had been #1 on Google for a number of 169 

years until restaurant properties became extremely valuable. Then, abracadabra, 170 

we don't exist. A child would understand the "magic" involved in this. 171 

 172 

7. On the surface Google appears to be engaged in a holy war against certain 173 

words, such as "pregnancy" and "disease", but it appears to be a disingenuous 174 

holy war. In reality it appears to be an excuse to disappear some sites, as searches 175 

with keywords of "sex" and "disease" do turn return URLs of sites with Google 176 

ads. 177 

 178 
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Example, mayoclinic.org, medicinenet.org ... 179 

 180 

The Google holy war on language and thought appears to be applied selectively. 181 

 182 

8. The demurrer does not work here. We have many, many facts now on Google 183 

abuses and deceptions with solid documented evidence; and we will have many 184 

more by the time of the trial. 185 

 186 

9. Aesthetic damage to CoastNews is extensive. It constitutes wanton damage to 187 

business property, akin in older times to torching the business offices of a 188 

competitor. We will demonstrate this as evidence. 189 

 190 

10. Statement in demurrer that we sought better placement is misleading. We 191 

never sought better placement; we were always at or near the top. What we 192 

sought was fair placement. What we got was no placement, or placement so low 193 

as to be virtually invisible, so that lesser-quality Google properties could be 194 

moved into our previous position. 195 

 196 

11. Google is not a publisher and does not deserve, as demurrer states, the status 197 

of the New York Times. It is a piece of software that generates lists of URLs; there 198 

is simply no comparison between a real publisher and Google. Google makes no 199 

fine editorial judgments, as do publishers, and it produces nothing other than 200 

lists; it has no content and it does not edit anything. Its only judgments are made 201 

by software programmed to give Google's paid properties an advantage over 202 

others. 203 

 204 
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This is an abuse of monopoly power both to consumers by promoting lesser-205 

quality websites over better ones and to smaller businesses by making them 206 

invisible. 207 

 208 

12. The following statement made in the demurrer is simply absurd: 209 

 210 

The plaintiff's allegations highlight precisely the competition among opinions that 211 

the First Amendment aims to protect. Plaintiff's complaint with Google's opinion 212 

regarding the placement of ads on a website containing objectionable content 213 

does the same. 214 

 215 

Are we speaking English here? allegations highlight precisely the competition 216 

among opinions? I fear that a skilled interpreter will be required to extract the 217 

meaning from these two sentences. (Note: The First Amendment deals with 218 

freedom of speech and press, not with pseudo-publishers' desires to suppress 219 

these rights in the name of competition.) But wait! That won't be necessary, as 220 

there is no issue here; ad code was removed per Google's request. 221 

 222 

Attorneys need to read the complaint with care. We complied and there was no 223 

objectionable content of any sort, either before or after removal. 224 

 225 

 226 

 227 

13. Google's contention that it is a publisher is simply preposterous; moreover, 228 

Google does not show "editorial judgment." It demonstrates quite the opposite—229 

a lack of good judgment or even common sense. We are the publisher, not 230 
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Google. Google is a notorious, world-wide thief of content. Some thieves go to 231 

jail; Google gets rich. 232 

 233 

Read "Foundem’s Google Story": 234 

 235 

http://www.searchneutrality.org/eu-launches-formal-investigation/foundem-236 

google-story 237 

 238 

Google is software. Input is words of interest; output is a list of URLs that is 239 

manipulated to make Google money. Google is a dishonest gatekeeper who 240 

blocks access to many honest sites. 241 

 242 

14. If Google wants to clean up pornography, why doesn't it  clean up its own? It 243 

is the largest pornography site in the world, which includes child pornography as 244 

well. Want to see a "hunk" having sex with a 12-year-old girl? Go to 245 

images.google.com or videos.google.com and enter "young naked girls". 246 

 247 

Google has been asked to remove its pornography numerous times but refuses. 248 

Google's hypocrisy is unprecedented. It is like Satan accusing the Virgin Mary of 249 

being an adulteress for having given birth to the Lord Jesus Christ. 250 

 251 

15. The statement about the Communications Decency Act is irrelevant. The ad 252 

code was removed per Google's request. Notice that Google put back on the hat 253 

of an "internet service provider" in the related section of its demurrer. Google has 254 

misread the complaint. When the ad code was removed, Google still refused to 255 

reinstate ads, stating that there could be other, though unspecified, problems. 256 
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 257 

How fair is that? Google is ending an 8+ year "partnership" for reasons it won't 258 

discuss. This is arbitrary and dictatorial, which may not be illegal in itself. But it is 259 

also deceitful, as the real motivation appears to be getting CoastNews out of the 260 

way so as to move in Google properties. If that is so—we intend to prove it—it is 261 

deceptive business practice. CDA 230 talks about action taken in "good faith"; 262 

clearly this action was taken in "bad faith". 263 

 264 

Note: CDA law specifies "good faith." Google clearly acted in "bad faith" in 265 

removing CoastNews. However, this is a mute point as CoastNews did comply and 266 

remove ad code from the page that world-class pornographer Google found 267 

objectionable. 268 

 269 

This is irrelevant in light of the fact that the ad code was removed, but it is 270 

interesting to speculate: If Google found material objectionable because it dealt 271 

with racial issues, would CDA allow them to remove it? Let us say an article on Dr. 272 

Martin Luther King? Would it be okay to remove it because Google finds African-273 

Americans objectionable? Is there not some limit to the use of the phrase 274 

"otherwise objectionable" as stated in CDA 230? 275 

 276 

16. Regarding the exclusivity claim (can't do business with anyone but Google), 277 

there was such a contract when I signed up; it is also well known that Google will 278 

lower a website's organic search rating if non-Google ads appear on pages with 279 

Google's ads. Google has simply rewritten the contract, which it claims the right 280 

to do any time. 281 

 282 

17. Google claims we don't specify injury. Making a website invisible is a death 283 

sentence to a business. This is well known. Read Foundem's and yelp's stories of 284 
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being disappeared. If customers don't know you exist, this is death to the 285 

business. Google knows this and uses its monopoly position as gatekeeper to the 286 

internet to either extract extravagant fees from website operators—Google says 287 

32 % but the fees appear much larger—or make websites invisible. 288 

 289 

The injury from Google's behavior is obvious and it was specified in the complaint. 290 

It has done the same to Foundem, yelp, and others. Google has created an 291 

environment in which it is impossible for none other than Google to succeed. 292 

Google either economically stifles other businesses so they cannot grow, or it 293 

outright kills them. This is precisely what antitrust law is designed to prevent. 294 

 295 

18. Google's attempt to get the case dismissed via demurrer is disingenuous. 296 

Google is attempting to shield itself from serious business-law violations by taking 297 

refuge in rights it does not have. Google's reasoning is clear: publishers can do 298 

anything they want, therefore Google is a publisher. Google is hiding behind laws 299 

that do not apply to it in order to commit antitrust abuse. As a pseudo publisher, 300 

Google is invoking free-speech, First Amendment rights to censure genuine 301 

publishers. 302 

 303 

19. We have already compiled considerable evidence to prove our case. It can be 304 

viewed online here: 305 

 306 

Corroboration of Experts 307 

 308 

http://coastnews.com/google/experts_corroboration.html 309 

 310 
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Additional Links 311 

 312 

http://coastnews.com/google/more-links.html 313 

 314 

The complaint can be viewed online here: 315 

 316 

THE CASE AGAINST GOOGLE 317 

 318 

http://coastnews.com/google/google-complaint-new-2.html 319 

 320 

And an enhanced version with links to prove assertions can be viewed here: 321 

 322 

THE CASE AGAINST GOOGLE (enhanced) 323 

 324 

http://coastnews.com/google/google-complaint-new-3.html 325 

 326 

It has links that prove assertions about ratings and Google's pornography sites. 327 

WARNING: Google's pornography sites are truly disgusting and filthy. 328 

 329 

We also plan to obtain depositions from key players from Google along with 330 

industry experts. We may involve the Stanford Philosophy department as well, as 331 

they have shown considerable interest in the issue of search-engine abuse. 332 

 333 
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20. Finally, Google completely fails to address the third issue named in the 334 

complaint: The wanton destruction of business property by giving us only three 335 

days to remove ad code. Surely they knew what the result would be. 336 

 337 

21. It is imperative that this case move forward to prevent further antitrust 338 

violations, to halt deceptive business practices, and to stop the destructive, we-339 

can-do-anything-we-want behavior and attitude of behemoth Google. From 340 

seemingly innocent beginnings, the company has grown into a monster of greed 341 

that knows no boundaries.    342 

 343 

    344 

Prepared by Dr. S. Louis Martin   345 

90



S. Louis Martin1 

588 Sutter Street, No. 105 2 

San Francisco, CA 94102 3 

Telephone: 415-871-6803 4 

Email: slouismartin@outlook.com 5 

6 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 7 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 8 

9 

10 

11 

S. LOUIS MARTIN, ) Case Number CGC-14-539972 12 

Plaintiff ) 13 

V ) EVIDENCE: 14 

GOOGLE, INC. ) CORROBORATION OF EXPERTS 15 

Defendant ) 16 

17 

) 12 September 2014 18 

) 19 

________________________________   20 

21 

22 

91

mailto:slouismartin@outlook.com


EVIDENCE: CORROBORATION OF EXPERTS 23 

 24 

___________________________________________________________________ 25 

"If you don’t call this a MONOPOLY, let me know the definition of monopoly…," 26 

says Ahmet Kirtok on Small Business Arena regarding Google-only AdWords 27 

policy. 28 

 29 

(on Monopoly/Anti-trust) "Investors are skeptical of betting on mostly  30 

___________________________________________________________________ 31 

"Investors are skeptical of betting on mostly unprofitable unprofitable upstarts in 32 

a highly fragmented market, where Google has the power to control pricing and 33 

crush competitors," says Michael Binger, a portfolio manager at Gradient 34 

Investments LLC and Google shareholder. —FAIR SEARCH 35 

 36 

Michael Binger serves as senior portfolio manager for Gradient Investments, LLC, 37 

and has over 24 years of institutional equity investment experience. 38 

 39 

(on Monopoly/Anti-trust)  40 

___________________________________________________________________ 41 

"I do believe that Google's practices are worthy of discussion with competition 42 

authority, and we have certainly discussed them with competition authorities," 43 

said Ballmer of Microsoft. "I don't think their practices are getting less meritorious 44 

of discussion." —Steve Ballmer on The Verge 45 

 46 

(on Monopoly/Anti-trust)  47 
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___________________________________________________________________ 48 

"The restrictions are such that online writers who need to earn a living must stick 49 

to stories about fluff and celebrities and anything that can have a happy face 50 

plastered over it," says writer Rupert Taylor on site.io. 51 

 52 

(on AdSense)  53 

___________________________________________________________________ 54 

"Google founders Brin and Page (1998, 18), who initially opposed the idea of paid 55 

advertisement on search engines, noted that it would seem reasonable to 56 

 57 

expect that advertising funded search engines will be inherently biased towards 58 

the advertisers and away from the needs of consumers… Since it is very difficult 59 

even for experts to evaluate search engines, search engine bias is particularly 60 

insidious…[and] less blatant bias are likely to be tolerated by the market. 61 

 62 

The study goes on to state: 63 

 64 

"Search engines have often been described as the 'gatekeepers of cyberspace,' 65 

and some critics note that this has significant implications for democracy. For 66 

example, Diaz (2008, 11) points out that 67 

 68 

if we believe in the principles of deliberative democracy—and especially if we 69 

believe that the Web is an open 'democratic' medium—then we should expect our 70 

search engines to disseminate a broad spectrum of information on any given 71 

topic. 72 
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 73 

"Hinman (2005, 25) makes a similar point, when he notes that 'the flourishing of 74 

deliberative democracy is dependent on the free and undistorted access to 75 

information.' And because search engines are 'increasingly the principal 76 

gatekeepers of knowledge,' Hinman argues that 'we find ourselves moving in a 77 

philosophically dangerous position.'" 78 

 79 

—from Search Engines and Ethics from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 80 

 81 

(on Philosophy/Ethics)  82 

___________________________________________________________________ 83 

"Officials from Orange and Santa Clara counties—both hit hard by overdose 84 

deaths, emergency room visits and escalating medical costs associated with 85 

prescription narcotics —contend the drug makers violated California laws against 86 

false advertising, unfair business practices and creating a public nuisance." —from 87 

LA Times, 22 May 2014 88 

 89 

(on AdWords)  90 

___________________________________________________________________ 91 

"O'Connor founded FindTheBest in 2009 after selling his ad network, DoubleClick, 92 

to Google for $3.1 billion two years earlier. 93 

 94 

He was frustrated by the lack of easily available quality information when he 95 

searched Google for phrases like 'what's the best ski resort?' He wanted to build a 96 

site that would let people enter such queries and receive a trove of useful 97 

information that would help them make an informed decision about, say, where 98 
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to spend that ski holiday. (O'Connor was disappointed when a search steered him 99 

to Deer Valley, Utah.)" ... 100 

 101 

"'The pattern we are seeing is that people find search systems that let them focus 102 

on their main interests or within specific online communities,' said Ray Larson, a 103 

professor at UC Berkeley's School of Information. 'I suspect that part of the 104 

reason that these niche search systems are springing up is that nobody can afford 105 

to compete with Google head-to-head, but for specialized markets they can get 106 

some traction.'" ... 107 

 108 

—The Chronicle with Bloomberg/SF Gate, 13 May 2014 109 

 110 

(on Monopoly/Antitrust) 111 

___________________________________________________________________ 112 

 "The would-be AdSense customer who filed suit against Google for fraud and 113 

misrepresentation says the search company also entered her Gmail account and 114 

removed all communications regarding the dispute, Google Watch has learned." 115 

—eWEEK, 2006-09-05 116 

 117 

(on AdSense) 118 

___________________________________________________________________ 119 

Evidence: Additional Corroboration Links 120 

 121 

By Dr. S. Louis Martin 122 
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Evidence: Additional Corroboration Links 23 

 24 

   25 

 __________________________________________________________________   26 

Do No Evil? Google's Deceptive Practices Harm Consumers (Forbes): 27 

 28 

... 29 

 30 

Google harms consumers by misrepresenting its search results as unbiased and 31 

aligned with users’ interests when the facts show they are not. The issue will 32 

come to a head in the Federal Trade Commission’s antitrust investigation of 33 

Google. 34 

 35 

Google implies it is immune to antitrust laws, because consumers benefit so much 36 

from Google’s search engine and over 500 other free products and services. This 37 

“Google is really a philanthropist, not a business” argument is not an antitrust 38 

defense, but a highly deceptive misrepresentation of their business. 39 

 40 

... 41 

 42 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/ciocentral/2011/07/15/do-no-evil-googles-43 

deceptive-practices-harm-consumers/ 44 

 45 

(on Antitrust/Harm to Consumer) 46 
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___________________________________________________________________ 47 

Google's 'Bait & Switch' Deception Exposed at Hearing (FORBES): 48 

 49 

... 50 

 51 

Yesterday’s Senate antitrust hearing on Google exposed Google’s core antitrust 52 

vulnerability, that Google has perpetrated what maybe the largest “bait and 53 

switch” scheme ever. 54 

 55 

Simply, Google has baited over a billion users to implicitly trust Google Search by 56 

continuously promising that its search engine is unbiased and “always does what 57 

is best for the user.” However, as Google’s market power has grown over time, 58 

the evidence shows Google has increasingly switched its MO to biasing Google 59 

Search rankings by putting Google’s interests over users’ best interests by ranking 60 

Google-owned properties over competitors’ properties — without fairly 61 

representing this major business model shift and new clear financial conflict of 62 

interest to those affected. This core deceptive ‘bait and switch’ business practice 63 

of Google’s was effectively the overarching and recurring theme of the Senate 64 

Judiciary antitrust hearing on Google’s monopoly power. 65 

 66 

Nextag’s CEO testified that they started their business because Google offered the 67 

promise of a level playing field (the bait), but that over time that changed (the 68 

switch), as Google increasingly promoted its own content over other websites’ 69 

that Google now viewed as competitors. Yelp’s CEO testified that Google offered 70 

to work closely with Yelp as a partner (the bait), but then learned Google was 71 

really interested in learning the intricacies of Yelp’s business so that it could 72 

compete with Yelp’s business (the switch). Jeremy Stoppelman, Yelp’s CEO 73 

concisely described the switch in Google’s business model: “Google is no longer in 74 
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the business of sending people to the best sources of information on the Web,” 75 

“It now hopes to be a destination market itself” per the WSJ. In his opening 76 

remarks, Senate Antitrust Subcommittee Chairman Kohl spotlighted Google’s 77 

change in business model indicating that Google’s many acquisitions have 78 

changed Google from just a search engine to a “major Internet conglomerate.” In 79 

a nutshell, unbiased search engine has become conflicted Googlomerate. 80 

 81 

... 82 

 83 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/scottcleland/2011/09/22/googles-bait-switch-84 

deception-exposed-at-hearing/ 85 

 86 

(on Monopoly/Antitrust/Harm to Consumer, Competition) 87 

___________________________________________________________________ 88 

Google rival slams EU Commission over antitrust settlement proposals (PC World): 89 

 90 

... 91 

 92 

Almunia, the Commissioner responsible for competition matters, said in February 93 

that these settlement proposals were acceptable. He has been working since to 94 

convince the complainants and his fellow commissioners of this, and expects to 95 

close the case later this year. 96 

 97 
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However, Foundem said Wednesday, contrary to the Commission’s claims, the 98 

proposed rival links will consume the majority of rivals’ profits and will not be 99 

selected according to “relevance”, “merit”, or “quality”. 100 

 101 

Further, it said, the paid links will not be less expensive than existing 102 

advertisements, will not ensure that innovative new entrants can participate on 103 

non-disadvantageous terms and most certainly will generate billions of dollars of 104 

additional revenue for Google that will come at the direct expense of the 105 

European businesses and consumers the Commission is duty bound to protect. 106 

 107 

“It is now apparent that many of the spurious arguments the Commission has 108 

been making in defence of Google’s proposals were adopted wholesale from 109 

Google arguments,” it said. 110 

 111 

... 112 

 113 

(http://www.pcworld.com/article/2457300/google-rival-slams-eu-commission-114 

over-antitrust-settlement-proposals.html) 115 

 116 

(on Monopoly/Antitrust in EU) 117 

___________________________________________________________________ 118 

EU May Need Extra Concessions From Google Antitrust Probe (Bloomberg): 119 

 120 

... 121 

 122 
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Google competitors “continue to have serious concerns” about the planned 123 

settlement and need a decision that remedies past abuses and acts as a sufficient 124 

deterrent to future competition issues, said David Wood, a lawyer in Brussels 125 

representing opponents of the deal. U.K. shopping comparison site Foundem told 126 

Almunia in an open letter that the current pact’s auction of links would generate 127 

billions of dollars of revenue for Google at the expense of smaller rivals. 128 

 129 

... 130 

 131 

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2014-07-22/eu-may-need-extra-concessions-132 

from-google-antitrust-probe.html 133 

 134 

(on Monopoly/Antitrust in EU) 135 

___________________________________________________________________ 136 

Google Faces Renewed Focus by EU in Antitrust Case (eWEEK): 137 

 138 

http://www.eweek.com/enterprise-apps/google-faces-renewed-focus-by-eu-in-139 

antitrust-case.html 140 

 141 

Earlier in July, online restaurant and business review service Yelp joined the list of 142 

settlement critics and entered its own objections to the settlement proposal as it 143 

stands, according to a recent eWEEK report. - See more at: 144 

http://www.eweek.com/enterprise-apps/google-faces-renewed-focus-by-eu-in-145 

antitrust-case.html#sthash.uh1F26Nz.dpuf 146 

 147 

101



(on yelp/Monopoly/Antitrust in EU) 148 

___________________________________________________________________ 149 

Yelp Throws Spanner Into Google EU Antitrust Settlement By Filing Formal 150 

Complaint (techcrunch): 151 

 152 

... 153 

 154 

“I realized Yelp’s current state as a mere witness within the DG-COMP 155 

deliberations was inadequate,” writes Yelp CEO and co-founder Jeremy 156 

Stoppelman. “In order to truly advocate on behalf of the European digital 157 

startups, our voice needed to be granted some form of official standing. As such, I 158 

have directed our government affairs team to convert Yelp into an official 159 

complainant.” 160 

 161 

This means Yelp joins other tech companies like Microsoft, as well as the 162 

consumer rights advocate the European Consumer Organisation, in a long list of 163 

complainants who believe Google is acting in anticompetitive ways in Europe — in 164 

Yelp’s case, because of the way Google gives priority to its own services in search 165 

results over those of competitors. Specifically, local search results, such as those 166 

relating to nearby restaurants. 167 

 168 

“I truly fear the landscape for innovation in Europe is infertile, and this is a direct 169 

result of the abuses Google has undertaken with its dominant position,” adds 170 

Stoppelman. 171 

 172 

... 173 
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 174 

http://techcrunch.com/2014/07/09/yelp-versus-google/ 175 

 176 

(on yelp/Monopoly/Antitrust in EU) 177 

___________________________________________________________________ 178 

Yelp Joins Critics of European Union Antitrust Settlement With Google (New York 179 

Times): 180 

 181 

http://www.nytimes.com/2014/07/09/technology/yelp-joins-critics-of-european-182 

union-settlement-with-google.html?_r=0 183 

 184 

... 185 

 186 

BRUSSELS — Yelp, the online service increasingly popular on both sides of the 187 

Atlantic, has joined the critics formally opposing the European Union’s proposed 188 

antitrust settlement with Google. 189 

 190 

Yelp, which helps consumers find and review restaurants, shops, plumbers and all 191 

sorts of other local services, said in its filing in the long-running European 192 

antitrust case that the results on Google’s search engine favor Google Plus Local, 193 

a direct Yelp competitor. 194 

 195 

... 196 

 197 
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(on yelp, Monopoly/Antitrust in EU) 198 

___________________________________________________________________ 199 

Google Spent 25 million lobbying Washington during the course of the FTC probe, 200 

and it worked (TNW): 201 

 202 

... 203 

 204 

What is stunning about the Google case is how cheap influence is in Washington, 205 

something that TNW has touched on before. Google, a company with cash and 206 

equivalents of roughly $50 billion, had to spend just 0.05% of its ready currency to 207 

fend of what could have been a nearly existential threat to parts of its core 208 

business. 209 

 210 

... 211 

 212 

http://thenextweb.com/google/2013/01/04/google-spend-25-million-lobbying-213 

during-the-course-of-the-ftc-probe-and-it-worked/ 214 

 215 

(on Google Lobbying) 216 

___________________________________________________________________ 217 

Google, once disdainful of lobbying, now a master of Washington influence 218 

(Washington Post): 219 

 220 

... 221 
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 222 

The rise of Google as a top-tier Washington player fully captures the arc of change 223 

in the influence business. 224 

 225 

Nine years ago, the company opened a one-man lobbying shop, disdainful of the 226 

capital’s pay-to-play culture. 227 

 228 

Since then, Google has soared to near the top of the city’s lobbying ranks, placing 229 

second only to General Electric in corporate lobbying expenditures in 2012 and 230 

fifth place in 2013. 231 

 232 

... 233 

 234 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/how-google-is-transforming-power-235 

and-politicsgoogle-once-disdainful-of-lobbying-now-a-master-of-washington-236 

influence/2014/04/12/51648b92-b4d3-11e3-8cb6-284052554d74_story.html 237 

 238 

(on Lobbying) 239 

___________________________________________________________________ 240 

Microsoft touts eye-tracking study as proof of Google’s EU antitrust naughtiness 241 

(GIGAOM): 242 

 243 

http://gigaom.com/2013/12/12/microsoft-touts-eye-tracking-study-as-proof-of-244 

googles-eu-antitrust-naughtiness/ 245 
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 246 

... 247 

 248 

This time round, the Initiative for a Competitive Online Marketplace (ICOMP) – 249 

one of Microsoft’s astroturfing operations – has commissioned an eye-tracking 250 

study to demonstrate how Google’s latest suite of settlement proposals “actually 251 

makes the abuse worse.” 252 

... 253 

 254 

(on Monopoly/Antitrust) 255 

___________________________________________________________________ 256 

Pornography (and what is not) on Wikipedia: 257 

 258 

... 259 

 260 

In the U.S., a July 2014 criminal case decision in Massachusetts 261 

(COMMONWEALTH v. John REX.)[57] made a legal determination of what was not 262 

to be considered "pornography" and in this particular case "child 263 

pornography".[58] It was determined that photographs of naked children that 264 

were from sources such as National Geographic magazine, a sociology textbook, 265 

and a nudist catalog were not considered pornography in Massachusetts even 266 

while in the possession of a convicted and (at the time) incarcerated sex 267 

offender.[58] 268 

 269 

... 270 
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 271 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pornography#What_is_not_pornography 272 

 273 

(on Pornography/What It Is Not) 274 

 275 

—compiled by Dr. S Louis Martin 276 
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Introduction to What Is Google? 23 

 24 

Defendant Google continues to file boiler-plate types of responses, citing 25 

inappropriate legal precedents such as Milkovich v Lorain Journal, Langdon v 26 

Google, Search King v Google Tech, and Zhang v Baidu. This case is not about 27 

expanded free speech of the press. It is not about AdWords suppression, which 28 

Langon v Google concerns. Search King v. Google is about competing search 29 

companies, also not of concern here. And Zhang v Baidu is about suppression of 30 

pro-democracy propaganda, also quite irrelevant to this case. 31 

 32 

Running throughout every Google document filed is the notion, repeated over 33 

and over again, that Google is a publisher and has "opinions" and "editorial 34 

judgments." This is the self-proclaimed Emperor Norton or the King's New Clothes 35 

on display; humorous, perhaps, but not appropriate in a court of law. As we 36 

showed in the previous document (THE CASE FOR CONTINUING THE CASE 37 

AGAINST GOOGLE—AND REJECTING ITS DEMURRER REQUEST), no one considers 38 

Google a publisher other than Google. Standard use of the English language, as 39 

amply discussed in the cited document, does not allow Google to cast itself as a 40 

publisher. Google's search algorithm does not think as sentient human publishers 41 

do, and it certainly does not have opinions; it can, however, program bias into 42 

search results.  While precedent may be useful, common sense, logic, and 43 

standard use of English-language words must be prevail for this case to have 44 

meaning. 45 

 46 

(Google also needs to quite talking about the Communications Decency Act. It is a 47 

non-issue—never has been—as the ad code in the nudist colony story was 48 

removed per Google's request.) 49 

 50 
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But an important question does remain: just what is Google? The next document, 51 

What Is Google?, will show that Google is an advertising broker, which is how it 52 

makes money, and not its free search engine, which is heavily biased in favor of 53 

Google properties and AdWords customers. It is the means by which ad-broker 54 

Google has gotten extremely rich at the expense of honest news organizations 55 

and publishers, causing the near collapse of a once great industry. 56 

 57 

 58 

By Dr. S. Louis Martin 59 
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What Is Google? 23 

 24 

 25 

What is Google? The question seems to boggle the mind. Most people don't give 26 

it much thought—we are in an age of abundant information and scant thought—27 

but when a person does, he or she is usually baffled. While impressions abound, 28 

clarity does not. And that is probably the way Google wants it. 29 

 30 

Google itself claims to be a number of things. To claim First Amendment rights for 31 

legal purposes, it claims it is a publisher, though no one buys this. Also for legal 32 

purposes, it claims to be an "internet service provider"; under that guise it 33 

censors others by invoking the Communications Decency Act. That is a bit of a 34 

curiosity, however, considering that Google operates the world's biggest 35 

pornography site (go to images.google.com or videos.google.com and type in 36 

"young naked girls"). Does it claim to be a pornographer? No, but it might make a 37 

good case for it. You might also get the impression that Google, with its self-38 

driving cars, is an automobile manufacturer. That is a fanciful stretch that few, 39 

including the major automotive manufacturers, take seriously. And of course with 40 

Google Glass—Google teams up with the Italian monopoly eyewear company 41 

Luxottica for this one—you might think Google was a trend-setting fashion 42 

company. 43 

 44 

Feel confused? So do I. Let us take a look at reality which, in the business world, 45 

almost always hangs out with the money. 46 

 47 

In 2013, 85 percent of Google's revenues came from advertising. Google buys 48 

advertising space from publishers and sells it to those who want to advertise their 49 

goods or services. Guess what that makes Google? Without any doubt, Google is 50 
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an advertising broker*. Feel let down? Were you hoping for something more 51 

exotic? Were you hoping the little self-driving cars were the magic money maker? 52 

Or perhaps Google Glass? Forget it. They're the hobbies of rich and famous 53 

techies. But there is an exotic twist, so hang on. 54 

 55 

If Google were just an ad broker, there would be no problem; we wouldn't even 56 

be having this discussion. It would have to compete fairly for sales with other 57 

brokers, which is hard work; and that would be the end of the story. But broker 58 

Google has the distinction of owning the monopoly search engine on the Internet, 59 

which makes it the de facto gatekeeper to the World Wide Web, and thus Google 60 

controls visibility on the Internet. This is virtually life and death in cyberspace for 61 

those with websites who do business there. Google can make competitors 62 

invisible to those seeking information on any topic. It can also favor its own 63 

properties (websites) and advertising (AdWords) clients. In the digital age, you 64 

can't ask for more power than this, other than nuclear bombs. Used wisely, it 65 

might be okay. Given a Federal Trade Commission that did its job**, you might 66 

ensure fair play; and antitrust violations, though tempting, might be minimal. 67 

Given an environment of corporate greed and lax enforcement, you get the 68 

expected result: pain and suffering, if not death, to competition; consumers that 69 

are fed lies and half truths with paid-for search results; and youth that is 70 

presented a warped version of reality that borders on a public mental-health 71 

nuisance. The situation is comparable to a completely unregulated stock market 72 

with a single broker given absolute authority. You know who is going to get rich 73 

fast. And that is the story of Google. While appearing to the public like a "cool" 74 

visionary on a mission, especially to the young and naive, Google is anything but 75 

that to those who have been made invisible, the "disappeared." For them, Google 76 

is a big-bellied monster that eats the little guy. 77 

 78 

Of course Google is other things: a master thief of content, a peeping Tom into all 79 

things private, a censor that would make Orwell's Big Brother sick with jealousy, 80 
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and a policy tyrant without equal. But here we are concerned only with Google's 81 

antitrust abuse. Other charges can be filed at a later time. 82 

 83 

*Google is also a very expensive broker. Its stated fee is 32 percent, over six times 84 

a normal brokerage fee. However, there are some that think it has been much 85 

higher in the past, perhaps as high as 99.6 percent. Until just recently, Google has 86 

refused to state the fee. Whatever the actual fee is, it is unconscionable and 87 

anticompetitive. 88 

 89 

**The FTC, after 19 months of "studying" the issue of Google search bias, 90 

concluded what any intelligent twelve-year old could conclude in 20 minutes: that 91 

Google search results are biased. But it chose not to punish Google on the 92 

grounds that it did not harm the consumer. That is equivalent to a court of law 93 

saying that lying witnesses do no harm in the court room. It is a preposterous and 94 

illogical conclusion obtained via a 24-million dollar lobbying campaign by Google. 95 

 96 

 97 

By Dr. S. Louis Martin  98 
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Supplement: Shifting Search Scenarios, Extreme Bias 23 

 24 

Note: This is a supplement to the complaint: "The Case Against Google." It is 25 

intended to enhance understanding of the case. 26 

 27 

 28 

Shifting Search Scenarios 29 

 30 

There has been a significant shift in search scenarios that relates to the 31 

understanding of this case. Consider three search situations: 32 

 33 

1. Google returns the URL of a Google AdWords customer or a Google property. 34 

 35 

2. Google returns the URL of a publisher with an ad for an AdWords customer on 36 

the publisher's page. (The publisher is a Google AdSense "partner.") 37 

 38 

3. Google returns the URL for a page with no AdSense ad and the owner of the 39 

page is not an AdWords customer or a Google property. 40 

 41 

Here are the economic implications of these three scenarios. 42 

 43 

Case #1 44 

 45 
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In Case #1, if Google places the URL on the first page of returned results and close 46 

to the top, it is very likely to get clicked on immediately. This means that Google 47 

will get paid 100 % of the price paid by the AdWords customer for the click, say 5 48 

to 7 USD for a restaurant or a hotel ad. (Google will not get just 32% of the price if 49 

the click were on an ad placed on a bone fide publisher's page, as described in 50 

Case #2 below.) In short, Google will make a whole lot of money very fast. 51 

 52 

Case #2 53 

 54 

Now consider Case #2, where an ad is placed on a publisher's page. First, the ad 55 

will be clicked on only about 2 to 3 times out of 1000 returns of the page as a 56 

search result. That is because users don't trust ads for information. No surprise 57 

there! So the page will have to be presented many times before a user clicks. But 58 

then when a user does click on the page, Google will get only 32% of the money 59 

paid by the AdWords customer for the click (68% goes to the publisher). So what 60 

one sees is very few clicks and far less money per click for Google. Case #1 is going 61 

to make lots of money fast for Google; Case #2, which honors the honest, old-62 

fashioned advertising model, will make very little. 63 

 64 

Case #3 65 

 66 

In Case #3, Google of course makes no money at all. Thus Google has no incentive 67 

to return such a URL, no matter how good it is. Also, returning such a URL will get 68 

in the way of money-making URLs, reducing Google's revenue. The higher up the 69 

URL in the search results, the worse the situtation is for Google's revenues. 70 

 71 

And note that in the honest, old-fashioned advertising model of Case #2, such a 72 

URL also gets in the way of high-revenue-generating URLs of Case #1. Thus it is 73 
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much to the advantage of Google to push Case #2 and Case #3 URLs as far out of 74 

the way as possible. That is in fact what has been going on for some time now. 75 

 76 

Note that Case #1 URLs are rarely marked as ads anymore; hence they are biased 77 

(paid-for) search results that are also deceptive; Case #2 results may be unbiased 78 

(honest) search results if they are not artificially promoted over better results. 79 

Case #3 results are of course honest or unbiased results. But note that there is 80 

strong motivation to promote Case #1 URLs, as they are far more lucrative for 81 

Google. And that is the pattern that is seen these days: Top search results now 82 

consist almost exclusively of Case #1 URLs regardless of their merit. (Case #1 URLs 83 

for Google properties are a slightly different story. For a Google-owned property 84 

like Zagat, what you see is heavy promotion of page sponsorship on the returned 85 

page. In other words, if you want to get a high-page ranking on the Google 86 

property, you also have to pay. But keep in mind that until Google owns 87 

everything, the large majority of Case #1 URLs are AdWords customers.) 88 

 89 

The next section discusses just how biased Google's search results are. 90 

 91 

The relevance to this complaint is obvious: CoastNews represented a high-rated, 92 

unbiased Case #2 URL that got in the way of Google's high-revenue-generating 93 

scenario. When analyzed and understood in this way, it is clear that Google's URL 94 

placement scenario is really a deceptive scheme that harms both consumers and 95 

competitors. 96 

 97 

Extreme Bias 98 

 99 

As mentioned above, Google makes huge amounts of money by returning search 100 

results that are biased in favor of its AdWords customers or own properties. The 101 

118



question then arises: What percent of search results returned are biased (paid 102 

for) versus honest (unbiased) ones? Note that when Google began, most, if not 103 

all, returned results were honest; but clearly that has changed significantly over 104 

time. 105 

 106 

In a Business Insider article called "Here's The Evidence That Google's Search 107 

Results Are Horribly Biased," 108 

 109 

(http://www.businessinsider.com/evidence-that-google-search-results-are-110 

biased-2014-10#ixzz3GSHJjHXc) 111 

 112 

Jim Edwards describes a piece of software (Chrome extension) developed by yelp 113 

and others that shows just how biased Google searches are. The title of the article 114 

says it all: "horribly." 115 

 116 

The software removes preference for Google+ results from Google searches, 117 

showing what the honest (unbiased) results would be. In one case with the 118 

extension enabled, a search on "hotels Balboa Spain" returned 2081 reviews. 119 

With it disabled (normal biased Google search), only 137 results are returned. I.e., 120 

Google returns only 6.58 percent of the results that it might in a fair search. (See 121 

Focus On The User at http://focusontheuser.eu/#introduction.) 122 

 123 

Let us now be specific to the complaint of CoastNews against Google (S. Louis 124 

Martin v Google Inc.). For a search on "San Francisco restaurant guide North 125 

Beach", the top 10 search results returned by Google are all AdWords customers 126 

or Google properties, other than one—yelp. In an FTC settlement with Google in 127 

2013, Google agreed to be fairer to competitors such as yelp. It appears in the 128 

search described above, yelp is Google's token example of fairness. And among 129 
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the returned results, one is not a guide at all but a restaurant. Moreover, that 130 

restaurant is rated as *** (mediocre) on the second listing, which is 131 

menupages.com. How much sense does that make? How much "editorial 132 

judgment" does that show? CoastNews's restaurant page is of course missing, 133 

though it is the only page that has photographs of all restaurants; lengthy 134 

descriptions, often including interviews with owners; and no reviews written on 135 

hand-held devices by semi-literate Millennials inebriated on a date, stating 136 

something like "Hey, dude, this place sucks!" or "Hey, dude, this place is f***ing 137 

awesome." 138 

 139 

On Media Post, see "Tool Claims To Show Google Search Bias": 140 

 141 

http://www.mediapost.com/publications/article/235369/yelp-demonstrates-142 

googles-search-bias.html 143 

 144 

On the Wall Street Journal, see "Ads Tied to Web Searches Criticized as 145 

Deceptive": 146 

 147 

http://online.wsj.com/articles/ads-tied-to-web-searches-criticized-as-deceptive-148 

1413226602 149 

 150 

We rest our case that there is a big problem in the world of Google search caused 151 

by "bias," with the result that consumers are often badly misled and competition 152 

is either crippled or completely eliminated. 153 

 154 

By Dr. S. Louis Martin 155 
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MOTION TO VACATE STRIKE ORDER OF 13 NOVEMBER 2014 IN CASE 539972, S. 23 

LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. 24 

The strike order of 13 November 2014 MUST be vacated because the judge's 25 

statement that "the Plaintiff has failed to file an opposition to Defendant's 26 

motion, and has produced no evidence supporting a probability of success" is 27 

blatantly false. 28 

Defendant S. Louis Martin filed multiple documents in opposition to the 29 

defendant's motion, which is easily provable from the Register of Actions; the 30 

plaintiff also had a high probability of prevailing in the case had it not been so 31 

hastily terminated (in fact, with no discussion of the case whatsoever). He had the 32 

support and backing of ethics scholars, industry experts, and almost every 33 

industry leader other than the defendant!  34 

As to Google's claim of "constitutionally protected rights" (as a "publisher"), this 35 

was thoroughly rebutted in the documents. No one considers Google a publisher 36 

other than Google; it has taken on this title to suppress genuine publishers' 37 

constitutional rights and engage in anticompetitive behavior, both harmful to 38 

consumers and competitors. 39 

Moreover, the judge was well aware of the filing of these documents by S. Louis 40 

Martin, as was the clerk of the court. Therefore this strike order constitutes an act 41 

of perjury and malfeasance on the part of the judge, more than likely politically 42 

motivated. 43 

Finally, the other two parts of the complaint, (2) Deceptive Business Practices and 44 

(3) Destruction of Business Property, were totally ignored both by judge and 45 

defendant. Neither was rendered moot by any opinion regarding (1) antitrust 46 

violations. 47 

S. Louis Martin demands the immediate vacating of this order, which is a 48 

nefarious attack on honest business owners and unsuspecting consumers. 49 

By /s/ S.  Louis Martin 50 

Pro se representative for Plaintiff 51 
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S. Louis Martin 52 

10 December 2014 53 

Hearing Reservation Number: 121014-01 54 

Hearing Department: 302 55 

Hearing Date: 3 February 2015 56 

Hearing Time: 9:30 AM 57 
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Attachment to Case Management Statement for Case 23 

CGC-14-539972 (S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC.), 24 

for 31 December 2014 Meeting 25 

 26 

The judge and the court have shown extreme bias in this 27 

case.  28 

The judge’s statement in his 13 November 2014 strike 29 

order that "the Plaintiff has failed to file an 30 

opposition to Defendant's motion, and has produced no 31 

evidence supporting a probability of success" is 32 

blatantly false. The plaintiff filed multiple documents 33 

refuting Google’s Answer to the Complaint. The Register 34 

of Actions clearly shows this.  35 

The judge also failed to ask a single question of the 36 

Plaintiff at the one and only hearing on 13 November 37 

2014. That is highly abnormal and indicative of bias. 38 

The only question asked was if Google wanted the case 39 

struck. Google answered in the affirmative and a deal 40 

was done. Is this not at the minimum tacit collusion 41 

between the judge and Google? 42 

Moreover, while all Google’s filings were made public, 43 

only two out of seven were for Plaintiff S. Louis 44 

Martin. Filings from 12 September 2014 on are still not 45 

publically viewable, and repeated calls to the court 46 

have failed to rectify the matter or produce an 47 

explanation. Is this fair treatment? 48 

Note also that not one call to the court has ever been 49 

returned. I do believe that if I had called and said I 50 

was the attorney for Google, the calls would have been 51 

returned. In desperation before the 13 November 2014 52 

hearing, I double-filed all documents in the hope that 53 
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they would be made available to the public. They had 54 

the same fate as the original documents. All were 55 

unviewable. (They show up in the Register of Actions as 56 

filed but cannot be viewed.) 57 

There is another disadvantage that the Plaintiff has 58 

suffered in this case: Not one attorney was willing to 59 

take the case. The reason? Not the merits of the case. 60 

It appears that no attorney in the San Francisco Bay 61 

Area believes the case is winnable, given the politics 62 

and money involved. The court will simply side with 63 

Google no matter what the merits of the case are. I 64 

sought assistance of the Bar Association of San 65 

Francisco lawyer referral service. I made calls on my 66 

own to legal firms specializing in antitrust law. No 67 

one was interested in going up against Google and the 68 

Superior court in San Francisco.  69 

The fact is, this is a case involving politics and 70 

money; any judge who sides against Google is going to 71 

be in big trouble, and any lawyer who challenges that 72 

judge’s honesty is going to be in trouble with that 73 

judge. It is the age-old story of corruption in the 74 

form of tacit collusion. 75 

As the case now stands, it is these conditions, not the 76 

merits of the case, that make it nearly impossible to 77 

win. 78 

But that is not quite the end of the problem. While 79 

perjury is a crime, so is computer hacking. And that is 80 

the way it is looking. This is still under 81 

investigation –- and can be hard to prove, as the 82 

recent Sony hacking case reveals –- but it appears that 83 

Google has repeatedly hacked my computer. On 12 84 

December 2014 there were 43 TCP/IP simultaneous 85 

connections to my computer that traced back to Google. 86 
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Email blocking is being investigated as well. (This is 87 

backed by netstat reports.) And tracking software now 88 

shows that few Google-related emails get delivered.  89 

The motivation for hacking is there, because if this 90 

case were to prevail, then others could sue for the 91 

same reason, and Google’ well-documented monopolistic 92 

abuse of power would end. It would no longer be able to 93 

disappear competitors. Advertising is how Google makes 94 

its money, not with self-driving cars or designer 95 

Google Glasses. Google is not a publisher, as it 96 

claims, but rather an advertising broker and a very 97 

dishonest one, returning mostly unmarked advertisements 98 

as search results. This is hugely profitable if you can 99 

get away with it, which Google has to date; and it also 100 

harms the consumer, as it is deceptive. Only two or 101 

three users out of 1000 will click on an ad if they 102 

know it is an ad. 103 

All of the above needs serious discussion before the 104 

hearing of 3 February 2015 for the Motion to Vacate the 105 

strike order of 13 November 2014. 106 

 107 

By /s/ S.  Louis Martin 108 

Pro se representative for Plaintiff 109 

S. Louis Martin 110 

22 December 2014 111 

136



S. Louis Martin1 

588 Sutter Street, No. 105, San Francisco, CA 94102 2 

Telephone: 415-871-6803 3 

Email: s.louis.martin@gmail.com 4 

5 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 6 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 7 

8 

S. LOUIS MARTIN, > Case No. CGC-14-5399729 

Plaintiff10 

V > REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE11 

GOOGLE, INC. > OF 3 FEBRUARY 2015 HEAR-12 

Defendant > ING IN CASE 539972,13 

> S. LOUIS MARTIN V14 

> GOOGLE, INC.15 

16 

> 27 January 201517 

ORIGINAL HEARING SCHEDULED AS FOLLOW: 18 

Hearing Reservation Number: 121014-01 19 

Department: 302 20 

Date: 3 February 2015 21 

Time: 9:30 AM 22 

137

mailto:s.louis.martin@gmail.com


This is a Request for continuance of the hearing set for 3 February 2015 in Case 23 

S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. (Case CGC-14-539972). 24 

The request for continuance is being made in order to allow time for the 25 

Commission on Judicial Performance to investigate allegations of perjury and 26 

malfeasance on the part of Judge Ernest Goldsmith in this case; it is also being 27 

requested to allow time for the federal Internet Crime Complaint Center (IC3.org) 28 

to investigate allegations of (1) computer hacking, (2) email blocking, and (3) 29 

blocking public viewing of all court-related documents on CoastNews.com by 30 

Defendant Google; finally, it is being requested so the court  can make viewable 31 

all documents filed by the Plaintiff, S. LOUIS MARTIN. This hearing simply makes 32 

no sense until investigations are completed and the Plaintiff’s filings have been 33 

made viewable, as are GOOGLE’S. 34 

By /s/ S.  Louis Martin 35 

Pro se representative for Plaintiff 36 

S. Louis Martin 37 

27 January 2015 38 

 39 

ORIGINAL HEARING SCHEDULED AS FOLLOW: 40 

Hearing Reservation Number: 121014-01 41 

Hearing Department: 302 42 

Hearing Date: 3 February 2015 43 

Hearing Time: 9:30 AM 44 
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LAW AND MOTION, 302, PLAINTIFF S. LOUIS MARTIN'S MOTION TO VACATE 

STRIKE ORDER OF 13 NOVEMBER 2014 IN CASE 539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V 

GOOGLE, INC. IS DENIED. THE COURT DENIES PLAINTIFF'S CONTINUANCE 

REQUEST. ORDER SIGNED IN OPEN COURT. (SEE ORDER FOR COMPLETE RULING.) 

JUDGE: ERNEST H. GOLDSMITH; CLERK: SEAN KANE; REPORTER: MELANIE DAWN 

GHENO, CSR #7489 (302/EHG) 
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2 
 

MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENT OF 21 APRIL 2015 IN CASE CGC-14-539972, 23 

S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. 24 

 25 

Shakespeare got it right in Hamlet: 26 

 27 

In the corrupted currents of this world 28 

Offense's gilded hand may shove by justice, 29 

And oft 'tis seen the wicked prize itself 30 

Buys out the law; but tis not so above. 31 

 32 

This judgment should be vacated, but probably won't be, for the following 33 

reasons: 34 

 35 

1. Google's Declaration of Proposed Judgment was five months late in being filed; 36 

and it was not properly served on the Plaintiff. According to CRC 3.1312(a), it 37 

must be filed within five days of granting of the order, not five months! Also, no 38 

third-party served the document electronically to the Plaintiff, and as the Plaintiff 39 

was out of town, the paper service of the document did not reach him in time to 40 

file objections within the required five days! 41 

 42 

2. The Plaintiff's documents have not been made visible in the Register of Actions 43 

and no explanation has ever been made for this. Law schools and news media 44 

wanted access. These are public documents, and in a democratic system of 45 

government as in the United State, suppression of public documents erodes  the 46 

democratic process.  47 
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 48 

3. Moreover, it appears that the judge in this case has never read the majority 49 

(any?) of the filed documents by S. LOUIS MARTIN. How can a person make 50 

judgments on matters that a person knows nothing about? 51 

 52 

4. Huge bias has been shown throughout all proceedings. From suppression of 53 

most of the Plaintiff's documents to extending deadlines for filing by Google, the 54 

court has shown huge favoritism. As another example, Google filed its response 55 

to the complaint 15 days late. The requirement is 30 days; Google filed in 45 days. 56 

Was any such leeway granted the Plaintiff? Absolutely not! With a pending 57 

investigation of the judge for perjury and an investigation of Google for hacking 58 

the Plaintiff's computer (now proven), not one extra day has been allowed.  59 

 60 

5.  Perhaps the greatest irregularity in this case is the judge's perjury, clearly 61 

viewable in the Register of Actions. In the judge’s Strike Order of 13 November 62 

2014, he states that the Plaintiff filed no rebuttal to the Defendant's Special 63 

Motion to Strike and Demurrer request. The Register of Actions shows clearly the 64 

opposite. And an attachment to the 22 April 2015 Case Management meeting 65 

that explained the response point by point appears to have been totally ignored. 66 

Note also that the meeting was conveniently cancelled as, is likely, it would have 67 

cast an extremely negative light on both judge and Defendant. Perjury and 68 

hacking are criminal activities. 69 

 70 

6. There is also the matter of Google's hacking attacks. They have now been 71 

proven and the results can be seen in a second attachment to the cancelled 22 72 

April 2015Case Management meeting. Apparently such criminal activity is also of 73 

no concern to the court and this judge.  74 

 75 
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7. There has been significant new evidence in the case: 76 

 77 

a. The disclosure of leaked documents concerning the 2013 "ruling" by the FTC  78 

regarding Google disclosed that the actual investigators concluded that Google 79 

was guilty of anticompetitive behavior, with harm to both to competing 80 

businesses and to consumer, and these real investigators recommended 81 

punishing Google for it. The administrative law judges with the FTC, who are 82 

politically appointed animals, chose to deal with Google in a political way. 83 

However, they did not exonerate Google, as Google has falsely claimed in court 84 

documents; quite to the contrary, they put Google on probation for 20 years but 85 

did nothing to stop their anticompetitive behavior. (Note also here that the whole 86 

basis of the Strike Order is the absurd notion presented by Google that it is a 87 

Publisher and can do anything it wants. Why didn't the FTC buy that notion in the 88 

two years of investigation and simply drop their investigation? Why? Because 89 

they knew it was nonsense.) 90 

 91 

b. The European Union's anticompetitive body has initiated a lawsuit against 92 

Google on the same grounds as raised by S. LOUIS MARTIN. Would they do so 93 

frivolously? Not likely. Nor would S. LOUIS MARTIN in his lawsuit. 94 

 95 

c. Since the revelation of the leaked documents to the Wall Street Journal, the US 96 

Congress will resume its investigation into Google's anticompetitive behavior. 97 

 98 

Items a, b, and c above are all new "competent" evidence that no honest judge 99 

can overlook. 100 

 101 

8. Throughout this case a double standard has been applied: One to the guiled 102 

hand of Google, quite another to poor-boy S. LOUIS MARTIN. Beyond 103 
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extraordinarily generous extensions of deadlines to Google on its filings, and 104 

unquestioning acceptance of any idea put forth by Google, the court has failed to 105 

ask a single substantive question of S. LOUIS MARTIN, with apparently no curiosity 106 

whatsoever to know what the "fuss" is all about.  107 

 108 

9. Every time a Case Management meeting is schedule, it gets cancelled when 109 

significant documents are filed. When I am prepared with new documents and 110 

related information, such as easy-to-prove allegations of perjury by the judge and 111 

proven hacking attacks by the Defendant, and Google has nothing new to offer, 112 

the meeting is cancelled without explanation. I think there is no mystery here. It is 113 

one more way to suppress the facts of the case and throw the prize to American 114 

Champion Google. 115 

 116 

10. The whole case is tainted by politics and money.  It is taking place in the 117 

“corrupted currents” of the new digital landscape, demonstrating that moral 118 

authority has not improved in the last 450 or so years. 119 

 120 

11. The grammar of the Strike Order of 13 November 2014 is faulty. Please reread 121 

it. It says that the Plaintiff's complaint is protected by Free Speech rights, not 122 

Google's bad behavior. I presume the judge meant to say that Google's bad 123 

behavior was protected by First Amendment rights but that is not what it says. 124 

Thus the Strike Order itself is faulty and should at least be rewritten.  125 

 126 

If the court cares to enhance the evidence of serious judicial misbehavior, then 127 

ignoring this motion and signing a final dismissal is certainly the way to go, 128 

guaranteeing the case moves "above" to a higher moral authority. 129 

 130 

S. LOUIS MARTIN 131 
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 132 

By /s/ S.  Louis Martin 133 

Pro se representative for Plaintiff 134 

S. Louis Martin 135 

28 April 2015 136 

 137 

Hearing Reservation Number: 04280629-03 138 

Hearing Department: 302 139 
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Hearing Time: 9:30 AM 141 
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MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View 

JUL-14-2015 CLERK'S NOTICE OF FILING OF NOTICE OF APPEAL View 

JUL-09-2015 NOTICE OF APPEAL (TRANSACTION ID # 57523075) FILED BY 

APPELLANT MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
View 100.00 

JUL-08-2015 NOTICE SENT TO ATTORNEY DAVID H. REICHENBERG TO 

PAY PRO HAC VICE RENEWAL FEE BY AUG-26-2015 
View 

JUN-29-2015 ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO VACATE 

JUDGMENT OF 21 APRIL 2015 
View 

JUN-29-2015 LAW AND MOTION, 302, PLAINTIFF S. MARTIN MOTION TO 

VACATE JUDGMENT OF 21 APRIL 2015 IN CASE CGC-14-

539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. IS DENIED. 

ORDER SIGNED IN OPEN COURT. (SEE MINI-MINUTES AND 

ORDER FOR COMPLETE RULING.) JUDGE JOSEPH M. QUINN; 

CLERK FELICIA GREEN; COURT REPORTER MELANIE 

GHENO, CSR NO. 7489 (302/JMQ) 

JUN-29-2015 MINI MINUTES FOR JUN-29-2015 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302 
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JUN-04-2015 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE OF JUN-23-2015 IS OFF CALENDAR. 

JUDGMENT ON FILE. NOTICE SENT BY COURT. 
View   

MAY-07-

2015 
OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS MOTION TO VACATE 

JUDGMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 57203864) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

APR-30-2015 COURT REPORTING SERVICES LESS THAN 1 HOUR 

(TRANSACTION ID # 57165303) FILED BY PLAINTIFF 

MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View 30.00 

APR-30-2015 MOTION TO VACATE JUDGMENT OF 21 APRIL 2015 IN CASE 

CGC-14-539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. 

(TRANSACTION ID # 57165303) FILED BY PLAINTIFF 

MARTIN, S. LOUIS HEARING SET FOR JUN-29-2015 AT 09:30 

AM IN DEPT 302 

View 60.00 

APR-23-2015 PROOF OF SERVICE VIA U.S. MAIL (TRANSACTION ID # 

57128921) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

APR-23-2015 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

57128921) 
View   

APR-21-2015 THE COURT ORDERED THE FOLLOWING JUDGMENT 

ENTERED: IT IS ADJUDGED THAT PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. 

LOUIS TAKE NOTHING FROM DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

SEE SCANNED DOCUMENT 

View   

APR-16-2015 PROOF OF SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 57090865) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

APR-16-2015 DECLARATION OF BRADLEY T. TENNIS IN SUPPORT OF 

[PROPOSED] JUDGMENT OF DISMISSAL (TRANSACTION ID # 

57090865) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View 20.00 

APR-08-2015 ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE SET FOR JUN-23-2015 IN 

DEPARTMENT 610 AT 10:30 AM FOR FAILURE TO FILE 

JUDGMENT FOLLOWING ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO 

STRIKE. THE APR-22-2015 CASE MANAGEMENT 

CONFERENCE IS OFF CALENDAR. NOTICE SENT BY COURT. 

View   

APR-01-2015 GOOGLE HACKING ATTACKS - ATTACHMENT #2 TO CASE 

MANAGEMENT STATEMENT FOR CASE CGC-14-539972 (S. 

LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE), FOR 22 APRIL 2015 MEETING 

(TRANSACTION ID # 57003485) FILED BY PLAINTIFF 

MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

APR-01-2015 ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS, (BY NOTICE OF APPEARANE 

OF COUNSEL) (TRANSACTION ID # 57002307): TENNIS, 

BRADLEY T. ADDED AS ATTORNEY FOR GOOGLE, INC 

View   

MAR-27-

2015 
CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56988493) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

FEB-24-2015 ATTACHMENT TO CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT FOR 

CASE CGC-14-539972 (S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC.), 

FOR 22 APRIL 2015 MEETING (TRANSACTION ID # 56822699) 

FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

FEB-24-2015 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56822699) FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS JURY 

DEMANDED, ESTIMATED TIME FOR TRIAL: 5.0 DAYS 

View   

FEB-10-2015 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # View   
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56752747) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

FEB-10-2015 CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE OF FEB-25-2015 

CONTINUED TO APR-22-2015 AT 10:30 AM IN DEPARTMENT 

610 FOR DEFENDANT(S) TO FILE JUDGMENT. NOTICE SENT 

BY COURT. 

View   

FEB-04-2015 PROOF OF SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 56717584) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

FEB-04-2015 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER/NOTICE OF RULING FILED 

(TRANSACTION ID # 56717584) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

FEB-03-2015 MINI MINUTES FOR FEB-03-2015 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302     

FEB-03-2015 LAW AND MOTION, 302, PLAINTIFF S. LOUIS MARTIN'S 

MOTION TO VACATE STRIKE ORDER OF 13 NOVEMBER 2014 

IN CASE 539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. IS 

DENIED. THE COURT DENIES PLAINTIFF'S CONTINUANCE 

REQUEST. ORDER SIGNED IN OPEN COURT. (SEE ORDER 

FOR COMPLETE RULING.) JUDGE: ERNEST H. GOLDSMITH; 

CLERK: SEAN KANE; REPORTER: MELANIE DAWN GHENO, 

CSR #7489 (302/EHG) 

    

FEB-03-2015 ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFF'S REQUEST FOR 

CONTINUANCE OF FEBRUARY 3, 2015 HEARING AND 

MOTION TO VACATE STRIKE ORDER OF 13 NOVEMBER 2014 

View   

JAN-27-2015 REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF 3 FEBRUARY 2015 

HEARING IN CASE 539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. 

(TRANSACTION ID # 56667936) FILED BY PLAINTIFF 

MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

JAN-20-2015 PROOF OF SERVICE BY HAND DELIVERY (TRANSACTION ID 

# 56633036) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

JAN-20-2015 DECLARATION OF DAVID H. REICHENBERG IN SUPPORT OF 

GOOGLE INC.S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS MOTION TO 

VACATE ORDER STRIKING COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56633036) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JAN-20-2015 DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFS 

MOTION TO VACATE ORDER STRIKING COMPLAINT 

(TRANSACTION ID # 56633036) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

DEC-22-2014 ATTACHMENT TO CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT FOR 

CASE CGC-14-539972 (S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC.), 

FOR 31 DECEMBER 2014 MEETING; (TRANSACTION ID # 

56509395) FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

DEC-22-2014 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56509395) FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS JURY 

DEMANDED, ESTIMATED TIME FOR TRIAL: 5.0 DAYS 

View   

DEC-16-2014 CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE OF DEC-31-2014 

CONTINUED TO FEB-25-2015 AT 10:30 AM IN DEPARTMENT 

610 FOR DEFENDANT(S) TO FILE JUDGMENT FOLLOWING 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO STRIKE. NOTICE SENT BY 

COURT. 

View   

DEC-10-2014 MOTION TO VACATE STRIKE ORDER OF 13 NOVEMBER 2014 

IN CASE 539972, S. LOUIS MARTIN V GOOGLE, INC. 

View 60.00 
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(TRANSACTION ID # 56453793) FILED BY PLAINTIFF 

MARTIN, S. LOUIS HEARING SET FOR FEB-03-2015 AT 09:30 

AM IN DEPT 302 

DEC-04-2014 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56422312) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

DEC-02-2014 ORDER OVERRULING AS MOOT DEFENDANT GOOGLE 

INC.'S DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT 
View   

NOV-19-

2014 
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56363218) 
View   

NOV-13-

2014 
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC. TO STRIKE 

PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO CIV. PROC. CODE § 

425.16 

View   

NOV-13-

2014 
MINI MINUTES FOR NOV-13-2014 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302     

NOV-13-

2014 
MINI MINUTES FOR NOV-13-2014 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302     

NOV-13-

2014 
LAW AND MOTION 302, DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC'S 

MOTION TO STRIKE COMPLAINT IS GRANTED. DEFENDANT 

HAS MET ITS BURDEN OF SHOWING THAT THE CLAIMS 

ASSERTED AGAINST IT ARISE FROM CONSTITUTIONALLY 

PROTECTED ACTIVITY, THEREBY SHIFTING THE BURDEN 

TO PLAINTIFF TO DEMONSTRATE A PROBABILITY OF 

PREVAILING ON THE MERITS OF THE COMPLAINT. 

PLAINTIFF HAS FAILED TO FILE AN OPPOSITION TO 

DEFENDANT'S MOTION, AND HAS PRODUCED NO 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING A PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS. 

ORDER SIGNED IN OPEN COURT. JUDGE: ERNEST H. 

GOLDSMITH; CLERK: CYNTHIA HERBERT; REPORTER: 

SHERYL L. SAWYER, CSR # 5976 (302/EHG) 

    

NOV-13-

2014 
LAW AND MOTION 302, DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC'S 

DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT IS OVERRULED AS MOOT IN 

LIGHT OF THE RULING ON THE SPECIAL MOTION TO 

STRIKE. PREVAILING PARTY TO PREPARE FORM OF ORDER. 

PREVAILING PARTY TO PREPARE A FORM OF ORDER. 

JUDGE: ERNEST H. GOLDSMITH; CLERK: CYNTHIA 

HERBERT; REPORTER: SHERYL L. SAWYER, CSR # 5976 

(302/EHG) 

    

NOV-12-

2014 
SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENT RE: WHAT IS GOOGLE? 

FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

NOV-12-

2014 
SUPPLEMENT: SHIFTING SEARCH SCENARIOS, EXTREME 

BIAS FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

NOV-12-

2014 
SUPPLEMENTARY DOCUMENT RE: INTRO TO WHAT IS 

GOOGLE FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

NOV-12-

2014 
PROOF OF SERVICE FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS     

NOV-12-

2014 
THE CASE FOR CONTINUING THE CASE AGAINST GOOGLE 

AND REJECTING ITS DEMURRER REQUEST FILED BY 

PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

    

NOV-03-

2014 
CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE OF NOV-19-2014 

CONTINUED TO DEC-31-2014 AT 10:30 AM IN DEPARTMENT 

View   
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610. NOTICE SENT BY COURT. 

OCT-27-2014 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT (TRANSACTION ID # 

56250781) FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS ALSO 

FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

OCT-22-2014 SUPPLEMENT: SHIFTING SEARCH SCENARIOS, EXTREME 

BIAS FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

OCT-15-2014 LAW AND MOTION 302,DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC.'S 

MOTION TO STRIKE COMPLAINT. JUDGE MILLER IS 

RECUSED. THE MOTION IS CONTINUED TO NOVEMBER 13, 

2014 AT 9:30 AM IN DEPT. 302 TO BE HEARD BY JUDGE 

GOLDSMITH. JUDGE: MARLA J. MILLER; CLERK: GINA 

GONZALES; REPORTER: SHERYL L. SAWYER, CSR# 

5976.(302/MJM) 

    

OCT-15-2014 LAW AND MOTION 302, DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC.'S 

DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT. JUDGE MILLER IS RECUSED. 

THE MOTION IS CONTINUED TO NOVEMBER 13, 2014 AT 9:30 

AM IN DEPT. 302 TO BE HEARD BY JUDGE GOLDSMITH. 

JUDGE: MARLA J. MILLER; CLERK: GINA GONZALES; 

REPORTER: SHERYL L. SAWYER, CSR# 5976.(302/MJM) 

    

OCT-15-2014 MINI MINUTES FOR OCT-15-2014 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302     

OCT-15-2014 MINI MINUTES FOR OCT-15-2014 09:30 AM FOR DEPT 302     

OCT-10-2014 INTRODUCTION SUPPLEMENT TO RUBUTTAL RESPONSE TO 

DEMURRER FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

OCT-10-2014 SUPPLEMENT TO REBUTTAL RESPONSE TO DEMURRER 

FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

SEP-30-2014 PROOF OF SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 56107611) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

SEP-30-2014 APPENDIX OF NON-CALIFORNIA AND UNPUBLISHED 

AUTHORITY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF ITS DEMURRER TO PLAINTIFFS 

COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 56106768) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

SEP-30-2014 REPLY IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S 

DEMURRER TO PLAINTIFFS COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID 

# 56106768) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

SEP-12-2014 EVIDENCE: ADDITIONAL CORROBORATION LINKS FILED 

BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

SEP-12-2014 EVIDENCE: CORROBORATION OF EXPERTS FILED BY 

PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 
    

SEP-10-2014 REBUTTAL TO GOOGLE'S DEMURRER WITH REBUTAL 

TITLE: THE CASE FOR CONTINUING THE CASE AGAINST 

GOOGLE- AND REJECTING ITS DEMURRER REQUEST FILED 

BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

SEP-03-2014 COURT REPORTING SERVICES LESS THAN 1 HOUR RE: 

DEMURRER ON 10/15/14 (TRANSACTION ID # 55975100) FILED 

BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View 30.00 

AUG-29-

2014 
APPENDIX OF NON-CALIFORNIA AND UNPUBLISHED 

AUTHORITIES CITED IN MO TO STRIKE COMPLT PURSUANT 

TO CCP 425.16 (TRANSACTION ID # 55961470) FILED BY 

View   

168

http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04669180&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=efa6ced90d5b3ce4cb59b5a107a5a20c66daabe9
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04639701&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=edf5eabcaad013e6e0e45f6256874408d34ae6fb
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04639591&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=15c2769452203965fa5b8e7a1be616c3cf79c7e7
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04639589&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=c7b23437e18d2ab5313c0975981fee305a2fabe0
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04616782&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=cecab439dfd65bfa4d1ee5f284c1f48505af63b9
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04608368&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=76bc6b0c1ebdb5887f44f527abc3cba96d711088
http://query.sftc.org/MINDS_ASP_PDF_SHA1/mainpage.aspx?Web_Server=QUERY.SFTC.ORG&MINDS_Server=ntimagex&Category=C&DocID=04605339&Timestamp=20150728222112&Digest=a019a274fd6abf302f5ca99dd960c7ecae79175c


DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

AUG-29-

2014 
PROOF OF PERSONAL SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 

55960309) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

AUG-29-

2014 
DECLARATION OF JACOB HAUBER IN SUPPORT OF MO TO 

STRIKE COMPLT PURSUANT TO CCP 425.16 (TRANSACTION 

ID # 55960309) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-29-

2014 
DECLARATION OF DAVID H. REICHENBERG IN SUPPORT OF 

MO TO STRIKE COMPLT PURSUANT TO CCP 425.16 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55960309) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-29-

2014 
COURT REPORTING SERVICES LESS THAN 1 HOUR RE: MO 

TO STRIKE ON OCT-15-14 (TRANSACTION ID # 55960309) 

FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View 30.00 

AUG-29-

2014 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 

OF MO STRIKE COMPLT PURSUANT TO CCP 425.16 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55960309) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-29-

2014 
MOTION TO STRIKE COMPLAINT PURSUANT TO CCP 425.16 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55960309) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC HEARING SET FOR OCT-15-2014 AT 09:30 AM 

IN DEPT 302 

View 60.00 

AUG-13-

2014 
APPENDIX OF NON-CALIFORNIA AND UNPUBLISHED 

AUTHORITIES CITED IN DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S 

DEMURRER TO PLAINTIFFS COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID 

# 55885314) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-13-

2014 
PROOF OF SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 55885314) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

AUG-13-

2014 
REQUEST FOR JUDICIAL NOTICE IN SUPPORT OF 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S DEMURRER AND PLAINTIFFS 

COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 55885314) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-13-

2014 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT 

OF DEFENDANT GOOGLE INC.S DEMURRER TO PLAINTIFFS 

COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 55885314) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-13-

2014 
DEMURRER TO COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 55885314) 

FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC HEARING SET FOR 

OCT-15-2014 AT 09:30 AM IN DEPT 302 

View 60.00 

AUG-07-

2014 
ORDER GRANTING APPLICATION TO APPEAR AS COUNSEL 

PRO HAC VICE FOR ATTORNEY DAVID H. REICHENBERG 

FILED BY COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

AUG-06-

2014 
RENOTICE OF EX PARTE MOTION OF DAVID H. 

REICHENBERG TO APPEAR AS COUNSEL PRO HAC VICE 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55843080) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JUL-31-2014 ORDER GRANTING EXTENSION OF TIME TO RESPOND TO 

COMPLAINT TO AUG-13-2014 
View   

JUL-30-2014 DECLARATION OF SCOTT A. SHER IN SUPPORT OF PRO HAC 

VICE APPLICATION FOR DAVID H. REICHENBERG 

View   
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(TRANSACTION ID # 55804827) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

JUL-29-2014 PROOF OF SERVICE (TRANSACTION ID # 55804130) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View   

JUL-29-2014 DECLARATION OF DAVID H. REICHENBERG IN SUPPORT OF 

APPLICATION TO APPEAR AS COUNSEL PRO HAC VICE 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55804130) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JUL-29-2014 APPLICATION TO ADMIT COUNSEL PRO HAC VICE 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55804130) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View 500.00 

JUL-22-2014 PROOF OF SERVICE ON SITPULATION AND [PROPOSED] 

ORDER TO EXTEND TIME TO RESPOND TO COMPLAINT 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55770323) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JUL-22-2014 FEE PAID ON [PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING EXTENSION 

OF TIME TO RESPOND TO COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 

55770323) FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View 20.00 

JUL-22-2014 STIPULATION EXTENDING TIME FOR DEFENDANT TO 

RESPOND TO COMPLAINT (TRANSACTION ID # 55770323) 

FILED BY GOOGLE, INC MARTIN, S. LOUIS 

View   

JUL-18-2014 ORDER RE: COMPLEX CASE DESIGNATION - DENIED View   

JUL-15-2014 PROOF OF PERSONAL SERVICE / BY HAND DELIVERY 

(TRANSACTION ID # 55735853) FILED BY DEFENDANT 

GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JUL-15-2014 APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF COMPLEX LITIGATION 

DESIGNATION (TRANSACTION ID # 55735853) FILED BY 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View 60.00 

JUL-15-2014 NOTICE OF APPEARANCE (TRANSACTION ID # 55735853) 

FILED BY DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 
View 1450.00 

JUL-15-2014 SUMMONS ON COMPLAINT FILED BY PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. 

LOUIS SERVED JUN-30-2014, PERSONAL SERVICE ON 

DEFENDANT GOOGLE, INC 

View   

JUN-17-2014 NOTICE TO PLAINTIFF View   

JUN-17-2014 ANTITRUST/UNFAIR COMPETITION, COMPLAINT FILED BY 

PLAINTIFF MARTIN, S. LOUIS AS TO DEFENDANT GOOGLE, 

INC SUMMONS ISSUED, JUDICIAL COUNCIL CIVIL CASE 

COVER SHEET FILED CASE MANAGEMENT CONFERENCE 

SCHEDULED FOR NOV-19-2014 PROOF OF SERVICE DUE ON 

AUG-18-2014 CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT DUE ON 

OCT-27-2014 

View 450.00 
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