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LETTER T OPPOSE THE SHTTLEMENT BETWEEN CLASS LAWYER AND DETTMNDRTE

T send this letter to oppose the settlement agreed to belwesn the

COURT appointed class lawyer and the Defendani Lawyer.

My name, address and telephone punber are Satish Cha Thardwal,

171 Lexington Ave Apt. 403, New York, WY 10076, USA, G46-243-2625.

s more fully explained in the pages that follow this page 1
the Litigation is not suitable for clags action as the Plaintiffs are
soncermed only about a minor Privacy issue involving only one of
the hacking tools dewveloped by Google o gather information aboult a
minor olass of Grail holders to profit monetarily from the information
thus gathered. The plaintiffs chose a site in the back vard of defendant

Which is morve likelv to rule in favor of the defendant.

I sincerely believe that the sebtlement agresd to by the defendant
is an attempt to Bribe the class lawyers that was chonsen by the Jourt,
which itself was highly jrregular since it is an unmbward off Type of Act
since if it was & Litigation that was initiated by a bona fide Plaintiff

ne'd have insisted on choosing a lawyer himself. ©7 A% s THE Parviey
WRTCRT S By AU &VING P eTium o7 SETTLE mEmT Bue THEA

The Court appointed lawyer was not intevested gerving the interest

of the plaintiff but of the Defendant with a view to earning his Fes. With

that in mind he pursuaded the Court to certify the rivigation as 2 Class
action and negotiated the least amount of monetary settlement that would
be énough to pay his fee and a few thousand notlars for esch of the

original Plaintiffs. That is nob the way a lawyer is supposed to handle

& case. Ttis highly irregular for a cowt apponted lawyer.

The*lawvars {Defendert and Class lawyer appointed by court) «

made sure that no class members would be awere of the class litigetion so

that they would not be able to exclude themselves from the action® Te rem-
[}

aining pages of this letter more fully discess these issuss.
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GLE BUZZ USER PRIVACY LITIGATION NO. 5:10-cv-00672Z3%W

Upon being dulv sworn before a NOTARY PUBLIC in the city
of New York I demose as follows
I. PRILIMINARY
1. My name and address are stated at the top right hand

corner of this page.

7. The statements made by me in this document under ocath
are known to me to be trusunder the best of my knowledge or are

helieved by me to ba Trus.

3. I've had Gmail for several vears. My gmall address
is punditofd S@gmaLL.comf My teléphone number is 446- BAZREDS

[

4, Omly recently I received an email from Google

5. The gmail informed me that as & holder of gmall
T and all other gmail holders are affected by this litigation
ir as much as if thev do not exclude themselves from this actien

-

they would for ever be barred from ever bringing any action

[y

oogle.

ie]
ford

against

HOWEVER the gmail reached the - holders after the

4
time to exel inddnad expired. So that option is history for me

PR

H
and every hody else who will be born in the future or wi.li purc-
hase a PC or any electronic device like a mobil phone in the

Futnure

11, TEHE ACEION TQENQT,§?£‘&RQE AS A CLASS ACTIONW

1. The case involves every body on this earths . 3f life
exists on planets in other galaxies it involves them ailsoc.
, i}} Pt Y
2. Most of these people will not have vetborn on the
cut off Date of January 10, 2077 aef;YaiaiiH giv-y i“'ﬁ S
¢ Al %éw%km_



let zlons their possessing an electronic device that can
communicate with or can be communicated by anv slectronic

device,

3. Buzz Action deprived them z2ll of wn opportunity
to bring a lavw suilt against Google for any Google invasion
of their privacy if the ssititlement being proposed by Googls

and Litigants is accoepbted by the court.

E

4. This settlement is a fraud against the holders of the

electronic devices. It should not be imposed on any body but
i

ivany action against Google
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and on Google.

in

5. Google sent & gmail to holders of Gmail only afiex
Daecember &, 2010 after these people lest the righit to exclude

themselves

6. Google created a special Buzez site for the Buzz Privacy
action. It mads no mention of this action on google.com thatl

is mors widely known,

7. The Litigants made no EFFORF to inform the world
that it is bzing recruited as & class member by virtue of an
action that was filed in a court in a western corner of the

United states.

8. They did not discuss this actlion and the existance
of a Ci&ﬂﬁgiﬁ which they have recryuited every breathing
human in anv and every corner of the worle from Bandra {a suburb
of Mumbail to Kaula Lampur to Accra to Nigeris to the world
down under, s fel TRTEMLEAEL MOP B L1y wal STLZLT otk Akl
mithi gkin TiAID ) Timis 2% e b BT

this class and treat this

o

g, I demand that ths Court voi
as a gimple case whose plaintiffs ave the Litlgants {a hand{
11 of them) and whose respondent is Google, This matter is

disougsed in the newxt Section IIT.



IN EE. GOOQGLE BUZY UBER PRIVACY LITIGATION Ho. S:WGva»G557EwJWW

Fegey of 14

IIE, THE CLASE I8 TOTALLY IMPROPER AND UNJSUST AGATINST ALL
EXCEPT THEE LITIGANTS paih THE LA/ ELS HTy G oot

1. The class lawyers have devided the class in to two

18 b

1

3..5

2. One class is reprented by lawvers who will be pa
&

Seid

as googie attorneys wiil be paid.

3. The claess lawvers have nego

ot
<

iated s settliement with goos
. i
gle. This settlement will pay a part. of the financial sattl%gt
ai

a
to the cliepts that originaslly rvetained them under the dizguise
t

that Tthey performed a service to the class.

4. They perfcrmed a service to ¥ | Google. Bub thev perfors
R OT
mad no service to the class, The settlement will baz Google from

poY pracitice. Geogle will Iowed to invade ih@ Privacy af ave -
' . . ULE Ca -
ery elactronic d&v1cebw“at it haz

to the commes
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ncament of Buzz Privacy Actiomn,

5. If the gsettlement is acceplted by the court all the
cwners of the slectronic Deviceswill locee heavily whether o not
they possess Guall B
6. These I lawyers lacked the experience to present the

case of the class te a Jury of the peers.

7. They lacked the experience in the selection of a Jury

that will not be biased in favor of Google

8. The lawyers lacked an understanding of any and sll int»

ernet matters,

G, The only interest of bthese class lawvers was, gensralte

&
an income for themselves and the clients who hired them.
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' rage 5 & F LA
11T Continuved
S PRAHTELD T FR™ N
0. As So0n AS Goagle;to a palitry Sum that the Lwyers
thought would cover thelr fee and gsome reward for their clients

they agreed to the settlement

TV. TEE LITIGANTS LACKED THE RESOURCES TO PROCEED AGAINST
GOGLE

4]
22

1. The litigants paid no retainer to the lawyvers they
choose to represent them,
2

. They had no money to hir lawyers who had an

T

understanding of theéinternst Privacy and internst hacking. Thay
did not and do not understand the difference betwesn the twos

3. They accepted lawyers who wounld represent them on
contigenoy basis.

time

£, These lawyvers invested the least amount of
necessary to get least ancount of financial settlesment that
would cover thiir own fee and a compensation for their handful

aof clients.

5. The remaining class members, who were recruited
in to The class were not represented at ail. Thelr interests
were btotally ignored by the class athornsyE .
6. The settlement is only a monetaty setitlement in which

the cliants who hired ther will share with the class lawvers.

7. The Settliement 1ls totally BiASET &é;ggfg?—?wﬁi



Google BuzZ user Privacy Litigation No. 5:10-0v-00672.7W
page (& CF

Fmy

V. LITIGANTE SHEOULD EAVE CONFINED THEIR CLA VERY

85 TO
LIMITED AREA LIKE THE COUNTY THEY LIVE IN

by
i/‘v‘J

T, Ho aauybman hagstow upon wiseiﬁéhe jurigdiction to

include a person lvzng rten thousand or fi ff%@? thousand miles

f.

away from hiz cour 1 a iitigation brought to his court by a

person living in the back yvard of the Court.

2. Gouogle is an International Company  o- P

having azn office in The Jjurisdiction of any and every courl.

3. Googls and the Litigants are azebing as fhugs to
include any body and everv body from any and every corner of
the world to include any body and every body in a local Liti-
gation b?ought bhefors a l&cm%}ﬁeurt by a local person whose
digpieasure with %u@?&$§f§?:@ the insertion of a meter thsai
counted the number of times he'd used Buzz and displaved the

count for the world to see.

4. This Litlgant or a wvery few litigants then decided

s

that they did not want to have the case tried before a Jury
of peers especially after CGoogle offered sach of them just

under ten thousand Dollars.

5. Google then shut its door so thaet no body can
exclude himself from the litigation and it ig in the procsss

"'E’ AN *:‘séﬂ
o shut the door bo even’ opposs t%@ SETTLEMENT,

EN
5., Google 15 using a Local judge to rule the case in
the favor of & few logal Litigante and 3 International

Company acting Locally.

7. I doubi this scert of thing would have happened 1f
a Szn Digo Litigant would have sued GSoogle in a Poone Court.
I'm sure Google has an office in Poone. TF it does not have

2
e

an office in Poone IT MpsT WML oug ow TokY Oy
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o

V. FHE LITIGANTS SHOULD HAVE CONFINED THEIR CLASS 70 A LIMITED AREA
LIFE THETR HOME TOWN COUNTY OR STATH. [CONTD,}

;']

#. What I'm tryving to point out that Google is
an International Company. It is an abuse of adminstration
of Justice to decide a Privacy Case in the back yard of a
couple of Litigants hailing from the home state of Soogie.
The class should have been limited to the area in the direct

jurisdiction of the Court it 1

1]

on the Calendar ofy

Ly

. This class is a fraud against the Laptop, personal
Computer and Apple Users and should be dismantled and USER

ion treated as a Simple Litigation between a disgr-

(“%"

Litiga

unted Gmail User who does not care about Privacy issues

that every owner of these devices face.

10, this Litilgant és only concerned dboubt making
a few dollars although the money was nobt an issue in the
Aetion. Bub as soon as a few thousand dollars were offered
to the litigant their lawyers accepted A big plus for the
lawyers was the consent of the Googlm, to pay thelr fee for
selling out the class without getiing any concessions from

Google on the Privacy issue.

11. this case should be dismissed without prefudice so thata
a real an injured party can bring a class action suit against Gosgle on
.

more substantive issues than in this case. The only issue in this case

ig Dollar issae. That too is laughable like twading Privecy for a faw doilars.



IN RE. GOOGLE RBUZZ PRIVACY LITIGATION NB.5:10-cv-00672-30W

VI. THE BRETPLEMENT I35 &4 PAYOLF T_C} & COUPLE OF
LOCAT, DISGRUNTLED LITIGANTS gf

T PURSUE THEIR PRIVACY CASE

1. Google has aqgreed to NOTHING that will amount to

HOT

a sertlement of the original diluted Privacy Complaint
against Goodle based on a single Privacy viclation relating

to = single Gooagle Hacking Tool which is named BUZZ.

2.The willingness of Google to settle the orlginal charge

. . - PR 1ol Tedd Qo PLED T
amounts to an admission of the original Chargeﬁé :

I. Google did not want the case to go to & trial that

would amcunt to exposure to Google hacking Activities.
4. Buzz is an google attempt at Hacking.

5, Google started as a search engine to keep a tab on
what people search for and how often they search what They

sgarch. Huzz is an attempt to dig dipper into their affairs.

6. Having built up a base of searchers who trust®
Google to deliver the web sites for their needs Google is
escrting to building its own sites for its own account Or
for an zecount of its customers. It is systematically pla-
cing these sites in search results ahead of other sites,
See Wall Street Journal Dated Decsmber 13 2010 item 6
gutter column.

¢ Ead Bty TTH BECEL MG e T w0

7. If Google is zllowed to cowTi#ikby placing no restr=

aints on it no body would be allowed by law to sue Google

again when it has built a vast network of hacking tools.

Ve
&. Google must nof be dilowed buliﬁ #ore hacking fool
By %&x-é}f'\-jie’\}@ Tl S g T PEE To f&&'{f‘;f’?}' PUTpIE N s Oy ELi
By B33 cr At 3 i | T - )
Privhty ComPLaivT MpWsT GUGLE wiTH Pag vudics
<5 e T e a — 4 "y ’ h
Teagb ey THEL TUTERJATIOU kL Compmigg) PTY.
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VIT, £O0GLE HAS TRANSFORMED ITSELE INTC A HACKING COMPANY FROM
BEING & SEARCH ENGINE.

1. Hackimgy is a very misunderstood wond. It is thought of to be a
rrocess in which words in a simple text are assigned the task of wiping
ot the documents of a person o whome This tewt is emailed or by
having him click om a 1link or use a BRL,

2., Tt i5 no lenger limited to thet kind of Action. Hacking can
enable a company to read the letters of numbers that are depressed on the

kev pad of the slectronic device possessed by a person.

3. Uoogle has thet kind of power. As an exampie in December 207173
Google disabled A0L as well as Tahoo whom it acoused of harboring elemsnts
of of tye wely gites that can resd the passwords of the people who use
vahoo or BOT. These people could loose thelr email addresses and have new

owners without any body nowing the change of ownership.

4, When a web site is thus disabled the ondy recourse these websites
mas bo apply to Google for a recertification of thelr websites after proving

that the elements of the Hacking have been removed,

5. Google knows whan you enter your My way or Crawler ewall account
or when vou use Hotmall search Bngines and how many fimes you use them
including the exact times you use them.. Tt sells this information to

Tl sers .

6. The Privacy case known as Buzz Privacy has nothing to do with Buzz
use. By cloging the Case on Buzz Google seeks to Close the entire
Privacy issue whether it is relabted to whether Google keeps track of
what times vou used your electronic devices or how long you used

them them whern you did use them or how many telephone numbers you have

or how often you change your telrphone numbers.

7. Google probably knows how many bank Accounts you have and how

much money vou have in each of Them.
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ViT. GOEE IBS TRATFRED TINELF T 10 A HAOKING CRERW {0300

£, IF coogle does rot el lovw yixn Bk Felances ib soon will, Ifs 80
Trio Somidh oo & ek ab . T its Daodd Roweed Mohile Phoe thedt will acb as a
crafit oo veeder,  For his plobure giving =z peek abt the mobll phone

ses page 19 (middle paragraph} of Newswaek dated November 29, 2010

9. Googie has already started To abuse 1ts Bearch Ingine. TUL is

increasingly listing its own sites abead of other sites in sesrch engine

10, BUZE is Gust a test of the ease wilth which it can oollect

Privacy data of the individuals without provoking thelr wrath.

1T Until revent past Google's sources of income were the revenues
Frem The ads businesses put on Google Seafch.gnqine Results, the fee
site cwners paild Google for reviewing their Sites for inclusion in the
Google Search results and their ads that Google placed on the Sites. 78
people clicked on the links in those ads Google paid for those clicks
and 1t also made monev on those clicks. There wes no loss of Privacy fox
people who pldced thelr ads with Google

12, Google is nob sabisfied this income that caused 1ts stock
price to fall from the IPO price of $95 per share Lo under §75 per share.
rfter Google started Hacking its shareholders noticed the hacking. Presently

the share price of Google i1s over $500 per shave.

13. The Compenies like Time Warner that own AUL and through AOL
Netsoeape are seeimgtth@ prices of their shares fall., As a matter of Fact
the price of the shares of Netscape had fallen from sbout 33160 per share
to low two digit figuras, Hence MNetscape Directors sold the Company to
AL, Nebscape gob merged with AOL and its Browser came Lo be known as

AOL.
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IN RE.TO GOOGLE BUZE PRIVACY LITIGATION No. 5:10-ov-00672-F4 Page i
VII, GOOGLE HAS TRANSFORMED ITSELF TO A HACKING COMPANY (COMD, }
14, AN had hoped that buyving Hetscape wonld provide it a2 Browser
Prowser and its shere prices, that had fallen sherplv from thelr kichs

reached zoon after AOL develooed its Internet servios Bul Nebscspe murchase
di:d not help AGL. Time Warner thought that the failure had somsthing
to with ACL Marketing. So It bought AOL and hes been trving to sell 201

ever since without sucsss. There ave simply no buvers.

15.Times Warner has to compete with Backing Comperndes like Google

~efox with

that hase its own Browser. There are Browsers like ¥ozillas Fi

which AL must compete.

15, After Buzz privacy Litigalion is closed with peefiudice Google

wonzld geb & llconge to use ifs Browser and gmail and all the tools it

ol

hes developad to sov on the worid. Goole is a Jash rich Company. It
already has a lerge IT staff in India. The IT gtaff in India coshs
vary litile Iike leogs than £5 per day. And Indisns are better at

hacking than any body else in the worid.

£

7. Only & Trial of the Litigabion and the Google evidence under
cath will throw the light on the extent of the damage Google inflicts
an the privacy of the individuals who do not have Gmail and hence do
not have buzz and hence are not class members and will in no likelihood
oppose the Google Settlement. Bub even these individusls will not be able
to bring 2 law sull against Google for damage bo thelr privacy whether

aven 1f They do nob

they become Google (ustomers in the £

hecome Gooole Customers after Januery 10, 2011,

18.This discussion of Hacking is not exbaustive in nature. I'm

not an attomey and I can only oF Tsome wavs SACKTNG CRN DESTROY YOUR

PRIVACY. I'm Not zn attormey. T believe thal my pleading will Zall on
deaf ears. In case my arguments get theown out T'11 appemsl As high ag
T can go. For that sventuality T state that I be not deemsd o have
walved any arguments in this hacking section or any other section

F T'we nobt mentioned them.
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S BAlVLE

VEIT . INTERNET MAKES TT BASY 70 HACK THE COMPUTERS

EVARYRONY. BECAUSE OF THE HASTE WiTH W

HOH IT WAS DEVELOPED

1. When Gore was Vice President he made the
Federal data bases available to public., This data base was
stored in powerful mainbrames.

2. At that time there were no personal Computers.
They leased terminals capable of having thelr tasks perfo-
rmed remotely on main Frames owned by others, These maln

framaes performed several tasks simulianscously. Bach secon of

the processor time of the main Lrames was devided in to million

tion ticks, The wmain frames worked on the tasks of a single
customer Ffor eone tick. The customer wes charged by the jour.

Tege Companies were called Time Bharing.

3. Just about that time Apple, IBM had made Portable

computers that had their own processors, their own key boards,

theilr own monitors. They did not need processor time Lo get
the tasks performed. They were very inexpensive to buyv. Bul

they could not communicate with other computers

4. When the federsl Government made ther Data bases
stored in main Frames avallable one man found & monsy man
who would buy the shares of Common Stock of his then start
up company NETSCARPE for $90,000,000 {(Ninety Million dolliars}

2y. Hisg intention was to used

9

and provided him a sesd m
the money to ensble then available mobil computers

he
communicate with the main frame compulers.

5. Sooen thersafter Netscape filed an offering for
its Tmitial public offering ("7P0%) to raise hundreds of
Puks {

nillféhs OFf ddilars of additional capital to develap
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Page

PIET, DRTERNET SERVICE MARES T ZASY 10 HAUK THE COMPUTERE OF
EVERYEODY RECAUSE OF THE HASTE WITH WHICH I7 WAL DEVELOPED

9. The sugcess of ADL in raising its ssed capital

of hundreds of millions of Dollars enabiod Netscape to

have its IPO oversubseribed:and when the offering Has ‘
P . ] ; G ¥
dadls Sactive by SEC all that was needed was b

wdsliver théelzBares te %bmmithévihéé oen mrom%%@ﬁ Mimu%éﬁm

after “the off er;nw‘becamu efLaammva watscaﬁ@ sharés started .
trading .and ross tdia v@ry M*gﬁ premivm. - D BRI
| 16

. m@v@r_b@{ora had any E@Q‘ﬂharés of Common. Stock bhedh

scld ovt even before the SEC (kaved the cffering. hs so0n

as the Ckay was received the underwiters declared the offsring
closed. The trading started. Within hours share rose o
unprecedented premiums. While the Google shares fell after the

close of the offering Nelscape shares were on I[ire. Hetscape
apiit the shares. The split shares brought the shayve prices
to pre-split prices.

17

17, Hetscape had yvel no earnings, no resvenuas. Only a
promise. The Acl founders decidefto conduct a public affering
of its shares based upon the success of Netscape offering.
Mow A0L offering oot over-subscribed and shares were solid
hefore the offering became effective. Bfter the offering
became effmciive the shares caught fire like Netscaps shares.
They went straight up defying gravity. Gravity did not apply
to Hetscape and AOL SHARES.

M
3
[N
]
3

tz. Only DmtSCth ran out of monevy it had ©

B Che . :
its IPO. AROL was 1bs&partaero It still had moneyv. It bougnht

Q
h

Hetscape. Fetscape became a part AGL,. Only it wasg not

producing a profit. It appreoached Time Warner and it too

hecame sold on the Netscape Aol ooncept. It
i :

AOL company that was.not only an Internet service Provider

hut also a Browssr.
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VELTE, INTERNET SERVICE MERES T EASY TO HACK THE COMPUTERS

OF BVERYSECDY  BECAUSE OF THE HASTE WITH WHICH THEY WiRE DEVELOPED

13, Time Warner soon found out it had made a big misteke. It
found out why AOL-NETSCAFE cobination wag not a money meker. I fommd
out how people were using the Combination fo hack ocut the files of

totel strengers.

4. TP engineers of Time Warner, Microsoft have been spending
hundreds of millions of dollars to correct the weaknesses in their
systems and finding thal just as soon as they had corrected the
woaknesses that were brought to their attention the hackers had found
ot more weskmesses ond Time Warner and micposoft had to find ways
o remove the weaknesses.

1%, Only Google doss not try o wips out those weaknesses. it
has its engineers find out ways of exploiting those wesknesses angd o
profit From them by using thew to attack the Privacy of the people who

gur? the wel.

Ph. For this reason Time Warner has bsen trying to unload
AL ever since it bought it. Only there are no buvers. any Buyer would

face stiff competition from Google and othews,

17 When Netscape started to develop its Browssr amd once the
Browser was availlable AL bad to gpend a lobt of monesy aromnbing to
hondreds of milkions of dnllars o develon & concept of producing

the internel service.

18, Inspifte of spending hundreds of millicns of dollars the IT
Enoginesrs produced a misguided concept because all these engineers

had was a knowledge of the code and they how fto program for a task.
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VITI. INTERNET SERVICE MARES T OEASY AND POSSIBLE T HACK, THE
OMPUIERS OF EVERY BODY BRECAISE OF THE HASTE WITH WHICH THEY THEY
WERE DEVELOPTD, {(CONIDH

19, The Browser enabled a Compuber owner to use the Browser té
ask for information from ther server, uvse b for whatever purpose the
persen wabed the informetion for like sltering it to suit his needs
and storirng it back in the serverwithoot lsaving any marker to Indicats

that the informstion has been alterad,

M The mnsuspecting next person would then use the Browser to
has been

conbaminared and made infects=d with viruses and thus harmfol.

ask for the information not knowing thaet the information

21, Tb is ot the Browssrs developed by Mebscape, Mozilla-Firefox
or even by Google that are at fauwlt. It is the Concept of empowering

the personal Comounters developed by AOL that is misculded and at fanlt.

22z, This concept has to be banished and a new Joncept developed

if Hacking is to be stopped.

23, But There is no way Comparnds whose shaveholders heve spent

hundreds of Billiops of Dollars to develop a concept

24, In the present method of surfing the internet Apples, Personal
Computers and laptops {collectively known as Clients) have a major role
in the swfing of Tnternet. The servers have only a minor clerical

roie of sending documents stored in them to the clients that order them

or to raceive the documents from olients and store them, This empowers
the owners of clients To hack.

25. Coogle uses the power of Clients to hack and to spy on their

(S CAN
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I¥. TO PREVENT THE TRNVASION OF PRIVARCY THE METHOD OF SURFING
THE WER HAS 170 BE REDEVELOPED

1. Tt has been mentioned In the previous section that the

develomment of Internet service is totally misguided.

2. The founders of Netscape and AL were College drop outs.
they were incapable of developing New Tools. They foumd oul wavs o
wee the tools that were available then like the THM BCUs and IEM

Compatibles that were meant to process the data with thelr own PUs.

3. The founders of Netscape and ADL were misguided in having
fhese compubters acguire the ability of Communiceting with other computers
whose el was to gtore information on their hard disk alfber receiving
it from other compubers and bo distribute this information apong computers

that ask for it.

4, Havkino hes also been confired to the likes of eollege or school
drop outs. Bubt it is no longer the case. Money rich Companies like
Google and Microsoft have billions of Dollars and have the ability o
pey the salaries of Bducated IT staff. Bub they have feind out thatthey
dom't have fto pay high salazies bto Mmericen College graduates to do
Hacking, Thev can Use educated Indian College graduates in India and

have them do the Hacking.

5. This con be stopned by redeveloping internet service by changing
!‘:ji‘“’ Y ¥ e )
Client server roles. The surfer should heve the role of processing

the data By its CPU rather than by the CPU of the Clients.

£, IF this is done there would be no hacking since it would not

be possible,

7. Instead of settling the Buzz Privacy Litigation by payving
a paltry amount it should voluntarily pav the sum That an Intermstional

Jeer of Peers would pay as Compensatory and Punditive Domages.

-
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- TE. T PREVENT THE INVASTION OF PRIVACY THE METHOD OF SURFING
THE WER BFOUED BE HEDEVELOPED {CONTT )

g, If & trial mf.the entire Privacy Issue were held in an
International Court before a jury of Peers the jury would award
Compensatory and Punitive damages of one thousand times the ssttiement
amount of 38,000,006 {sight million Dollars) that Google wants to

pay without a trial.

Q. TF Google wants to svold o Jory trial 1t should agree o
pay a settlement of $8,000,000,000 {eight Billion Dollars and the
money should be earmarked for redeveloping the Intermet service rather
Fhan bBribing the Privacy organizations who would be renderesd powerless

‘ _ B

if Puzz Nitigation is settled without any restraints on Google

¥, THE SETTLEMINT SHOULD MO BE USED 70 BUY THE SLLENCE OF
ANY PARTIES.

1. Settlement amount is a Google Thank you to the people

who brought the Buwz Privacy Issue before a local Court.

Z. Privacy Issue is a moch bigger issue than mere Buzz

3. Th does not involve only the holders of gmail. It involves

‘every body who may not even be horn yeb

4. Cocgle is paving these pecple who Bought this-Baze Litigation
in the local court as it gives Google an opportundty to close the
entire Privacy issue since the agreed to settlement will not Curb Google

in any way

5. It iz & pay off to the Privacy watch dogs to prevent tThem

from intervening in the mather.
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%7, SETFLEMENT AMOUIT 15 OFE THOUSANDTE OF WHAT AR
THTERNATIONAL, JURY OF PEERS WOULD AWARD AFTER A TRIAL

. Google wants to award s trial not because of the
cost involved but becsuse of the ﬁamaginq evidence thal would be

presented to the Jury .

2. The evidence would invelve not only the Hacking Activities

of Foogle invelving Privacy invasion bub also Coogle Hacking Apility

and the capital available to Google fto accomplish its

3, The eviderss would involve the tools Google now has to
invade the privacy but can develop in the future to invade the

Privacy.

&

4. Google wants to aveid a jury trial. But does nob want to

pav for avoiding the monetary damage a jury trial would cause. This
damage would occur even if Google would win affer the trial. But if
it leoses at the frial 1t would incur an additional loss of Billions

of Dollars.

5. $8,000,000 (eight Million Dollars is totally arbitrary and
without any regards to the facts of the case and too little even as a

bribe to the party involved,
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XI1. BFFIDAVIT

T, Satish Chendsr Bherdwad, upon being duly sworn before a

Notary Public in the City of New York, depose as follows:
1. T Liwve at 171 Lexington Ave, Apk. 403, New York, HY 100714
ii. My telephone mupber i 456-243-2625

iti. The Statements, made in this letber, are Urue as to facts

Known to me.

et

iv. balisve the statements, made in this letter, to be true

if they contsin any facts not known to me,

MY STGHATURE STENATURE OF MOTRRY PUBLIC

Bated Jamuary 4, 2011
i Yory Ciiky, HY ‘
New York City, N SEAL OF NOTRRY
PUBLIC

T ) AT Y
LA LA S Iéﬁ’gwm



