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Dear Judge Chin,

As the author of several books, plus portions of anthologies, all of which were published before
Sept. 5, 2009, I write to put my objections before you.

The so-called remedy is disproportionate, duplicious. and bears little relationship to the offense.
Google, saying it was merely creating the equivalent of a giant library card catalog, started
scanning book$ without the permission of rights holders. The Authors Guild, commendably to my
mind, sued. When the matter went to settlement, we were still hearing about the fabulous digital
library Google[intended to give us. Three years later, the settlement is announced, and what we
The Author's éx&?éeig%ﬁo\{eél& br}gtﬁ?cd is a giant online bookstore, with the Authors Guild and AAP as
storekeepers.
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The fact that ntillions of writers were wronged was used as an excuse to wrong us yet again. We
writers have begcome Google’s cover while it prepares to do battle with Amazon.

Calling the praposed new Book Rights Registry a “registry” is clever duplicity. It isn’t just a
channel for payments. It would set up a prodigious bureaucracy, one that will demand copies of
letters and contracts I signed 30 years, three children, 12 computers and three houses ago -- and

I’d better comg up with them, or my work will be declared an “orphan book” owned by Google. If
I complain, the matter will go to arbitration with a good chance the decision will be sealed.

This new entity is to control the sale of writers’ digital books and indeed, every future digital
product. We are locked in. Never mind all the opt in, opt out business. If you have the choice of
selling your work under the terms set by Google and the BRR, or not selling it at all, you’re in a
straightjacket. Of course, we’re told we will make money here, and make money there, with
various “licenses.” Just like the way we all got rich from letting Google place ads on our blogs.

What relationship is there between being the sole digital bargaining agent for both writers and
publishers, forever, and the fact that Google scanned our books without permission? Why can’t
there just be a simple payout, which is what we anticipated?
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No language directing the BRR to act in writer’s best interests. If only one agency is to bargain for
us when it comes to all things digital, that is a reasonable, fair expectation.

Not enough priv. rotection; no stringent limits on Google’s use of reader data. Yes, Google
knows a great deal about us already. But my skin crawls at the thought that Google could decide
to sell information on what each 13-year-old girl in Houston is reading. Or give the FBI a list of
everyone who has read snippets about growing oriental poppies.

Google has the motto “don’t be evil,” and declares it won’t spill data about individuals. But we
writers all toiled away as individuals when we were writing our books. Google didn’t mind walking
over us and still doesn’t. Why should we believe Google won’t be equally dismissive of other

rights?

I do recognize that much about how Google operates is proprietary, making it difficult to monitor
any limitations. Wevertheless, please direct that limits be set. It is time.

Disclosure. I come before you as an individual writer, but the court should know that  am a
member of the Authors Guild and the Investigative Reporters and Editors, and president of the
American Society of Journalists & Authors.




