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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Assignment 

1. I have been retained to provide expert analysis and opinions on behalf of all the Plaintiff States 
in the lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”) asserting violations by Google of federal and 
state antitrust laws and violations of other state laws, in connection with Google’s conduct in 
the online display advertising industry. On June 7, 2024, I submitted an Opening Report 
(“Opening Report”) that gave technical descriptions of the digital advertising ecosystem, 
Google’s advertising technology stack, and specific technologies and systems used in Google’s 
stack. On September 9, 2024, I submitted a rebuttal report responding to the expert report of 
Professor Martin Rinard. 

2. I have been asked by counsel for the State of Texas, on behalf of all Plaintiff States in this case, 
to analyze chat log data that was recently produced by Google (the “Log Dataset”)1 to (1) 
determine the number of daily messages sent by certain individuals employed by Google, (2) 
quantify the extent to which chat messages were not preserved in these conversations and how 
often the chat history retention setting was toggled on or off, and (3) analyze the logs in 
conjunction with chat messages produced in this litigation to determine whether produced 
conversations were affected by lack of chat message retention.  

3. In preparing this report, I have considered all the documents referenced in this report as well 
as those listed in Appendices A and B. 

B. Qualifications 

4. For a description of my qualifications, please see Section I.B and Appendix D of my Opening 
Report. My expert witness experience, publications, and other qualifications listed therein 
have not changed. 

 
1 The Log Dataset was ordered by the Special Master on July 15, 2024, produced by Google on August 26, 
2024, and consists of the following files: GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088198.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-
000088199.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088200.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088201.CSV, GOOG-AT-
MDL-C-000088202.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088203.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088204.CSV, 
GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088205.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088206.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-
000088207.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088208.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088209.CSV, GOOG-AT-
MDL-C-000088210.CSV, GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088211.CSV. Counsel for Plaintiffs requested additional 
information regarding these files on August 28, 2024, and Google responded with answers to certain 
questions on August 29, 2024, September 23, 2024, and October 1, 2024. These communications are 
attached hereto as Exhibits A, B, and C. 
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5. During my employment at Los Alamos National Laboratory, my duties included log collection 
and parsing analysis for high performance computing applications. This, in combination with 
my extensive experience administrating operational systems in a variety of settings, along with 
my experience in conducting forensic source code analyses, qualifies me to opine on the chat 
logs I analyzed in this report. See Appendix D of my Opening Report for more details on my 
work experience in these areas. 

6. I am being compensated for my time at a rate of $500 per hour. My compensation does not 
depend on the outcome of this case or on any opinion that I may offer. 

II. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 

7. Google provided a dataset containing logs of Google Chat message metadata for five 
individuals (“Log Dataset”) covering a period of 68 days (“Log Period”), as described in 
Section IV. Based on my analysis of this data, I have formed the following opinions. 

a. The vast majority of individual messages sent in Google Chat included in the Log 
Dataset were not preserved because they were sent with the chat history Retention 
Setting “off”. I calculated that more than 87% of all messages, at least 18,566 
messages out of a total of around 21,269, were lost in the 68-day period covered by 
the Log Dataset (which only accounted for five Google employees).  

b. Google’s systems did not automatically enforce preservation of chat conversations. 
History for chats was “off” by default until February 8, 2023, when Google changed 
the Retention Setting to be history “on” by default. My analysis shows that the five 
individuals represented in the Log Dataset produced by Google did not personally 
switch the setting to turn history “on” for any (0%) of the conversations they 
participated in during the Log Period, per Google’s documentation, as I 
understand they were instructed by Google to do if they were subject to a litigation 
hold and discussed a relevant topic. 

c. 94.5% of chat conversations (aggregated across the five Google employees 
represented in the data) had chat history turned off at least for some time during 
the timeframe covered by the Log Dataset before Google changed the default 
Retention Setting for each conversation to history “on” (and restricted 
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will automatically be deleted 24 hours after the message is sent. The Retention Setting can be 
toggled “on” or “off” by a user in the settings menu, and the toggled value is then clearly 
displayed to the users on the Google Chat interface, as shown in the figures below.25  

16. Figures 1, 2 and 3 below are views of the Google Chat interface taken from a short video Google 
published on YouTube on June 10, 2022, which shows how to toggle the Retention Setting in 
the Google Chat interface.26 Figure 1 gives a view of when history is “on” and shows that the 
chat interface displays the Retention Setting (red box added). Figure 2 shows how to navigate 
to and toggle the Retention Setting (red box added). Figure 3 shows that a message is 
displayed when the setting is toggled “off” (red box added). 

Figure 1: Screenshot from a Google-published video describing how to 
toggle the Retention Setting in the Google Chat interface, with the current 

Retention Setting clearly visible at the top of the message panel27 

 

 
25 Google Workspace, “How to: Turn history on or off in Google Chat” (June 10, 2022) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TGzxrWpj1zk. Accessed on September 27, 2024. 
26 Google Workspace, “How to: Turn history on or off in Google Chat” (June 10, 2022) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TGzxrWpj1zk. Accessed on September 27, 2024. 
27 Google Workspace, “How to: Turn history on or off in Google Chat” (June 10, 2022)  
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TGzxrWpj1zk at 0:07. Accessed on September 27, 2024. 
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Figure 2: Screenshot from a Google-published video displaying the Google 
Chat menu containing the Retention Setting, visible after just one click28 

 
  

 
28 Google Workspace, “How to: Turn history on or off in Google Chat” (June 10, 2022) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TGzxrWpj1zk at 0:08. Accessed on September 27, 2024. 
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Figure 3: Screenshot from a Google-published video showing that Retention 
Setting changes are clearly displayed in the message panel in Google Chat29 

 

17. Table 1 provides an overview of the different chat history settings and the respective retention 
periods.  

 
29 Google Workspace, “How to: Turn history on or off in Google Chat” (June 10, 2022) 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TGzxrWpj1zk at 0:14. Accessed on September 27, 2024. 
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30. I note that, as explained in the tables above, the  field may be missing for certain 

actions. It is my understanding, based on Google’s representations, that if a  field is 

missing in the Log Dataset, it is unrecoverable.75 I found in my analysis that the  

field contained in the log metadata is more commonly populated (and coincides with 
 when both are populated), which is why I performed my analysis of sent messages 

based on information in the  field.  

31. Below are example log messages in  that include retention 

expiration. 

32. Example of a frontend log message with a retention state set to “history off”: 
 

 
69  has been capitalized for consistency since it appears in the logs as a capitalized variable, 
though in the email cited, it was not capitalized.  
70 Exhibit A. 
71 Exhibit B.  
72  has been capitalized for consistency since it appears in the logs as a 
capitalized variable, though in the email cited, it was not capitalized.  
73 Exhibit A; Exhibit B.  
74 Exhibit B.  
75 Exhibit C.  
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33. Example of a backend log message with a retention state set to “history off”: 

34. Due to the large number of logs (as shown in Table 1), I wrote a program to prepare the dataset 
for my analysis (see Appendix C). In summary, the program performs the following steps: 

a) Iterates through each spreadsheet in each folder. 
b) Within each spreadsheet – identifies and records the timestamp,  

 into a custom data 

structure called Record. Specifically, the values for  and 

 were extracted from the log message under the 

 column; other fields’ values were extracted 

directly from the remaining columns themselves. Each Record created represents 

one row in the spreadsheet. 
c) Sorts all Record data structures for a given spreadsheet in chronological order 

based on the timestamp.  
d) Combines all Record data structures for an individual, and stores them, along 

with the individual’s name, in a key-value map called personRecords. 

 
76 See GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088202.CSV row 31 
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for a Group chat (see Table 6), and (ii) report the individual who changed the setting and the 
frequency of the changes. I found no instance of this action in the produced Log Dataset, which 
indicates that none of the five individuals represented in the Log Dataset 
personally changed the chat history Retention Setting of any of their 
conversations during the Log Period.  

41. However, as I will show in Section VI, there are instances in the Log Dataset when 
 changed despite the lack of corresponding 

 actions in the dataset, indicating that the 

 was changed by a different chat participant. As I discuss in Section III 

above, the Retention Setting is applied per conversation. Therefore, if another participant 
changed the Retention Setting for a conversation that includes one of the individuals in the 
produced data, this change would apply to all participants of the conversation, including that 
individual.83 Figure 4 above illustrates such a hypothetical conversation. The action would be 
associated with the user ID for user A and would not be contained in the logs associated with 
user B, but the Retention Setting itself applies to both users A and B. 

42. In addition to , I identified 

two related actions in the provided documentation, though they were not specifically called 
out by Google as relating to chat retention. Namely, the corresponding backend log 

 

 

.84 I found no logs corresponding to these 
actions in the Log Dataset.  

C. One action identified in Google’s documentation as related to 
chat retention has no apparent connection with retention 
changes 

43. Google’s documentation produced along with the Log Dataset indicates the action 
 was related to chat retention 

settings (see Table 6).85 This action was found twice in the logs. These instances occurred on 

 
83 See the hypothetical chat example in Figure 4: A hypothetical conversation demonstrating the impact of 
chat history settings on message retention that demonstrates how chats are retained as a result of one 
participant’s change to the history retention setting. 
84 Google internal document, “List of Log Fields,” GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088212 at ‘216-‘217 (HCI). 
85 Google internal document, “List of Log Fields,” GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088212 at ‘213 (HCI). 
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December 13, 2022, in the dataset for Mr. Pichai,86 roughly two minutes apart from each 
other: 
• Tuesday, December 13, 2022 5:31:38.710 AM UTC: 

 

• Tuesday, December 13, 2022 5:33:14.038 AM UTC: 

 

44. Neither log line showed any information about the nature of the change to the group. The 
corresponding message log lines related to the group ID referenced in the logs 
(“  were from the frontend to the backend, and their retention state is 

87 

• Thursday, December 15, 2022 6:39:11.170 PM UTC 

 

•  Thursday, December 15, 2022 6:39:11.202 PM UTC 

 

45. Based on the information available to me, notification settings changes do not have an obvious 
connection to retention changes. The logs for the notification change do not include any 
retention information, and I find no other indication in the logs for this Space that they impact 
the Retention Setting. This contradicts Google’s provided documentation mentioned above, 
where Google indicates that  is 

related to chat retention settings.88 

 
86 GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088210.CSV 
87 GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088210.CSV 
88 To further support my conclusion that the notification settings changes are not connected to a change 
in the Retention Setting, in his testimony in the litigation “In re Google Play Store Antitrust Litigation,” 
Sundar Pichai testified that he never changed this setting to preserve the chats. See Bensinger, G. (2023, 
November 14). Alphabet CEO, in Play store trial, acknowledges some materials not retained. Reuters. 
https://www.reuters.com/technology/alphabet-ceo-play-store-trial-acknowledges-some-materials-not-
retained-2023-11-14/. Accessed September 26, 2024. 
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 4,375 (83.7%) 4,106 (92.4%) 7,763 (87.9%) 7,335 (95.1%) 

1. Sundar Pichai 

49. Table 10 shows the breakdown of logs for retained and non-retained messages sent or received 
by Pichai during the Log Period, separated by action type. 10,628 out of 12,224 logs, or 86.9% 
of the logs, have the  field set to . As I mentioned 

above, the  and  actions generate both frontend (starting with 

 and backend (starting with  logs, as can be 

seen in the table, see e.g.,  and 

. I will not speculate as to why there is a slight discrepancy 

in the number of frontend and backend logs for the  action in this dataset.  

Table 10: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the 
Sundar Pichai log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/14) 

50. Table 10 covers the entire Log Period, including after February 8, 2023, when Google changed 
the default Retention Setting for Google Chat, as I discussed in Section III. To investigate 
specifically the retention behavior before this change went into place, I also analyzed retention 
states for the portion of the Log Period before February 8, 2023.  Table 11 shows the results 
for this interval. During this timeframe, 94.2% of all messages sent and received that are 
captured in the Log Dataset had the  field set to . 

Table 11: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the 
Sundar Pichai log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/07) 
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2.  

52. Table 12 shows the counts of logs for retained and non-retained messages sent by  
during the Log Period, separated by action type. Almost 90% of the logs have the 

 field set to .  

Table 12: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the  
 log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/14) 

53. Table 13 shows retention state of messages sent and received during the portion of the Log 
Period before February 8, 2023, when the default Retention Setting was “off.” Over 93% of 
the logs have the  field set to .  

Table 13: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the Jeff 
Birnbaum log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/07) 

54. Figure 6 shows daily messages sent by  as represented in the Log Dataset, colored 
by . Again, up to the final week, the vast majority of messages in a given day 

are sent with  set to . 
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total of only 155 entries in the Log Period, significantly fewer than for the other four 
individuals) have the  field set to .  

Table 16: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the  
 log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/14) 

59. Table 17 shows retention state of messages sent and received by  during the portion of 
the Log Period before February 8, 2023. Approximately 61% of the logs have the 

 field set to .  

Table 17: Breakdown of logs of relevant actions by retention state in the  
 log data (2022/12/09 – 2023/02/07) 

60. Figure 8 shows daily messages sent by  as represented in the Log Dataset, colored by 
. 
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VI. ALMOST 90% OF CONVERSATIONS (GROUPS) FOR EACH 
INDIVIDUAL HAD THE CHAT RETENTION SETTING TOGGLED OFF 
AT SOME POINT 

64. Next, I investigated the  for the different Groups that the five custodians 

are members of, and further, how many times the  for a given Group 

changes from  to  in the Log Dataset, indicating that a chat 

participant toggled the retention history “off”. Like Section V, this analysis was also aided by 
the program (see Appendix C) that I wrote. I found that for over 90% of the Groups involving 
each of the five individuals, history was “off” at least for some time during the Log Period. 
When considering only the interval before Google changed the Retention Setting default to 
“on,” this number rises to over 94% of the Groups. I observed no toggle actions by any of the 
five individuals (which I understand would result in 

 actions), but there is evidence for toggle actions by other chat 
participants, evidenced by changes in the  in message log entries for a given 

Group. Finally, I also investigated the Retention Setting for the time period before February 
8, 2023, when Google implemented the default of “on,” and found that for each individual, at 
least 90% of Groups had retention “off” for at least some time before February 8, 2023. 

65. Table 20 shows different statistics for Groups with retention information. The second column 
contains the total of unique Groups each individual was a part of. The third column shows 
how many of these Groups had only ephemeral messages logged for the entirety of the Log 
Period, showing that this was the case for the vast majority of Groups. The fourth column 
shows the number of Groups which at least at some point had the Retention Setting turned 
“off,” showing that this was the case for around 90% or more for each individual. The final 
column gives the number of retention toggles observed (by looking for changes in 

 within the message action logs for a given Group, since no toggle actions 

are present in the dataset, as I discussed in Section V). Overall, few changes in the Retention 
Setting are observed (and most of the ones that do occur are visible on February 8 or after, 
indicating that they are due to Google’s Retention Setting default switch), indicating that the 
Retention Setting was largely stationary. I will discuss a notable exception in the following 
section. 
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c. I found that for at least one chat produced in this matter, the Retention Setting was 
toggled off by one of the participants, resulting in hundreds of lost messages 
for a single conversation that was relevant to this litigation.105 

82. My analysis leads me to conclude that it is reasonable to assume that the number of messages 
lost per year, across all employees under the litigation hold, was close to 1.5 million.106 

 

 

IX. APPENDIX A: MATERIALS RELIED UPON 

A. Documents from production  

1. GOOG-AT-MDL-007412389.pdf 

2. GOOG-AT-MDL-007412395.pdf 

3. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358061.pdf 

4. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358076.pdf 

5. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358088.pdf 

6. GOOG-AT-MDL-009709520.pdf 

7. GOOG-AT-MDL-014213973.pdf 

8. GOOG-AT-MDL-018586767.pdf 

9. GOOG-AT-MDL-018590555.pdf 

10. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-004290479.pdf 

 
105 Count of lost messages from Group  
106 I understand that by the beginning of 2022, 141 Google employees had been placed on litigation hold 
(Letter from Robert McCallum, August 29, 2024, attached hereto as Exhibit D). Based on an estimated 
18,566 messages lost for the 5 individuals represented in the Log Dataset over 68 days, a conservative 
estimate is that for any given employee, 18,566/(5x68)x365 = 19,931 messages were lost in a given year 
prior to the change of the retention setting default. This estimate is conservative, since the 68-day period 
included a popular Holiday period, and one of the individuals included had what appears 
uncharacteristically low messaging volume. Now, even assuming that half of the employees under 
litigation hold had left the company by 2022, this comes to about 20,000x70=1.4 million messages lost in 
a single year. 
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11. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088198.CSV 

12. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088199.CSV 

13. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088200.CSV 

14. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088201.CSV 

15. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088202.CSV 

16. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088203.CSV 

17. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088204.CSV 

18. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088205.CSV 

19. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088206.CSV 

20. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088207.CSV 

21. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088208.CSV 

22. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088209.CSV 

23. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088210.CSV 

24. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088211.CSV 

25. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088212.pdf 

26. GOOG-DOJ-AT-00932521.pdf 

 

B. Communications 
27. Exhibit A. Email from Robert McCallum, “RE: Texas v. Google: Play Logs,” (August 29, 

2024). 

28. Exhibit B. Email from Veronica Bosco, “RE: Texas v. Google: Play Logs,” (September 23, 
2024). 

29. Exhibit C. Email from Veronica Bosco, “RE: Texas v. Google: Play Logs,” (October 1, 
2024). 

30. Exhibit D. Letter from Robert McCallum, “Re: State of Texas et al. v. Google LLC, No. 
4:20-cv-957-SDJ (E.D. Tex.),” (August 29, 2024). 
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X. APPENDIX B: MATERIALS CONSIDERED 

A. Documents from production 

1. GOOG-AT-MDL-007373729.pdf 
2. GOOG-AT-MDL-007412389.pdf 
3. GOOG-AT-MDL-007412395.pdf 
4. GOOG-AT-MDL-008150322.pdf 
5. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358061.pdf 
6. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358076.pdf 
7. GOOG-AT-MDL-008358088.pdf 
8. GOOG-AT-MDL-009709520.pdf 
9. GOOG-AT-MDL-012900020.pdf 
10. GOOG-AT-MDL-014213973.pdf 
11. GOOG-AT-MDL-018586767.pdf 
12. GOOG-AT-MDL-018590555.pdf 
13. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-004073824.pdf 
14. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-004098902.pdf 
15. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-004290479.pdf 
16. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-005673865.pdf 
17. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-005674120.pdf 
18. GOOG-AT-MDL-B-005677190.pdf 
19. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088198.CSV 
20. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088199.CSV 
21. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088200.CSV 
22. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088201.CSV 
23. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088202.CSV 
24. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088203.CSV 
25. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088204.CSV 
26. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088205.CSV 
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29. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088208.CSV 
30. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088209.CSV 
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32. GOOG-AT-MDL-C-000088211.CSV 
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XI. APPENDIX C: SOURCE CODE FOR ANALYSIS 

[ DOCUMENT STARTS ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE ] 
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XII. APPENDIX D: SOURCE CODE FOR BAR CHARTS 

[ DOCUMENT STARTS ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE ] 
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1

From: MCCALLUM, Robert <rob.mccallum@freshfields.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2024 2:17 PM
To: Ethan Glenn; crosson@gibbsbruns.com; BARTON, Robert
Cc: 'mark.lanier@lanierlawfirm.com'; Zeke DeRose III; Alex Abston; Geraldine W. Young; 

Marc B. Collier; Kathy Patrick; KLEIN, Gayle (GRK)
Subject: RE: Texas v. Google: Play Logs

Ethan, 

Thanks for your email regarding Google’s production of an extract of the Play logs. 

There are no “deficiencies and gaps” in that production.  We have produced what we were ordered to produce 
by the Special Master, as narrowed by our subsequent agreement.  In that regard, we note that the Special 
Master emphasized that their production would present no burden to Google. ECF No. 558 at 13 (“[B]ecause 
this evidence readily exists in an already-produced form—as it was produced in Play—the Special Master finds 
that the system-wide backend logs from Play are proportionate and free from any burden to Google.”).  For the 
agreed overlapping custodians, Google has produced logs that reflect the same data that was extracted for the 
Play case.   

The explanatory documents that Google produced and which you noted in your email — containing a “List of 
Log Fields,” “List of Action Types,” and “List of Actions” — were prepared in connection with the Play 
case.  Consistent with the Special Master’s order, we have provided that same information to you.    

While under no obligation to do so, in the interest of cooperation, we have made a good faith attempt to 
respond to your questions.  But in some cases, we are unable to provide the information you have requested 
on 24 hours’ notice.  For reasons we are available to discuss, given the nature and age of the logs, the 
reasoning behind specific log entry choices from over a year ago would be difficult to reconstruct.   

Kind regards, 
Rob 

[GOOGLE’S RESPONSES TO PLAINTIFFS’ QUESTIONS FOLLOW] 

1. Please confirm that the “timestamp” log field shows time in UDT.  If it does not, please identify the
correct time zone.

Google response:  Your email references UDT time but we do not know what that means.  As explained
in the letter accompanying our production, the timestamp field is in unix time. Unix-encoded timestamps 
map to UTC time.

2. Many logged actions do not have a “ .”  What does that mean for the action when the
“ ” is missing?

Google response:  We are unable to provide the information you have requested on 24 hours’
notice.  For reasons we are available to discuss, given the nature and age of the logs, the reasoning
behind specific log entry choices from over a year ago would be difficult to reconstruct.

3. Some actions have the  marked as .  Others do not have it marked at
all.  What does it mean for the action if that is missing?
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From: BOSCO, Veronica <Veronica.Bosco@freshfields.com>
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 9:23 AM
To: Ethan Glenn; mark.lanier@lanierlawfirm.com; Zeke DeRose III; Alex Abston; Geraldine W. 

Young; Marc B. Collier
Cc: rob.mccallum; crosson@gibbsbruns.com; BARTON, Robert; kpatrick@gibbsbruns.com; 

gayle.klein
Subject: RE: Texas v. Google: Play Logs

Good morning Ethan, Marc, 

Thanks for speaking the other day. As discussed, we are following up with respect to your questions 2 and 4 regarding the 
Play logs. 

Definitions: 

Missing : 

As we explained during our meet and confer, there are several reasons why a “ ” might be missing for a logged 
action. For example, “ ” is not logged for actions that are specific to a user, but aren’t associated with a specific 
space. One such action would be fetching the Chat’s world view, i.e., reading all spaces for a specific user. 

We wish to reiterate that gathering this information has already presented a burden to Google not contemplated by the 
Special Master’s Order, and we trust that Plaintiffs have now received sufficient information regarding this production. 

Kind regards, 
Veronica 
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HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL

Via Email

Zeke DeRose III
The Lanier Law Firm, PC
Zeke.DeRose@lanierlawfirm.com

Geraldine Young
Marc B. Collier
Norton Rose Fulbright US LLP
geraldine.young@nortonrosefulbright.com
marc.collier@northrosefulbright.com

New York
3 World Trade Center
175 Greenwich Street
New York, NY 10007
T +1 212 284 4910
F +1 646 521 5710
E rob.mccallum@freshfields.com
www.freshfields.com

August 29, 2024

Re: State of Texas et al. v. Google LLC, No. 4:20-cv-957-SDJ (E.D. Tex.)

Counsel:

We write further to our letter dated July 10, 2024 which set forth, in Appendix A, the
dates on which custodians in this action were placed on legal hold. Following a manual review,
we recently identified that Appendix A mistakenly did not list in many instances the earliest date
on which each custodian received a legal hold.

Appendix A to this letter contains a corrected chart that provides the earliest date on
which a legal hold notice related to ad tech was issued to each custodian. For custodians who
departed Google before they were placed on hold, Appendix A lists the date on which they were
placed on hold.

Sincerely,

/s/ Robert J. McCallum

Robert J. McCallum
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Appendix A

Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

June 2, 2020 June 2, 2020

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

January 22, 2021 August 6, 2020

June 22, 2020 June 23, 2020

December 5, 2019 December 5, 2019

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

May 25, 2023 May 25, 2023

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

Jonathan Bellack October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

Brad Bender October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

January 18, 2023 November 19, 2020

September 20, 2022 September 20, 2022

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

Per Bjorke January 29, 2020 January 30, 2020

June 22, 2020 June 23, 2020

May 25, 2023 May 25, 2023

Alejandro Borgia September 20, 2023 September 20, 2023

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

March 26, 2024 March 26, 2024

August 4, 2023 January 30, 2020

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021
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Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

August 6, 2020 August 6, 2020

January 29, 2021 January 29, 2021

March 26, 2024 April 4, 2024

March 26, 2024 April 4, 2024

January 18, 2023 February 23, 2023

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

August 4, 2023 November 19, 2020

Nirmal Jayaram January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

February 21, 2020 March 5, 2020

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

May 25, 2023 May 25, 2023

February 4, 2020 February 4, 2020

Nitish Korula October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

February 10, 2021 February 10, 2021

June 2, 2020 June 2, 2020

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

September 25, 2023 September 25, 2023

Chris LaSala January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 August 6, 2020

George Levitte January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020
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Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

Eisar Lipkovitz June 22, 2020 June 22, 2020

February 23, 2023 July 12, 2021

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

July 26, 2023 July 26, 2023

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

May 3, 2023 July 12, 2021

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

Neal Mohan April 27, 2023 December 10, 2019

Jessica Mok February 23, 2023 April 28, 2021

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

March 8, 2021 March 8, 2021

February 3, 2021 June 23, 2020

July 26, 2023 July 26, 2023

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

June 14, 2023 June 14, 2023

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

July 26, 2023 July 26, 2023

Aparna Pappu January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

September 20, 2022 September 20, 2022

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

October 16, 2023 October 16, 2023

January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 December 20, 2019

March 26, 2024 April 4, 2024
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Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

Sundar Pichai October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

June 22, 2020 June 23, 2020

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

November 4, 2019 November 4, 2019

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

May 23, 2023 May 23, 2023

June 12, 2023 April 28, 2021

January 12, 2022 January 13, 2022

January 18, 2023 February 23, 2023

January 22, 2021 January 22, 2021

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

May 25, 2023 November 19, 2020

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

December 20, 2019 January 30, 2020

March 8, 2021 March 8, 2021

January 29, 2021 January 29, 2021

Philipp Schindler October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

January 22, 2021 July 14, 2020

January 22, 2021 July 13, 2020

Scott Sheffer February 3, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

March 3, 2022 March 3, 2022

May 23, 2023 May 23, 2023

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 June 23, 2020

Case 4:20-cv-00957-SDJ     Document 793-1     Filed 01/31/25     Page 73 of 75 PageID #: 
58655



Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

January 22, 2021 September 17, 2020

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

August 4, 2023 November 19, 2020

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

Scott Spencer January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

Rahul Srinivasan January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

February 23, 2021 February 3, 2021

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

June 14, 2023 June 14, 2023

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

August 4, 2023 August 4, 2023

January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

June 12, 2023 June 12, 2023

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

March 3, 2022 March 3, 2022

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

January 18, 2023 January 18, 2023

May 25, 2023 May 25, 2023

January 22, 2021 December 10, 2019

February 3, 2021 February 3, 2021

January 22, 2021 July 14, 2020
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Custodian Name Date Originally Provided Corrected Date

January 22, 2021 October 4, 2019

January 22, 2021 March 5, 2020

January 22, 2021 January 30, 2020

Susan Wojcicki October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

October 4, 2019 October 4, 2019

Case 4:20-cv-00957-SDJ     Document 793-1     Filed 01/31/25     Page 75 of 75 PageID #: 
58657




