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I. INTRODUCTION 

After nearly five years of litigation, Plaintiffs H.K. and J.C., through their father and legal 

guardian Clinton Farwell, and M.W., through her mother and legal guardian Elizabeth Whitehead 

(“Plaintiffs” or “Class Representatives”), respectfully move on an unopposed basis for final 

approval of the class-wide Settlement Agreement (“Settlement Agreement” or “SA”) between the 

Parties to this Action, to which the Court previously granted preliminary approval in its order filed 

May 15, 2025 (“Preliminary Approval Motion”).1 

In this putative class action, Plaintiffs allege that Defendant Google LLC (“Defendant” or 

“Google”) violated the Illinois Biometric Information Privacy Act, 740 ILCS 14/1, et seq. 

(“BIPA”), by collecting, storing, and using putative class members’ biometric identifiers and 

biometric information (collectively, “Biometric Data”) in connection with its “G Suite for 

Education” (later known as Google Workspace for Education (together, “GWFE”)) product, 

without providing requisite notice, obtaining informed written consent, or publishing and 

complying with a publicly available retention and destruction policy. Through the Consolidated 

Class Action Complaint (“Complaint” or “Compl.”), Plaintiffs seek statutory damages and 

equitable remedies for Settlement Class Members (“Class Members”), as well as reasonable 

attorneys’ fees and costs.  

The Settlement avoids numerous risks of non-recovery posed by continued litigation and 

provides meaningful monetary and non-monetary relief to Class Members.  

The Settlement establishes a non-reversionary cash fund of $8,750,000.00, funded by 

Defendant, which if approved will be dispersed pro rata to Class Members who submit valid 

claims. Plaintiffs intend to submit a supplemental declaration from the Settlement Administrator, 

Eisner Amper (formerly Postlethwaite & Netterville (“P&N”), and generally referred to as the 

“Settlement Administrator” herein), describing all claim numbers, one week before the Final 

 
1  Unless otherwise defined herein, capitalized words and terms have the same meaning ascribed 

to them in the Settlement Agreement, Section 1 (Definitions). 
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Settlement Hearing (scheduled for October 14, 2025), on October 7, 2025. Class Members 

continue to submit claims at this time. 

The deadline for requests for exclusion from, or objections to, the Settlement has passed, 

and no such requests or objections have been received. See concurrently filed Declaration of 

Brandon Schwartz (“Schwartz Decl.”), ¶¶ 20-21. Thus, the reaction from Class Members to the 

Settlement to date has been resoundingly positive. 

The Settlement also includes robust prospective relief for the benefit of all Illinois GWFE 

users, requiring Defendant to do the following:  

(1) provide notice to Illinois GWFE users during enrollment in Voice Match or Face 

Match features of Google Assistant that such features may involve the creation of 

voice models and/or face models, as applicable; the purposes for creating such models, 

as applicable; and, if Defendant will store such models on its servers more than 

temporarily, the estimated length of retention. Nothing will require Defendant to use 

specific wording or terminology, or to provide information that does not accurately 

describe what Defendant is doing;  

(2) the notice presented when a user enrolls in Voice Match or Face Match will require 

the user to affirmatively consent to the feature before it is enabled;  

(3) Defendant will not sell, lease, or trade voice models or face models associated with 

any Illinois GWFE user’s use of Voice Match or Face Match to any third party outside 

of Google; and 

(4) Defendant will store, transmit, and protect from disclosure voice models or face 

models using reasonable security measures and in a manner that is at least as protective 

as the manner in which Defendant stores, transmits, and protects other confidential 

and sensitive information. 

By any measure, the Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate and warrants final 

approval. Thus, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court: (1) grant final approval of the 

Settlement; (2) grant final certification of the Settlement Class; (3) enter a Final Approval Order 
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and Judgment in accordance with the terms of the Settlement Agreement; and (4) grant Plaintiffs’ 

previously filed Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses and for Service Payment.  

II. BACKGROUND 

A. Nature of the Action 

Plaintiffs alleged, inter alia, that Google created, collected, and stored Biometric Data (i.e., 

“face templates” or “scans of face geometry” as well as “voiceprints” and various other forms of 

personally identifying information) pertaining to Class Members when they used their GWFE 

accounts, and did so without providing sufficient notice and obtaining the required consent in 

violation of BIPA. Compl. ¶¶ 5-7, 9-11, 20, 25-46, 57-64. Specifically, Plaintiffs alleged that 

Google extracts a “face template” or “voiceprint” from each Class Member who has the Voice 

Match or Face Match feature enabled through their GWFE account.  

Plaintiffs allege Google collected and stored Class Members’ Biometric Data without first 

obtaining the written releases required by 740 ILCS 14/15(b)(3). Id. ¶ 34. Plaintiffs further allege 

Google never informed Plaintiffs or Class Members in writing of the specific purpose and length 

of time for which their Biometric Data were being “collected, stored and used” as required by 740 

ILCS 14/15(b)(1)-(2), nor did Google publish a publicly available retention schedule and 

guidelines for permanently destroying Plaintiffs’ and Class Members’ Biometric Data as required 

by 740 ILCS 14/15(a). Id. ¶¶ 34-35. Plaintiffs and Class Members are Illinois residents who, while 

they were enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois, at any time between March 26, 2015, and the 

date of Preliminary Approval, had a voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or 

Face Match feature enabled in their GWFE account. Id. ¶ 47. On behalf of themselves and the 

Class, Plaintiffs seek statutory damages, injunctive relief, and reasonable attorneys’ fees and 

expenses to redress Defendant’s alleged violations of BIPA. Id. ¶ 64.  

B. The Litigation and Plaintiffs’ Counsels’ Efforts on Behalf of the Class  

1. Investigations 

Plaintiffs’ counsel conducted comprehensive pre- and post-filing investigations concerning 

the factual and legal issues underlying the case. These efforts included:  
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● Researching the nature of Defendant’s business, technologies, consumer-privacy practices, 

and public statements, both in general and specifically in the context of GWFE; 

 

● Interviewing dozens of individuals in Illinois who used or created a GWFE account, 

including any disclosures they received or agreed to during the process, and their 

experience using “G Suite for Education” platform;  

 

● Inspecting and analyzing these consumers’ ChromeBooks and GWFE accounts, and 

various records reflecting their use of GWFE, among other interactions with Defendant;  

 

● Researching and analyzing Defendant’s technology used in connection with GWFE, 

including registered patents, patent applications, various papers, and public statements by 

the company concerning the service and its technology;  

 

● Performing an in-depth analysis of the various versions of Defendant’s Privacy Policy, 

Terms of Service, and other publicly accessible documents available to ChromeBook users 

during the statutory period; 

 

● Researching the relevant law and examining the pertinent facts to assess the merits of 

potential BIPA claims against Defendant and defenses that Defendant might assert thereto; 

and 

 

● Reviewing pieces of proposed legislation and related legislative materials under 

consideration by the Illinois legislature during the statutory period, including Senate Bill 

2979 (signed into law Aug. 2, 2024), as well as lobbying efforts related thereto, and 

assessing the likelihood that BIPA would be amended in a manner that would affect 

Plaintiffs’ and putative class members’ rights on a retroactive basis, including their ability 

to pursue claims or recover statutory damages. 

See 8/18/2025 Affidavit of Robert R. Ahdoot in Supp. of Mot. for Atty. Fees & Expenses and for 

Service Awards (“Ahdoot Aff.’) ¶ 11.  

As a result of these investigations, Plaintiffs were able to prepare complaints, engage in 

motion practice, and conduct discovery against Defendant aimed at maximizing the likelihood of 

class certification and recovering meaningful class-wide relief. Id. ¶ 12. 

2. Litigating the Google ChromeBook BIPA Case 

Plaintiffs H.K. and J.C. through their father and legal guardian, Clinton Farwell, first filed 

this putative class action in the Circuit Court for the 9th Judicial District, McDonough County 

Circuit Court of the State of Illinois on November 19, 2020, alleging claims for damages and other 

remedies based on alleged violations of BIPA, violation of California’s Unfair Competition Law 
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(“UCL”), Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code §17200, predicated on violation of the federal Children’s Online 

Privacy Protection Act (“COPPA”), 15 U.S.C. § 501, et seq., in connection with Google’s 

ChromeBooks and its “G Suite for Education” platform (the “H.K. State Action”) (ECF No. 1). 

Google filed a Notice of Removal of the Action to federal court on April 20, 2021 (the “H.K. 

Federal Action”) (ECF No. 1).  

On May 27, 2021, Google filed a motion to dismiss the H.K. Federal Action (ECF No. 11); 

thereafter, on July 1, 2021, Plaintiffs filed a First Amended Class Action Complaint (ECF No. 14), 

which added Plaintiff, M.W., through her mother and legal guardian, Elizabeth Whitehead, to the 

H.K. Federal Action. On August 2, 2021, Google filed a motion to dismiss the First Amended 

Class Action Complaint, asserting the Plaintiffs failed to state a claim under BIPA and that their 

BIPA claims were preempted by COPPA and SOPPA. (ECF No. 16). Plaintiffs opposed the motion 

to dismiss (ECF No. 18), to which Google filed a Reply on April 1, 2022 (ECF No. 20). On March 

31, 2022, the District Court in the H.K. Federal Action denied and granted, in part, the Motion to 

Dismiss Plaintiffs’ First Amended Complaint (ECF No. 20). 

On May 3, 2022, after extensive meet and confer efforts, the Parties filed a Joint Discovery 

Plan (ECF No. 24) and thereafter commenced discovery. On May 31, 2022, Google filed its 

Answer and Affirmative Defenses, and later amended it on June 21, 2022. (ECF Nos. 26, 30). 

Google submitted its Initial Disclosures on October 28, 2022.  

On November 2, 2022, Plaintiffs filed a motion for partial remand (ECF No. 32), seeking 

to sever Plaintiffs’ section 15(a) claim and remand it to the Circuit Court of the Ninth Judicial 

Circuit, McDonough Court, which Google opposed on November 16, 2022.  

While Plaintiffs’ motion for remand was pending, the Parties continued discovery efforts. 

On January 10, 2023, Plaintiffs served detailed requests for production of documents and 

interrogatories, to which Defendant responded. Google also provided a partial production of 

documents but refused to produce further material in response to Plaintiffs’ requests for production 

without entry of a protective order. The Parties were unable to reach agreement on the terms of a 

protective order covering Defendant’s technology and Plaintiffs’ and class members’ personally 
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identifiable information. On May 26, 2023, Plaintiffs filed a Motion for Protective Order (ECF 

No. 35), which Google opposed on June 9, 2023 (ECF No. 36). The Court held a hearing on June 

28, 2023 (ECF No. 38) giving direction to the Parties to resolve their differences. Again, the Parties 

could not do so and filed a joint motion to ask the Court to resolve their remaining differences 

(ECF No. 40).  During this time, Plaintiffs continued their factual investigation of the claims. 

On September 20, 2022, the Parties participated in an all-day mediation with the Honorable 

Stuart E. Palmer (Ret.), former Justice of the Illinois Appellate Court and Judge of the Circuit 

Court of Cook County, Illinois. Following the all-day mediation session, the Parties conducted  

extensive continued negotiations under the supervision of Judge Palmer. Judge Palmer has 

extensive experience in mediating class actions, including those alleging violations of BIPA. 

Ahdoot Aff. ¶ 13. 

On August 21, 2023, the District Court in the H.K. Federal Action severed and remanded 

certain of Plaintiffs’ causes of action to the Circuit Court of the Ninth Judicial Circuit, McDonough 

County. The Parties agreed after negotiation to stipulate to remand all remaining causes of action 

in the H.K. Federal Action to the Circuit Court of the Ninth Judicial Circuit, McDonough County, 

and consolidate with the cause of action that was remanded by the District Court in the H.K. 

Federal Action on August 21, 2023.   

After extensive arm’s-length negotiations, the Parties reached an agreement in principle to 

settle on the terms and conditions embodied in this Settlement Agreement. On October 31, 2023, 

the Parties informed the Court that they had reached an agreement in principle concerning a 

settlement of the Action and were in the process of finalizing a settlement agreement and requested 

that the Court stay deadlines, further discovery, and motion practice to allow those negotiations to 

continue. (ECF No. 46). The Court extended the stay several times.  

3. Settlement Negotiations and Mediation 

While the litigation was underway, the Parties engaged in extensive, arm’s-length 

negotiations for more than one year, including a mediation session and numerous additional 

discussions facilitated by Judge Palmer. Ahdoot Aff. ¶ 16.  
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Prior to finalizing the Settlement, Plaintiffs’ counsel obtained and reviewed discovery 

regarding the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims and Defendant’s defenses, Google’s business practices 

with respect to GWFE, and the size and composition of a potential class. Id. ¶ 17. Thus, before 

entering the Settlement, Plaintiffs had a thorough understanding of the composition of the 

Settlement Class, the nature of Google’s anticipated defenses on the merits, the likely nature of 

arguments that would be advanced at class certification, summary judgment, and trial, the complex 

technical issues surrounding the claims and defenses, and potential injunctive relief. Id.    

On September 20, 2022, the Parties engaged in an all-day mediation session with Judge 

Palmer of JAMS,2 with both sides represented by experienced counsel who fought hard for their 

clients. Ahdoot Aff. ¶ 18. After the mediation, the Parties had multiple extensive discussions 

mediated by Judge Palmer. Id. Over the course of many months, the Parties also participated in 

numerous phone conferences during which the myriad detailed terms of the Settlement were 

negotiated. Id. ¶ 19. This process extended for months, included several iterations and revisions of 

written proposals and counter proposals, and discussions with Google’s in-house counsel and 

consultations with experts. Id. Numerous drafts and redlines of the Settlement Agreement and its 

many exhibits were exchanged, followed by lengthy discussions between the Parties and 

negotiations about a multitude of issues. Id.  

The Parties also negotiated the logistics and substance of the notice and administration 

plan. Id. ¶ 20. Plaintiffs’ counsel obtained bids from well-established, experienced, and highly 

regarded class action notice and administration firms. Id. After reviewing and comparing costs 

among multiple proposals, and obtaining further follow-up information from each potential 

administrator, the Parties agreed to engage the Settlement Administrator, subject to the Court’s 

approval. Id. As a result, Plaintiffs maximized the amount that would be available to the Class by 

minimizing the notice and administration costs, while ensuring that the notice and administration 

 
2  The Parties submitted and exchanged confidential mediation statements detailing their respective 

views of the case and positions on settlement prior to commencement of mediation. Ahdoot Aff. 

¶ 18. 
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plan complied with all rules, guidelines, and due process requirements. Ahdoot Aff. ¶ 21. Further, 

Plaintiffs worked closely with the Settlement Administrator to ensure that the content and form of 

all notice-related materials and other Settlement documents (as well as the Settlement Website) 

were consistent with the terms of the Settlement, complied with due process and applicable law, 

and were easily understood by Class Members. Id. ¶ 22; Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 6-16. 

Upon finalizing the Settlement Agreement, Plaintiffs filed an Unopposed Motion for 

Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement, on October 25, 2024. A hearing on the Motion 

for Preliminary approval was conducted on December 9, 2024. The Court sought to protect the 

interests of minor Class Members and appointed Emily Sutton as Guardian ad Litem of minor 

Class Members for the purpose of reviewing the proposed settlement. (Order Appointing GAL for 

Settlement Review). The Parties met and conferred with the Guardian ad Litem, supplied her with 

information concerning the proposed class settlement in this action, answered her questions, and 

worked together to prepare an amendment and revised exhibits to the Settlement Agreement which 

responded to the Guardian ad Litem’s input. Ms. Sutton reviewed these materials and appeared at 

the continued hearing on preliminary approval to report that she was satisfied and supported the 

Settlement. On May 15, 2025, the Court entered an Order granting preliminary approval, and set 

the Final Approval hearing for October 14, 2025.  

III. THE SETTLEMENT’S TERMS 

The key terms of the Settlement are as follows:  

A. The Settlement Class 

Plaintiffs request that the Court certify the following Settlement Class: “all Illinois 

residents who, while they were enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois, at any time between 

March 26, 2015 and the date of Preliminary Approval, had a voice model or face model created or 

had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in their GWFE account.” SA ¶ 1.9.3  

 
3  Excluded from the Settlement Class are: (a) any judge, magistrate, or mediator presiding over 

the Action and members of their families; (b) Defendant, Defendant’s subsidiaries, parent 

companies, successors, predecessors, and any entity in which Defendant or its parents have a 

 



 

 

9 

The Class includes 791,228 Illinois residents. Schwartz Decl. ¶ 6.  

B. Monetary Relief 

The Settlement establishes a non-reversionary cash Settlement Fund of $8,750,000.00, 

funded by Google. Id. ¶ 3.2(a). Each Class Member is eligible to make one claim for payment. Id. 

¶ 3.3(a). The Settlement Fund will be used to pay Settlement Payments to Class Members, 

Administration Expenses to the Settlement Administrator, any Taxes (for interest accrued on the 

Fund), and any Court-approved Fee and Expense Award to Class Counsel and Service Payments 

to the Class Representatives. Id. ¶ 3.2(a). The Settlement contemplates distribution of residual 

funds to Class Members in a second distribution, if economically feasible.4 Id. ¶ 3.5. To the extent 

funds remain in the Settlement Fund after these efforts, subject to the Court’s approval, such 

Residual Funds will be distributed to one or more 26 U.S.C. § 501(c)(3) non-profit organization(s) 

selected by the Parties. SA ¶ 3.5.  

Within 90 days after the Effective Date, the Settlement Administrator will each Class 

Member who submitted an Approved Claim a Settlement Payment equal to a pro rata share of the 

Net Settlement Fund (i.e., the amount remaining in the Settlement Fund after deductions are made 

to pay the Administration Expenses, Fee and Expense Award, and Service Payments). Id. ¶ 3.3(a)-

(b). Settlement Payments will be sent via physical check, digital payment, or electronic deposit, as 

selected by each Claimant. Id. ¶ 3.3(b).   

C. Significant Prospective Relief 

The Settlement provides for significant prospective relief. Within 90 days after the 

Effective Date:  

 

controlling interest; (c) Class Counsel; and (d) the legal representatives, successors or assigns of 

any such excluded persons. SA ¶ 1.9. 
4  To the extent that a check issued to a Class Member is not cashed within 180 days after the date 

of issuance, or a digital payment is unable to be processed within 180 days of the first attempt, 

such funds shall be apportioned in a second distribution, if practicable, on a pro rata basis, to Class 

Members with Approved Claims who, in the initial distribution, cashed their check or successfully 

received payment electronically. SA ¶ 3.5.  



 

 

10 

(1) Defendant will provide notice to Illinois GWFE users during enrollment in Voice 

Match or Face Match features that such features may involve the creation of voice 

models and/or face models, as applicable; the purposes for creating such models, as 

applicable; and, if Defendant will store such models on its servers more than 

temporarily, the estimated length of retention. Nothing will require Defendant to use 

specific wording or terminology, or to provide information that does not accurately 

describe what Defendant is doing;  

(2) The notice presented when a user enrolls in Voice Match or Face Match will require 

the user to affirmatively consent to the feature before it is enabled;  

(3) Defendant will not sell, lease, or trade voice models or face models associated with 

any Illinois GWFE user’s use of Voice Match or Face Match to any third party outside 

of Google; and 

(4) Defendant will store, transmit, and protect from disclosure voice models or face 

models using reasonable security measures and in a manner that is at least as protective 

as the manner in which Defendant stores, transmits, and protects other confidential 

and sensitive information. 

D. The Notice Plan Was Fully Implemented and the Claims Process Is Still Open 

The Notice forms are attached to the Settlement as Exhibits 1 (Claim Form),  

3 (Long Form Notice), 5 (Print Publication Notice), 6 (Summary Notice), 7 (Summary Notice – 

Postcard), and 8-9 (Targeted Media Online Notice).  

The primary form of Notice has been a robust print and digital notice program in a manner 

specifically designed to reach Class Members. SA ¶¶ 6.3(b)(ii)-(vi); Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 6-16. The 

Settlement Website (www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com) is still live and communicates 

all important information, deadlines, and the Long Form Notice. SA ¶ 1.41; Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 15-

16. The website allows for electronic submission of Claim Forms and displays the Long Form 

Notice (in both English and Spanish), Claim Form, and relevant Motions, Orders, and pleadings. 

Id. Additionally, a toll-free number, email, and physical mailing address is made available for 
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Class Members to contact the Settlement Administrator directly. SA ¶ 6.3(b)(v), and see also Exs. 

3 (Long Form Notice), 5 (Publication Notice), and 6 (Summary Notice); Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 17-19.  

The Due Process clause to the U.S. Constitution mandates providing the “best practicable” 

notice to the Settlement Class, Shaun Fauley, 2016 IL App (2d) 150236, ¶ 36 (citing Phillips 

Petroleum Co. v. Shutts, 472 U.S. 797, 812 (1985)), which means notice that is “reasonably 

calculated, under all the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action 

and afford them an opportunity to present their objections.” Mullane v. Cent. Hanover Bank & 

Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950). The Notice Plan here is ongoing, has been robust, constitutes 

the best practicable notice under the circumstances, and meets all due process requirements. 

Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 9, 22. Prior to the Final Approval Hearing, the Parties will file a supplemental 

declaration from the Settlement Administrator updating the Court with the then-latest information 

regarding class members’ submissions of Claim Forms, which is ongoing. Id. ¶ 24. 

Class Members are able to submit Claim Forms electronically on the Settlement Website, 

or in traditional paper form by U.S. Mail, postmarked on or before October 16, 2025. Id.; SA ¶ 1.8; 

Settlement Website. The Settlement Administrator will submit a supplemental declaration 

updating the Court with the latest claims numbers on or before October 7, 2025, one week before 

the Final Approval Hearing. 

E. The Settlement Administrator 

Eisner Amper, an experienced and reputable national class action administrator and ranked 

as one of the top 100 U.S. accounting firms, is serving as Settlement Administrator, and has worked 

to provide notice, administer the claims process, and provide other services necessary to implement 

the Settlement. SA ¶ 1.38; Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 20-22; Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 6-16 & Exs. A-C. All 

Settlement Administration Expenses (including the costs of notice and administration of claims) 

will be paid out of the Settlement Fund. SA ¶¶ 3.2, 6.3(b)(ix).  

F. Service Payments and Fee and Expense Award 

Pursuant to ¶¶ 12.1-12.2 of the Settlement Agreement, Class Counsel timely filed their 

Applications for a Fee and Expense Award and for Service Payments on August 18, 2025.  
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Class Counsel requested Service Payments of no more than $5,000 to each of the Class 

Representatives, and a Fee and Expense Award to Class Counsel of no more than 40% of the 

Settlement Fund in addition to reasonable out-of-pocket litigation expenses incurred by Class 

Counsel. Id. The Class Notice informed Class Members of the maximum Service Payments and 

Fee and Expense Award that the Class Representatives and Class Counsel intend to request. SA ¶ 

6.3(a) & Ex. 3. In addition, the Motion is available to Class Members on the Settlement Website. 

See <https://www.googleeducationbipasettlement.com/court-documents/>. Any such Court-

approved payments will be paid to Class Representatives and Class Counsel from the Settlement 

Fund. SA ¶ 1.39. 

G. Objection and Exclusion Deadline Rights

Any Class Member who wished to opt out of or object to the Settlement was required to 

do so on or before September 1, 2025 (the “Objection and Exclusion Deadline”). SA ¶¶ 1.28, 8.2. 

The Class Notice contained language consistent with the provisions of Sections 8 and 9 of the 

Settlement Agreement concerning objections and requests for exclusion. Id. ¶ 9.1 & Ex. 3. No 

Class Member has requested exclusion or filed an objection by the Objection and Exclusion 

Deadline. Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 20-21. 

H. Release

Upon the Court’s entry of the Final Order and Judgment, the Releasing Parties shall be 

deemed to have fully, finally, and forever released, relinquished, and discharged all Released 

Claims against all Released Parties. SA ¶¶ 1.31-1.34 (defining release-related terms), 11.1-11.3 

(setting forth scope of the released claims and those being released). 

IV. THE COURT SHOULD GRANT FINAL APPROVAL OF THE SETTLEMENT

Strong judicial and public policies favor the settlement of class action litigation, where the

inherent costs, delays, and risks of continued litigation might otherwise overwhelm any potential 

benefit the Class could hope to obtain. Quick v. Shell Oil Co., 404 Ill. App. 3d 277, 282 (3rd 

Dist. 2010); Isby v. Bayh, 75 F.3d 1191, 1198-99 (7th Cir. 1996). 
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Courts review proposed class action settlements using a well-established two-step process. 

4 Alba Conte & Herbert B. Newberg, NEWBERG ON CLASS ACTIONS § 11.25, at 38-39 (4th ed. 

2002) (“NEWBERG”); see e.g., Kaufman v. Am. Express Travel Related Servs. Co., 264 F.R.D. 438, 

447 (N.D. Ill. 2009); GMAC Mortg. Corp. of Pa. v. Stapleton, 236 Ill. App. 3d 486, 492 (1st Dist. 

1992). The first step is a preliminary, pre-notification hearing to determine whether the proposed 

settlement is “within the range of possible approval.” NEWBERG, § 11.25, at 38–39; Armstrong v. 

Bd. of Sch. Dirs. of City of Milwaukee, 616 F.2d 305, 314 (7th Cir. 1980), overruled on other 

grounds by Felzen v. Andreas, 134 F.3d 873 (2d Cir. 1998). The preliminary approval stage is an 

“initial evaluation” of the fairness of the proposed settlement based on the written submissions 

and informal presentation from the settling parties. MANUAL FOR COMPLEX LITIGATION, § 

21.632 (4th ed. 2004) (“MANUAL”). If the Court finds the settlement proposal is “within the 

range of possible approval,” the case proceeds to the second step in the review process: the final 

approval hearing. NEWBERG, § 11.25, at 38–39. This procedure safeguards the due process 

rights of unnamed Class Members and allows the Court to fulfill its role as the guardian of 

their interests. NEWBERG § 11.25. We now are at the second step of this two-step process. 

A. The Settlement Merits Final Approval

The Settlement is a fair, reasonable, and adequate resolution to this litigation, the Class 

satisfies each of the class certification requirements of Section 2-801, and the Notice Plan was the 

best practicable under the circumstances. Accordingly, the Court should (A) grant final approval 

of the Settlement; (B) grant final certification of the Settlement Class; (C) enter a Final Approval 

Order and Judgment should be entered in accordance with the material terms of the Settlement 

Agreement; and (D) grant Plaintiffs’ previously filed Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses 

and for Service Payment.  

A court may approve a class settlement on a finding that it is fair, reasonable, and adequate. 

735 ILCS 5/2-801. In assessing the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy of a class settlement, 

Illinois courts consider the following factors: “(1) the strength of the case for plaintiffs on the 
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merits, balanced against the money or other relief offered in settlement; (2) the defendant’s ability 

to pay; (3) the complexity, length and expense of further litigation; (4) the amount of opposition 

to the settlement; (5) the presence of collusion in reaching a settlement; (6) the reaction of 

members of the class to the settlement; (7) the opinion of competent counsel; and (8) the stage of 

proceedings and the amount of discovery completed.” City of Chicago v. Korshak, 206 Ill. App. 

3d 968, 972 (1st Dist. 1990); see also Armstrong, 616 F.2d at 314. “Although this standard and the 

factors used to measure it are ultimately questions for the fairness hearing that comes after a court 

finds that a proposed settlement is within approval range, a more summary version of the same 

inquiry takes place at the preliminary phase.” Kessler v. Am. Resorts Int’l, Nos. 05-cv-5944, 07-

cv-2439, 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 84450, at *17 (N.D. Ill. Nov. 14, 2007) (citing Armstrong, 616 

F.2d at 314). 

Each of these factors confirms the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy of the Settlement 

presently before the Court, warranting its final approval. 

 

B. The Settlement Provides Substantial Relief to the Settlement Class, While 

Avoiding Significant Risks of Non-Recovery Posed by Continued Litigation 

The first factor in evaluating the fairness of a settlement is the strength of the plaintiff’s 

case on the merits balanced against the relief obtained in the settlement. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. 

App. 3d at 972; Steinberg v. Sys. Software Associates, Inc., 306 Ill. App. 3d 157, 170 (1st Dist. 

1999); Am. Int’l Grp., Inc. v. ACE INA Holdings, Nos. 07-cv-2898, 09-cv-2026, 2012 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 25265, at *17 (N.D. Ill. Feb. 28, 2012); Synfuel Techs., Inc. v. DHL Express (USA), Inc., 

463 F.3d 646, 653 (7th Cir. 2006).  

In this case, the amount offered by the Settlement—$8,750,000 cash recovery on a non-

reversionary basis—is substantial. The Settlement also includes robust prospective relief that will 

benefit all Illinois GWFE users, by requiring Defendant to provide additional disclosures to Illinois 

GWFE users during enrollment in Voice Match or Face Match features that such features may 

involve the creation of voice models and/or face models, obtain affirmative consent to the feature 

before it is enabled, and use reasonable security measures in a manner that is at least as protective 
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as the manner in which Defendant stores, transmits, and protects other confidential and sensitive 

information. (See supra Section III.C, “Significant Prospective Relief.”) 

The reasonableness of the Settlement’s benefits is underscored by the many substantial 

risks of non-recovery that continued litigation would have posed absent settlement. Smith v. CRST 

Van Expedited, Inc., No. 10-cv-1116-IEG (WMC), 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 6049, at *9-10 (S.D. 

Cal. Jan. 14, 2013) (where “the settlement avoids the risks of extreme results on either end, i.e., 

complete or no recovery . . . . it is plainly reasonable for the parties at this stage to find that the 

actual recovery realized and risks avoided here outweigh the opportunity to pursue potentially 

more favorable results through full adjudication,” such that “[t]hese factors support approval”).   

Plaintiffs are confident in their case. However, there are significant risks and possible 

impediments to achieving a successful outcome should the case continue, principally Google’s 

anticipated defenses to the merits of Plaintiffs’ claims. Google denied Plaintiffs’ allegations that it 

collected “biometric identifiers” or “biometric information,” as those terms are defined in BIPA, 

and asserts at least 16 affirmative defenses to Plaintiffs’ claims, including the defenses of consent, 

good faith, extraterritoriality (and, relatedly, the dormant Commerce Clause), statute of limitations, 

substantial compliance, and due process, among others (ECF No. 30 at 27-35).  Moreover, 

Defendant maintains that the Illinois Student Online Personal Protections Act (“SOPPA”) 

precludes Plaintiffs’ claims because SOPPA, and not BIPA, governs the collection of biometric 

data in schools.  Each of these defenses exposes Plaintiffs and the Class to significant risk that a 

verdict will be returned in Google’s favor.   

First, even if Plaintiffs survived Defendant’s opposition to class certification or its SOPPA 

pre-emption challenge at the summary judgment stage, Plaintiffs would bear the burden at trial of 

proving that the data Defendant allegedly collected constituted “biometric identifiers” or 

“biometric information” within the meaning of BIPA. While Plaintiffs are confident that the data 

Defendant collected did in fact constitute “biometric identifiers” or “biometric information,” there 

is significant risk that a jury would disagree and find in favor of Google. Absent the Settlement, at 

least some of these questions would have to be resolved through competing expert testimony and 
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other complex evidence presented by the Parties. See, e.g., In re Facebook Biometric Info. Priv. 

Litig., No. 3:15-cv-03747-JD, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 81044, at *11 (N.D. Cal. May 14, 2018) 

(“The parties unleash volleys of other competing evidence, but this summary is enough to show 

that a jury will need to resolve the genuine factual disputes surrounding facial scanning and the 

recognition technology.”). While Plaintiffs are confident of their case, a court or jury could side 

with the Defendant on these case-dispositive and highly technical questions.   

Second, there is significant risk that Defendant could succeed in establishing consent to the 

alleged collection and storage of Plaintiffs’ Biometric Data during their enrollment in GWFE and 

in the relevant features, disclosures made to schools and school administrators that required notice 

to parents, and through Plaintiffs’ agreement to Defendant’s Terms of Service and Privacy Policy. 

Thus, there is a risk that the court or a jury could conclude that Plaintiffs consented to Google’s 

conduct, or that Google adequately complied with BIPA’s disclosure requirements, which would 

also result in a verdict in Google’s favor.   

Third, even if Plaintiffs were found not to have consented to Defendant’s alleged collection 

of Biometric Data, Defendant would likely argue at summary judgment and at trial that Plaintiffs’ 

claims are barred by the Illinois extraterritoriality doctrine because they seek to hold the company 

liable for violations of BIPA that occurred outside of Illinois. (ECF No. 30 at 27-28) (asserting 

extraterritoriality argument in its amended answer). And even if the violations alleged in the 

complaint are found to have occurred in Illinois, Defendant would argue that, to comply with BIPA 

in Illinois, it would be forced to change its practices nationwide (not just in Illinois), unduly 

burdening interstate commerce in violation of the dormant Commerce Clause. Id. (asserting 

dormant Commerce Clause argument). Defendant’s extraterritoriality and dormant Commerce 

Clause defenses presented significant risks to Plaintiffs, both on the merits and at settlement class 

certification. See, e.g., Patel v. Facebook, Inc., 932 F.3d 1264, 1276 (9th Cir. 2019) (“If the 

violation of BIPA occurred when Facebook’s servers created a face template, the district court can 

determine whether Illinois extraterritoriality doctrine precludes the application of BIPA”); id. 

(“[I]f future decisions or circumstances lead to the conclusion that extraterritoriality must be 
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evaluated on an individual basis, the district court can decertify the class”); Nat’l Solid Waste 

Mgmt. Ass’n v. Meyer, 63 F.3d 652, 657 (7th Cir. 1995) (explaining how states cannot regulate 

conduct in neighboring states under the dormant Commerce Clause).  

Fourth, Defendant argues that Plaintiffs do not state when Google allegedly first violated 

BIPA, and contends that Plaintiffs’ claims accrued outside of the five-year limitations period and 

are therefore barred. See Tims v. Black Horse Carriers, Inc., 2023 IL 127801, ¶ 42, 216 N.E.3d 

845, 854 (“[W]e find that the five-year limitations period contained in section 13-205 of the Code 

controls claims under the Act.”). Google would raise this issue in a motion for summary judgment, 

and there is some possibility that it would succeed. 

Fifth, in support of its “good faith” defense, Defendant contended that “[it] is not liable 

because it relied in good faith upon a reasonable interpretation of BIPA’s statutory language and 

any alleged violation was not negligent, intentional, or reckless.” (ECF No.30 at 28-29). If Google 

were to successfully employ this defense, Class Members will be unable to recover even the 

minimum statutory damages of $1,000, which are only recoverable for violations committed 

“negligently”—much less the enhanced statutory damages of $5,000, which are only recoverable 

for violations committed “recklessly” or “intentionally.” 740 ILCS 14/20(1)-(2).  

Sixth, Google also raised a First Amendment defense in its Answer. (ECF 30 at 31-32). 

Specifically, Google argued “BIPA violates the First Amendment by unconstitutionally inhibiting 

Google’s ability to collect, create, and share information with its users, and by inhibiting the 

collection of information necessary for Google to engage in expressive activity, without a 

sufficient governmental interest.” See, e.g., Sorrell v. IMS Health, Inc., 564 U.S. 552, 570 (2011) 

(“[T]he creation and dissemination of information [and “other ‘upstream’ activities that make 

expression possible”] are speech within the meaning of the First Amendment.”). If accepted, this 

defense has the potential to completely eliminate Google’s liability under BIPA.  

Seventh, even if Class Representatives successfully certified the Class, they could still lose 

at trial. And even assuming they prevailed at trial, Google still could argue that Plaintiffs should 

not recover statutory damages, since statutory damages under BIPA are discretionary, not 
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mandatory. 740 ILCS 14/20 (“A prevailing party may recover for each violation [statutory 

damages]”); Watson v. Legacy Healthcare Fin. Servs., LLC, 2021 IL App (1st) 210279, ¶ 9 n.4 

(“[W]e observe that damages [under BIPA] are discretionary not mandatory.”).  

Finally, any judgment (or order granting class certification) that the Class obtained could 

be reversed on appeal, or reduced on due process grounds. See, e.g., In re Capital One Tel. 

Consumer Protection Act Litig., 80 F. Supp. 3d 781, 792 (N.D. Ill. 2015). Indeed, the risk of a 

class-wide judgment being reduced on due process grounds is significant. The Illinois Supreme 

Court noted that “[i]t also appears that the General Assembly chose to make damages discretionary 

rather than mandatory under the Act.” Cothron, 2023 IL 128004, ¶45. And in Rogers v. BNSF 

Railway Co., for example, a federal court vacated a jury’s statutory damage award in a BIPA class 

action and ordered a new trial on damages pursuant to Cothron’s guidance. 2023 WL 4297654, at 

*8, 13 (N.D. Ill. June 30, 2023). In Golan v. Veritas Entm’t, LLC, No. 14-cv-00069 ERW, 2017 

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 144501, at *7-8 (E.D. Mo. Sep. 7, 2017), a class of TCPA plaintiffs won a 

judgment at trial for $1.6 billion ($500.00 for each of approximately 3.2 million violations), only 

to have the trial court remit the award to $32 million—or approximately $10.00 per violation—on 

the grounds that the $1.6 billion awarded by the jury was so annihilative as to violate the Due 

Process clause of the U.S. Constitution. The trial court’s decision in Golan was recently affirmed, 

in its entirety, by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eight Circuit. Golan v. FreeEats.com, Inc., 930 

F.3d 950 (8th Cir. 2019). The possibility of a similar outcome here, even if the Class were to 

prevail at trial years from now, further underscores the reasonableness of the immediate, certain, 

and meaningful relief provided by the Settlement. 

Notably, the relief provided by this Settlement exceeds the relief historically obtained 

through settlements in data-privacy class actions. See, e.g., Goldschmidt v. Rack Room Shoes, Inc., 

No. 1:18-cv-21220-KMW (S.D. Fla.) (ECF Nos. 82-1, 86) (approving settlement that provided $5 

cash and a $10 voucher to each claiming class member in action alleging violation of the Telephone 

Consumer Protection Act, which allows for statutory damages of $500 or $1,500 per violation); In 

re Vizio, Inc., Consumer Privacy Litig., No. 16-ml-02693-JLS-KES (C.D. Cal.) (ECF Nos. 282-1, 
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337) (approving settlement that provided between $13 and $31 to each claiming class member in 

action alleging violation of the Video Privacy Protection Act, 18 U.S.C. 2710, which allows for 

statutory damages of $2,500 per violation); Kinder v. Meredith Corp., No. 1:14-cv-11284 (E.D. 

Mich.) (ECF Nos. 79, 81) (approving settlement that estimated a $50 and provided reportedly 

$32.40 to each claiming class member in action alleging violation of Michigan’s Preservation of 

Personal Privacy Act, which allowed for statutory damages of $5,000 per violation). 

The Settlement also compares favorably with previously approved settlements in other 

BIPA cases alleging collection of “scan[s] of . . . face geometry” and related data. See e.g., Miracle-

Pond et al. v. Shutterfly, Inc., No. 2019-CH-07050 (Ill. Cir. Ct.) (on September 9, 2021, Judge 

Raymond W. Mitchell granted final approval to a $6.75 million settlement in a BIPA class action 

on behalf of at least 954,000 class members); In re Facebook Biometric Information Privacy Litig., 

No. 3:15-cv-03747-JD (N.D. Cal.) (ECF No. 445-2 (copy of settlement agreement), 511-2 at 3 

(size of the class) (finally approved $650 million settlement for a class size of at least 7 million 

settled after class certification, resolution of appeals, and on the eve of trial).  

Based on the substantial monetary and non-monetary relief provided by the Settlement, 

and the significant risks posed by continued litigation (including loss at summary judgment, class 

certification, or an appeal), the first and most important factor weighs heavily in favor of granting 

final approval of the Settlement.  

C. A Class-Wide Judgment Could Be Severe  

The second factor considers Defendant’s ability to satisfy a judgment at trial. City of 

Chicago, 206 Ill. App. 3d at 972. In Plaintiffs’ view, if Defendant were ultimately held to have 

violated BIPA and Plaintiffs were able to secure $1,000 statutory damages per class member, then 

damages would exceed $650 million. This figure could reach into the billions if Plaintiffs were 

able to prove that Defendant obtained multiple “biometric identifiers” from each class member, or 

that Defendant’s violations were reckless or intentional. 740 ILCS 14/20(a)(2) & (b); see also 

Cothron v. White Castle Sys., Inc., 2023 IL 128004 (2023) (finding that a BIPA claim accrues each 

time a person’s biometric identifier is scanned and each time it is transmitted). While there is little 
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doubt that Defendant is a very profitable company, a verdict in this amount could have a severe 

impact. Accordingly, the second factor weighs in favor of granting final approval. 

D. Continued Litigation Would Be Complex, Costly, and Lengthy 

The third factor asks whether the settlement allows the class to avoid the inherent risk, 

complexity, time, and cost associated with continued litigation. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. App. 3d 

at 972; see also Nat’l Rural Telecomms Coop. v. DIRECTV, Inc., 221 F.R.D. 523, 526 (C.D. Cal. 

2004) (“The Court shall consider the vagaries of litigation and compare the significance of 

immediate recovery by way of the compromise to the mere possibility of relief in the future, after 

protracted and expensive litigation.”). 

This would be lengthy and very expensive litigation if it were to continue, involving 

extensive motion practice, including, inter alia, motion for class certification (and possibly a 

motion for decertification), a motion to disseminate pre-trial notice to the class, motions for 

summary judgment, and various pretrial motions, as well as the retention of additional experts, 

preparation of expert reports, conducting expert depositions, and motions challenging the 

qualifications of retained experts. Cotton v. Hinton, 559 F.2d 1326, 1331 (5th Cir. 1977) (“[C]lass 

action suits have a well-deserved reputation as being most complex.”). The case would probably 

not go to trial for well over a year. And even if Class Members recovered a judgment at trial greater 

than the $8,750,000.00 Settlement Fund in this Settlement, post-trial motions and the appellate 

process would deprive them of any recovery for years, and possibly forever in the event of a 

reversal.  

Rather than embarking on years of protracted and uncertain litigation, Plaintiffs and their 

counsel negotiated a Settlement that provides immediate, certain, and meaningful relief to all Class 

Members. See DIRECTV, Inc., 221 F.R.D. at 526. Accordingly, the third factor weighs in favor of 

finding the Settlement fair, reasonable, and adequate.  

E. There Is No Opposition to the Settlement 

The fourth and sixth factors consider the amount of opposition to the Settlement and the 

reaction of the Class to the Settlement. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. App. 3d at 972. Notice has been 
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disseminated in accordance with the Court’s Preliminary Approval Order, and the Objections and 

Exclusions Deadline has passed without any requests for exclusion or objections received. 

Schwartz Decl. ¶¶ 20-21.  No Class Member has objected to the Settlement or requested exclusion. 

Such absence of objections or requests for exclusion supports a finding that the Settlement is fair, 

reasonable, and adequate.  

Following the Court’s appointment a Guardian ad Litem, the Parties met and conferred 

with the Guardian ad Litem, supplied her with information concerning the proposed class 

Settlement in this action, answered her questions, and worked together to prepare an amendment 

and revised exhibits to the Settlement Agreement which respond to the Guardian ad Litem’s input. 

The Guardian ad Litem reviewed these materials and reported to the Court at the preliminary 

approval hearing that she is satisfied with the Settlement and supports approval of the Settlement. 

This independent assessment of the Guardian ad Litem further supports a finding that the 

Settlement is is fair, reasonable, and adequate. 

Plaintiffs and their Counsel also strongly support the Settlement, which they believe is fair, 

reasonable, and adequate and in the best interest of the Settlement Class. See infra Section G 

(opinions of Class Counsel on Settlement’s fairness).  

Accordingly, the fourth and sixth factors weigh in favor of granting final approval. 

F. The Settlement Was Negotiated Free of any Collusion

The fifth factor considers the presence of any collusion by the Parties in reaching the 

settlement. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. App. 3d at 972. 

Where a proposed class settlement is the result of zealous, arm’s-length negotiations before 

an experienced mediator, the settlement may be presumed fair and reasonable and entered 

into without any form of collusion. NEWBERG, § 11.42; Shaun Fauley, Sabon, Inc. v. Metro. Life 

Ins. Co., 2016 IL App (2d) 150236, ¶ 21 (approval warranted where 
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there was “no evidence that the proposed settlement was not the product of ‘good faith, arm’s-

length negotiations’”). 

Such is the case here. The Settlement was achieved after a robust pre-filing investigation, 

more than four years of zealous litigation, a comprehensive exchange of discovery, and over a year 

of arm’s-length negotiations overseen by a highly-experienced and well-respected mediator. 

Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 3-4, 6-7, 16-18. The Parties engaged in intense back-and-forth negotiations 

regarding every detail of the Settlement. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 19-20. 

Because the Settlement is the product of zealous, lengthy, and collusion-free negotiations 

between the Parties, the fifth factor weighs in favor of finding the Settlement fair, reasonable, and 

adequate.   

G. Competent Counsel Strongly Endorse the Settlement 

The seventh factor is the opinion of competent counsel as to the fairness, reasonableness, 

and adequacy of the settlement. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. App. 3d at 972. Courts rely on affidavits 

in assessing Class Counsel’s qualifications under this factor. Id. at 974. 

Plaintiffs’ counsel and Class Counsel (at the law firms Ahdoot & Wolfson, PC, Carey 

Rodriguez, LLP, Hedin LLP, and Bursor & Fisher, P.A.) have extensive experience litigating 

complex data-privacy class actions, including class actions alleging claims for violation of BIPA. 

Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 27-31 & Ex. 1; Affidavit of Philip L. Fraietta ¶¶ 4-7 & Ex. 1; Affidavit of Frank 

S. Hedin ¶¶ 4-6 & Ex. 1; Affidavit of John C. Carey ¶¶ 5-6.  

Plaintiffs’ counsel strongly endorse the Settlement, which they believe is in the best interest 

of the Settlement Class. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 23-25. As explained above, Defendant’s defenses—and 

the resources that Defendant had committed to defending the case through trial and appeal—

present numerous risks of total non-recovery by the Class had the litigation continued. Considering 

the substantial benefits provided by the Settlement—including the $8,750,000.00 non-reversionary 

cash Settlement Fund from which all Class Members are entitled to receive a pro rata share, 

without the need to wait for the litigation and subsequent appeals to run their course—Class 

Counsel consider the Settlement an excellent outcome for the Settlement Class. Ahdoot Aff. ¶ 25. 
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Accordingly, the seventh factor weighs in favor of finding the Settlement fair, reasonable, 

and adequate. GMAC, 236 Ill. App. 3d at 497 (experienced and competent counsel’s support for a 

proposed class settlement weighs in favor of approving the settlement). 

H. The Settlement Is the Product of Extensive Litigation and Discovery 

The eighth and final factor considers the stage of the proceedings and the amount of 

discovery that has been completed at the time the settlement is reached. City of Chicago, 206 Ill. 

App. 3d at 972; Lane v. Facebook, Inc., 696 F.3d 811, 819 (9th Cir. 2012).   

Prior to commencing this litigation, Plaintiffs’ counsel conducted wide-ranging 

investigations into every aspect of the claims and potential defenses. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 4, 6-7 . During 

the litigation, the Parties collectively prepared and filed multiple complaints, motions, and 

comprehensive pre-mediation briefs, among numerous other materials. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 8-11, 18. 

Plaintiffs’ counsel served comprehensive discovery requests to Defendant; obtained and reviewed 

Defendant’s documents and ESI concerning every aspect of Plaintiffs’ claims, Defendant’s 

defenses, and issues pertaining to class certification. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 12, 17. Armed with this 

information, Plaintiffs and their counsel had “a clear view of the strengths and weaknesses” of the 

case, see In re Warner Commc’ns Sec. Litig., 618 F. Supp. 735, 745 (S.D.N.Y. 1985), aff’d 798 

F.2d 35 (2d Cir. 1986), and were in a strong position to negotiate a fair, reasonable, and adequate 

settlement on behalf of the Settlement Class, at mediation and beyond. Defendants also directed 

significant written discovery to plaintiffs J.C. and M.W., through their legal guardians, and 

reviewed their document productions. 

Settlement negotiations also were thorough, and lengthy. The parties engaged in extensive, 

arm’s-length negotiations over the course of more than one year, including during an all-day 

session of mediation overseen by a well-respected mediator, Judge Palmer, where counsel for each 

Party zealously advocated its position. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 16-18. With the supervision and assistance 

of Judge Palmer, negotiations continued on numerous settlement terms until just before the filing 

of the Motion for Preliminary Approval. Ahdoot Aff. ¶¶ 18-19. In addition, following the Court’s 

appointment of a Guardian ad Litem, the Parties met and conferred with her, provided information 
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concerning the proposed Settlement, addressed her questions, and extensively revised the terms of 

the Settlement and exhibits as necessary, to fully reflect the interest of the class.  

Where, as here, a settlement is the product of arm’s-length negotiations between 

experienced counsel after significant discovery has occurred, the Court may presume the 

settlement to be fair, adequate, and reasonable. Rodriguez v. W. Publishing, 563 F.3d 948, 965 (9th 

Cir. 2009) (“We put a good deal of stock in the product of an arms-length, non-collusive, 

negotiated resolution.”); NEWBERG § 11.41 (class settlement may be presumed fair if it “is the 

product of arm’s length negotiations, sufficient discovery has been taken to allow the parties and 

the court to act intelligently, and counsel involved are competent and experienced.”).    

Accordingly, the eighth and final factor weighs in favor of finding the Settlement fair, 

reasonable, and adequate, warranting its final approval.  

I. The Class Meets the Elements for Certification Under 735 ILCS 5/2-801 

  In its Preliminary Approval Order, the Court found that all applicable requirements of 

Section 2-801 of the Illinois Code of Civil Procedure were met and certified the Settlement Class. 

See Prelim. App. Order ¶¶ 2-3, 5. There is no reason for the Court to depart from its previous 

decision, and no party argues otherwise. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court grant this Motion 

and enter an order that: (1) grant final approval of the Settlement; (2) grant final certification of 

the Settlement Class; (3) enter a Final Approval Order and Judgment should be entered in 

accordance with the material terms of the Settlement Agreement; and (4) grant Plaintiffs’ 

previously filed Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses and for Service Payment. Prior to the 

Final Approval Hearing, Plaintiffs will submit a supplemental declaration from Settlement 

Administrator, listing all claim numbers. Immediately following the Final Approval Hearing, or at 

a time the Court may deem appropriate, Class Counsel will submit to the court an updated version 

of the proposed Final Approval Order and Judgement attached to the Settlement Agreement as 
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Exhibit 2, updated to conform to the Court’s ruling, including with appropriate figures inserted for 

attorneys fees, expenses, and service awards. 

Dated: September 15, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ Dustin Clark 
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DECLARATION OF BRANDON SCHWARTZ REGARDING NOTICE PLAN AND 
SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

 
I, Brandon Schwartz, hereby declare and state as follows: 

1. I am the Director of Notice for EisnerAmper1, a full-service administration firm 

providing legal administration services, including the design, development, and implementation 

of unbiased complex legal notification programs. 

2. In the Affidavit of Brandon Schwartz on Settlement Notice Plan (“Schwartz 

Affidavit”), filed on October 25, 2024, and submitted along with my C.V., I detailed the proposed 

Notice Plan to administer the claims process in the above-referenced matter (the “Action”).2 As 

 
1 As of May 21, 2023, the Directors & employees of Postlethwaite & Netterville (P&N), APAC 
joined EisnerAmper as EAG Gulf Coast, LLC. 

2 Capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise defined have the same meaning ascribed to them 
as in the Settlement Agreement. 

FILED
McDonough Co. Circuit Court

9th Judicial Circuit
Date: 9/15/2025 5:10 PM

Ian A. Fischer
2020L17
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stated in the Schwartz Affidavit, EisnerAmper designed the Notice Plan to give notice to the 

Settlement Class Members in the most practicable manner possible. To do so, EisnerAmper 

designed, and the Court approved, a multifaceted approach utilizing a combination of (1) online 

display, (2) social media, (3) print notice, (4) search advertising; (5) direct notice via US Mail (if 

available), (6) toll-free settlement hotline, and (7) Settlement Website. 

3. On May 15, 2025, the Court approved the Notice Plan, related notice forms, and 

appointed EisnerAmper as the Settlement Administrator in the Order Granting Preliminary 

Approval of Class Action Settlement (“Preliminary Approval Order”). Preliminary Approval 

Order ¶ ¶7-9. 

4. In the Preliminary Approval Order, the Court conditionally certified a Settlement 

Class defined as “all Illinois residents who, while they were enrolled in a school in the State of 

Illinois, at any time between March 26, 2015 and the date of Preliminary Approval, had a voice 

model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in their 

Google Workspace for Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account.”3 

5. Beginning on June 18, 2025, EisnerAmper began to implement the Notice Plan in 

accordance with its requirements. This declaration will discuss the implementation of the Notice 

Plan and Settlement Administration. 

Notice Plan Summary 

6. On or about June 16, 2025, EisnerAmper received an Excel file from Defendant’s 

Counsel that included a school-issued email account, name, and the Google Workspace for 

 
3 Excluded from the Class are: (a) any judge, magistrate, or mediator presiding over the Action 
and members of their families; (b) Defendant, Defendant’s subsidiaries, parent companies, 
successors, predecessors, and any entity in which Defendant or its parents have a controlling 
interest; (c) Class Counsel; and (d) the legal representatives, successors or assigns of any such 
excluded persons. 
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Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account creation date for a total of 

791,228 records. The Defendant-provided data is used for verification of submitted Claims.  

Digital Banner Notice 

7. Pursuant to the Preliminary Approval Order, EisnerAmper caused digital banner 

notices to run across a network of sites, as well as Facebook and Instagram. Digital notices were 

targeted to individuals in accordance with the Schwartz Affidavit (¶10), and allowed website 

visitors to identify themselves as potential Class Members and click through to the Settlement 

Website. In total, 94,070,398 impressions were generated during the campaign to date, which is 

4,203,807 more than described in the Schwartz Aff. (¶13). Screenshots of the digital banners are 

attached as Exhibit A. The social media campaign will continue until the Claim Deadline. 

8. The Notice program includes social media notices which continue to be 

disseminated as of the date of this filing. EisnerAmper also used Defendant-provided data, 

including school email account information, to identify school districts and refine the geo-fence 

strategy, which allowed for more precise targeting and improved behavioral signals, such as 

interest in education tools, online learning, and related activities. For teens and young adults, 

targeting relied on behavioral, interest, and contextual triggers, including G-Suite usage, gaming, 

sports, pop culture, and alumni or student affinity categories. These layers align with the online 

habits and interests of this demographic, thereby improving the likelihood that they would see the 

notice.  

9. The Notice program is ongoing and, in total, an estimated additional 93,089,875 

impressions are expected to be generated. 
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Print Notice 

10. Pursuant to the Preliminary Approval Order, EisnerAmper caused the Summary 

Notice to be published in seven circulated newspapers in Illinois (“Print Notice”). The Print 

Notice was placed in seven publications and appeared three times on non-consecutive days. The 

Notice also appeared in the online version of each publication in substantially similar form to the 

Print Notice. 

11. A summary of the Print Notice campaign is a follows: 

12. A copy of the Print Notice as it appeared in each publication is attached as Exhibit 

B. 

Search Advertising 

13. Pursuant to the Preliminary Approval Order, EisnerAmper caused search-based 

advertising notice to be placed on Google.com. Keywords related to the litigation were used to 

Publication Distribution Area 
Est. 

Circulation Run Dates 

Chicago Tribune Chicago, IL 233,029 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The News-Gazette Champaign/Urbana, IL 21,000 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The Journal Star Peoria, IL 25,097 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The Register Star Rockford, IL 14,979 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The State Journal Springfield, IL 14,000 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The Herald-Whig Quincy, IL 5,820 June 25, July 2, and  
July 9, 2025 

The Southern Illinoian Carbondale, IL 3,000 June 26, July 1, and  
July 8, 2025 
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prompt the sponsored search ads, such as “Google Education lawsuit,” “G Suite for Education 

class action,” “Google School Email,” “Google Workspace Student,” which allowed users to click 

through to the Settlement Website. In total, 2,935 impressions have been generated to date. 

Screenshots of the sponsored search ads are attached as Exhibit C. 

14. Search-based advertising on Google.com utilizing the select use of keywords 

developed for the initial notice program continues as of this filing. 

Settlement Website 

15. On June 18, 2025, EisnerAmper took the Settlement Website, 

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, live. Visitors to the Settlement Website can 

download the Class Notices (including the Long Form Notice available in Spanish), the Claim 

Form, and court documents such as the Plaintiffs’ Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval, 

the Settlement Agreement, the Plaintiffs’ Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Expenses and for 

Service Payment and the Court’s Preliminary Approval Order. Visitors are also able to 

electronically submit Claims, address updates, find answers to frequently asked questions 

(“FAQs”), important dates and deadlines, and contact information for the Settlement 

Administrator. 

16. As of September 12, 2025, the Settlement Website has received 81,611 page views 

from 67,115 unique visitors. 

Dedicated Toll-Free Hotline 

17. EisnerAmper established a toll-free hotline, 1-844-768-1451, dedicated to this 

Settlement. The toll-free hotline is accessible 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and utilizes an 

interactive voice response (IVR) system where Settlement Class Members can obtain essential 

information regarding the Settlement and get response to FAQs. Settlement Class Members have 
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the option to leave a voicemail and receive a call back from the Settlement Administrator. The 

toll-free hotline appeared in the Class Notices and in multiple locations on the Settlement 

Website. 

Email Support 

18. EisnerAmper established the email address, 

info@googleeducationbipasettlement.com, to provide email support, allowing Settlement Class 

Members to direct specific questions and requests to the Settlement Administrator. The email 

address is included in the Class Notices and displayed on the Settlement Website. 

Settlement P.O. Box 

19. EisnerAmper maintains a designated P.O. Box for the administration of the 

Settlement: Google Education BIPA Settlement Administrator, P.O. Box 3395, Baton Rouge, LA 

70821. EisnerAmper monitors the Settlement P.O. Box for Settlement-related mail such as Claim 

Forms, objections, exclusion requests, and inquiries about the Settlement. EisnerAmper promptly 

handles all mail received at the Settlement P.O. Box. 

Exclusions and Objections 

20. The deadline for Settlement Class Members to request to be excluded from the 

Settlement was September 1, 2025. To date, EisnerAmper has not received any exclusion 

requests. 

21. The deadline for Settlement Class Members to object to the Settlement was 

September 1, 2025. To date, EisnerAmper has not received any objections. 

Conclusion 

22. In class action notice planning, execution, and analysis, we are guided by due 

process considerations under the United States Constitution and by case law pertaining to the 
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recognized notice standards under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule 23 (“FRCP 23”). This 

framework directs that a notice plan be optimized to reach the class and, in a settlement notice 

situation such as this, that the notice or notice plan itself not omit any material information 

regarding legal rights – or the ability to exercise other options – to class members in any way. All 

of these requirements were met in this case, and in my opinion, the above-described Notice Plan 

was consistent with other effective class action notice programs. 

23. It is my opinion, based on my expertise and experience and that of my team, that 

the methods of notice dissemination implemented by this Settlement, and the Court’s Preliminary 

Approval Order, provided effective notice of the Settlement, provided the best notice that is 

practicable, adhered to FRCP 23, followed the guidance set forth in the Manual for Complex 

Litigation 4th Ed. and Federal Judicial Center (FJC) guidance, and met the requirements of due 

process, including its “desire to actually inform” requirement. 

24. The deadline to submit a Claim is October 16, 2025.  Class members continue to 

submit claims as of this filing, and EisnerAmper will submit a supplemental declaration detailing 

then-current claims information on or before October 7, 2025, one week in advance of the Final 

Approval Hearing scheduled for October 14, 2025. 

 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge and belief. Executed this 12th day of September 2025 in Portland, Oregon.  

 

 

Brandon Schwartz 

 



Exhibit A: Digital Notice 























Exhibit B: Print Notice 



By Elizabeth Williamson 
The New York Times

HEALY, Kan. � Wheat 
grows so prodigiously here 
on the Kansas high plains 
that in 1953 the surplus 
birthed one of the Cold 
War�s big ideas: Food for 
Peace, a federal government 
program that delivered the 
excess bounty to a hungry 
postwar world.

Conceived by a Kansas 
farmer and created by Pres-
ident Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, Food for Peace has 
sent burlap sacks of grain 
stamped �From the Ameri-
can People� to more than 4 
billion people in 150 coun-
tries around the world.

Now it is e�ectively dead.
The program was admin-

istered by the U.S. Agency 
for International Develop-
ment, which Elon Musk fed 
�into the wood chipper� 
on a weekend in Febru-
ary. Kansas� Republican 
lawmakers tried to save it 
but failed to persuade Pres-
ident Donald Trump, who 
last month proposed cutting 
the entire 2026 budget for 
Food for Peace as well as 
another food aid program 
dear to Kansans, the McGov-
ern-​Dole International Food 
for Education and Child 
Nutrition program.

The Trump administra-
tion said the programs were 
inefficient and wasteful, 
�with dubious results.�

It was the latest blow 
to farmers, particularly in 
Kansas, where about 80% 
of those on the high plains 
voted for Trump and agri-
culture makes up almost 
half of the state�s economy. 
The president�s whipsawing 
tari�s and cuts to agriculture 
grants and global food aid 
have left the state with swol-
len silos, shrinking markets 
and volatile prices for crops.

Last year Kansas sold 
half its annual wheat crop 
abroad, but those buyers 
have mostly dried up. At 
least one big grain broker 
is now trying to sell Kansas 

grain that once fed people 
overseas for use in dog food.

Paul Penner, a Kansas 
wheat farmer and former 
president of the National 
Association of Wheat Grow-
ers, is frustrated that there 
have not been more objec-
tions to the administration 
from wheat growers and the 
state�s largely Republican 
congressional delegation.

�We need people who are 
willing to speak up,� he said. 
�I think privately they say 
things, but publicly, no. And 
I�m not sure what their pain 
threshold is.�

The United States enjoyed 
a period of such abundance 
after World War II that 
agricultural surplus became 
a major problem. Crop 
prices plunged, storage costs 
soared and grain spoiled. 
But people in Europe, Asia 
and Africa, who were still 
recovering from the wartime 
devastation to agriculture 
and industry, struggled to 
feed themselves.

Eisenhower, the supreme 
Allied commander in 
Europe during World War 
II and the grandson of a 
Kansas farmer, asked his 
secretary of state, John 
Foster Dulles, and agri-
culture secretary, Ezra 
Taft Benson, to work with 
Congress on a solution. It 
came in the form of a law he 
signed in 1954 that enabled 
needy �friendly countries� 
to buy American farm prod-
ucts in their local currencies. 
The United States spent the 
proceeds inside those coun-
tries on development grants.

Eisenhower called it 
�Food for Peace,� a name 
formally adopted a few years 
later.

The program distrib-
uted $76 million in agricul-
tural products in its �rst six 
months to Bolivia, Germany, 
Haiti, Honduras, Italy, Libya, 
Nepal, Pakistan, Yugoslavia 
and Vietnam, according to 
records in the Eisenhower 
Library in Abilene, Kansas. 
Half of the shipments were 
of wheat and wheat �our. 
The program was a hit at 
home: In 1963, the United 
States issued a Food for 
Peace postage stamp, embla-
zoned with the slogan �Free-

dom from Hunger.�
�He meant it when he 

said �Food for Peace�� it 
was a way of being a good 
soldier in the world,� Mary 
Jean Eisenhower, one of the 
president�s granddaugh-
ters, said in an interview. 
�I think it was a beautiful 
program, and I just found it 
very disturbing when it got 
caught into the political �� 
She trailed o�, reluctant to 
discuss politics.)

The administration�s 
moves against Food for 
Peace and the McGov-
ern-Dole program pose a 
dilemma for the Republi-
cans in Kansas� congressio-
nal delegation. How can they 
save them without crossing 
the president? Sen. Jerry 
Moran, Sen. Roger Marshall 
and Rep. Tracey Mann tried 
to save Food for Peace by 
moving it to the Agriculture 
Department, but the bills 
have never made it to a vote.

Mann did not respond 
to requests for comment. 
Moran�s o�ce sent a link to a 
Senate hearing last month in 
which Moran asked Secre-
tary of State Marco Rubio 
about the two programs� 
survival and called them 
�critical tools in the fight 
against global hunger.� 
Rubio expressed support for 
the programs but o�ered no 
solution for saving them.

Marshall told constituents 
in a town hall in March that 
Food for Peace was �near 
and dear to my heart,� but 
claimed without evidence 
that only a �small fraction� 
of the aid reached hungry 
people. 

His o�ce later supplied 
several links related to 
USAID, including 2016 
testimony by its inspector 
general titled �Fraud Investi-
gations Expose Weaknesses 
in Syria Humanitarian Aid 
Programs.�

A spokesperson for 
Marshall, Payton Fuller, said 
the senator wanted to work 
with the Trump adminis-
tration to send Kansas grain 
around the world in poten-
tial new trade deals with 
China and India.

Nick Levendofsky, the 
executive director of the 
Kansas Farmers Union, has 

been lobbying to preserve 
the food programs, but when 
he speaks publicly, he often 
gets responses from people 
saying farmers� troubles are 
their own fault.

�Trump�s tariffs badly 
injured Kansas farmers 
in his �rst term, and your 
members were stupid 
enough to vote for him again 
in 2020 and 2024,� read one 
letter he received from a 
descendant of Kansas farm-
ers living in Florida. �Every 
farm bankruptcy that comes 
� and come they will � will 
be a direct consequence of 

your members voting for the 
guy who already hurt them 
once.�

In early May, Levend-
ofsky brought a delegation 
of Kansas Farmers Union 
members to Washington 
in a push to preserve the 
programs. The trip was 
disappointing. Their request 
for a meeting with Agricul-
ture Secretary Brooke Roll-
ins was denied. Rollins� 
social media feed showed 
that on the day the Kansans 
visited her department she 
was meeting with Danica 
Patrick, the former NASCAR 

driver. Later that day, they 
learned that Trump had 
recommended cutting all 
funding for Food for Peace 
and the McGovern-Dole 
program.

In the hallway of the 
Russell Senate O�ce Build-
ing, Tom Giessel, a retired 
farmer, sighed in disappoint-
ment. �These people really 
don�t know the story of Food 
for Peace and the roots of it,� 
he said. �Farmers shipping 
grain to where people were 
hungry � that we did these 
kinds of things is really what 
made America great.�

Trump administration’s cuts hurt Kansas farmers
State sees Food for 
Peace program axed, 
crop sales stagnate

By Jim Vertuno, 
Nadia Lathan 
and John Seewer 
Associated Press

KERRVILLE, Texas 
� More than 160 people 
are believed to be missing 
in Texas four days after 
flash floods killed over 
100 people during the July 
Fourth weekend, Gov. Greg 
Abbott said Tuesday.

Many of those who are 
not accounted for were 
staying in state�s Hill Coun-
try but did not register at a 
camp or hotel.

The lowlands along the 
Guadalupe River in central 
Texas are �lled with youth 
camps and campgrounds 
that are especially popular 
around summer holidays.

The big jump in the 
number of missing came 
after authorities set up a 
hotline for families to call.

�We will not stop until 
every missing person is 
accounted for,� Abbott said 
during a news conference 
in Hunt, Texas, after taking 
a helicopter tour of the area.

The 161 missing were 
believed to be in Kerr 
County, where most of the 
victims have been recov-
ered, Abbott said.

Meanwhile, authori-
ties leading the search for 
victims of the devastating 
�ooding in Texas de�ected 
intensifying questions 
Tuesday about who was 
responsible for monitor-
ing the weather that killed 
more than 100 people and 
warning that flash floods 
were barreling toward 
camps and homes.

Local officials in Kerr 
County, where search-
ers have found 87 bodies, 
said their priority is �nd-
ing victims, not reviewing 
what happened in the hours 
before the �oods inundated 
the Hill Country.

During a sometimes tense 
news conference, o�cials 
faced questions about how 
quickly they responded and 
who was in charge.

�Right now, this team up 
here is focused on bring-
ing people home,� said Lt. 

Col. Ben Baker of the Texas 
Game Wardens.

Four days have passed 
since anyone was found 
alive in the aftermath of the 
�oods in Kerr County, o�-
cials said Tuesday.

The search e�orts bene-
fited from improving 
weather. The storms that 
battered the Hill Country 
for the past four days began 
to lighten up, although 
isolated pockets of heavy 
rain were still possible.

Abbott planned to make 
another visit to Camp 
Mystic, the all-girls Chris-
tian summer camp where at 
least 27 campers and coun-
selors died in the floods. 
President Donald Trump 
planned to visit Friday.

Officials said Tuesday 
that �ve campers and one 
counselor have still not 
been found.

A wall of water slammed 
into camps and homes along 
the edge of the Guadalupe 
River before daybreak 
Friday, pulling people out 
of their cabins, tents and 
trailers and dragging them 
for miles past �oating tree 
trunks and cars. 

Questions mounted 
about what, if any, actions 
o�cials took to warn camp-
ers and residents in the 
scenic area long known to 
locals as ��ash �ood alley.�

Kerr County Sheriff 
Larry Leitha said that send-
ing out warnings isn�t �as 
easy as pushing a button.� 

Answers about who did 
what and when will come 
later, public o�cials said.

Kerr County Judge Rob 
Kelly, the county�s chief 
elected o�cial, said in the 
hours after the devastation 
that the county does not 
have a warning system.

Generations of families 
in the Hill Country have 
known the dangers. A 1987 
�ood forced the evacuation 
of a youth camp in Comfort 
and swamped buses and 
vans. Ten teens were killed.

Local leaders have 
talked for years about the 
need for a warning system. 
Kerr County sought a 
nearly $1�million grant 
eight years ago for such a 
system, but the request was 
turned down by the Federal 
Emergency Management 
Agency. Local resident 
balked at footing the bill, 
Kelly said.

Some camps were aware 
of the dangers Friday and 
monitored the weather. 
At least one moved several 
hundred campers to higher 
ground before the �oods. 

But many were caught by 
surprise.

The bodies of 30 children 
were among those recov-
ered in Kerr County, home 
to Camp Mystic and several 
other summer camps near 
the river, Leitha said. Nine-
teen deaths were reported 
in Travis, Burnet, Kendall, 
Tom Green and Williamson 
counties, local o�cials said.

Texas governor reports 161 
unaccounted for after floods

Belongings of campers sit outside one of the cabins at Camp 
Mystic, a century-old Christian summer camp, on Monday 
near the Guadalupe River in Hunt, Texas. ELI HARTMAN/AP

By Tammy Webber 
Associated Press

It�s not just Texas and 
North Carolina. Intense rain 
is falling more frequently 
in many areas of the U.S. 
� though where it occurs 
and whether it causes cata-
strophic �ooding is largely a 
matter of chance, according 
to experts.

More than 100 people 
died in the Texas Hill 
Country over the weekend 
after 12 inches of rain fell 
in just hours. The deluge 
was driven by warm, moist 
air left over from Tropical 
Storm Barry and Hurricane 
Flossie that created condi-
tions for repeated thunder-
storms in the same location, 
said Texas Climatologist 
John Nielsen-Gammon.

Last year, Hurricane 
Helene dumped more than 
30 inches of rain on western 
North Carolina, triggering 
catastrophic �ooding that 
washed away roads and 
homes, killing more than 
100 people in that state 
alone. This week, flood-
ing from the remnants of 
Tropical Storm Chantal 
prompted dozens of water 
rescues in North Carolina. 
And this spring, record 
rainfall in Kentucky caused 
deadly �ooding.

Although it can be dif-
�cult to attribute a single 
weather event to climate 
change � and hilly or 
mountainous terrain 
worsen �ooding � experts 
say a warming atmosphere 
and oceans due to the burn-
ing of fossil fuels make cata-
strophic storms more likely.

That�s because the atmo-
sphere can hold 7% more 
water for every 1.8 degrees 
Fahrenheit, creating a giant 
sponge of sorts that sucks 
up moisture from bodies of 
water and vegetation. The 
moisture later falls back 
to earth in increasingly 
intense, unpredictable and 
destructive downpours.

�It�s just loading the dice 
toward heavy rainfall when 
the situation is right,� said 
Kenneth Kunkel, a climate 
scientist at North Carolina 
State University.

Going back through U.S. 
weather station records to 
1955, Kunkel found that 
rain over the past 20 years 
has become more intense 
in the eastern two-thirds 
of the country, including 
the southern Great Plains, 
where Texas is located. 
Intensities have remained 
the same or declined in the 
West and southwest.

At the 700 stations that 
began collecting data in 

the late 19th and early 
20th centuries, the high-
est proportion of two-day 
rainfall records have been 
set in just the past 10 years, 
Kunkel said, though that 
doesn�t fully reflect most 
Western stations, which 
were established later.

Nielsen-Gammon said 
the overall intensity of 
extreme rainfall in Texas 
has increased by 15% over 
the past 40 to 50 years.

The worst �ooding and 
greatest loss of life in Texas 
occurred in Kerr County, in 
an area called ��ash �ood 
alley� because of its steep 
terrain that funnels water 
to the Guadalupe River, a 
popular recreational area.

Though the county did 
not get the most rain from 
the storms, the �distribu-
tion of rainfall was one of 
the worst possible patterns� 
because the most intense 
downpours were over the 
headwaters of the south 
fork of the Guadalupe River, 
causing water to rush into 
areas where hundreds of 
people, including children, 
were camping, Nielsen-​
Gammon said.

If the epicenter had been 
10 miles north or south, 
the rain would have been 
divided among different 
river basins, he said. 

Downpours like in Texas more 
frequent but difficult to predict

Fire�ghters from Ciudad Acuæa, Mexico, load a body into a raft Monday along the Guadalupe 
River in Ingram, Texas, days after a �ash �ood swept through the area. ELI HARTMAN/AP 
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PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIRE ABOUT
THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.
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STAFF REPORT

CARTHAGE, Ill. — Audi-
tions will be held Monday, 
July 21 for the Missoula 
Children’s Theatre pro-
duction of “Treasure Is-
land” at the Legacy The-
ater in Carthage.

Those audit ion-
ing should arrive at 
9:45 a.m., with auditions 
taking place 10 a.m. to 
noon. No advance prepa-
ration is necessary for 
the group audition.

Some 50 local students 
in kindergarten through 
12th-grade will be cast 
to appear in the show, 
with up to four students 
named assistant direc-
tors.

Some cast members 
asked to stay for a first 

rehearsal immediately 
following the audition. 
Rehearsals will contin-
ue 10 a.m. to 2:15 p.m. 
Tuesday, July 22 through 
Friday, July 25 at the the-
ater ahead of the per-
formances set for 2 and 
6 p.m. Saturday, July 26.

Tickets, $10 for chil-
dren and $20 for adults, 
are available online at 
thelegacytheater.com, 
through the box office be-
tween 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. 
Mondays and Fridays or 
by calling 217-357-9479.

The Missoula Chil-
dren’s Theatre is a non-
profit organization based 
in Missoula, Mont.

The performance is 
sponsored by Ramsey 
Financial Services and 
made possible in part 

by the Tracy Family 
Foundation, Illinois Arts 
Council and United Way 
of the Greater River Re-
gion.

By MICHELLE CHAPMAN 
The Associated Press

For the first time in al-
most 20 years, travelers 
may no longer be required 
to take off their shoes 
during security screen-
ings at U.S. airports.

The Transportation Se-
curity Administration is 
looking to abandon the ad-
ditional security step that 
has for years bedeviled 
anyone passing through 

U.S airports, according to 
media reports.

If implemented, it would 
put an end to a security 
screening mandate put in 
place almost 20 years ago, 
several years after “shoe 
bomber” Richard Reid’s 
failed attempt to take 
down a flight from Paris 
to Miami in late 2001.

The travel newsletter 
Gate Access was first to 
report that the security 
screening change is com-

ing. ABC News reported 
on an internal memo sent 
to TSA officers last week 
that states the new policy 
allows travelers to keep 
their shoes on during stan-
dard screenings at many 
U.S. airports, beginning 
Sunday. That would ex-
pand to all airports short-
ly.

The plan is for the 
change to occur at all U.S. 
airports soon, the memo 
said.

An Illinois State Court Authorized This Notice.

All Illinois Residents Who, While They Were Enrolled in a School in the State of Illinois,
at Any Time Between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, Had a Google Workspace
For Education or G Suite For Education Account May Be Entitled to Get a Payment

from a Class Action Settlement.
Si desea recibir esta notificación en español, llámenos o visite nuestra página web.

An $8.75 million settlement has been reached in a class action lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”), which claims that
Google violated Illinois law by collecting and storing biometric data of class members in Illinois through its Google Workspace
for Education (previously known as “G Suite for Education”) platform without the proper notice and consent. Google denies
that it collected or stored biometric data without proper notice and consent, or that it violated Illinois law or any other law. The
Court has not decided who is right. For more information or to submit a claim for payment please visit the Settlement Website
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
Who is Included?You are a Class Member in this Settlement if at any time between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, you had a
voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in your GoogleWorkspace for Education
or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account while enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois.
What are the Settlement Terms? The Settlement provides monetary payments to Class Members who submit a valid Claim or
Claim Form postmarked or submitted on www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com by October 16, 2025. Without admitting
liability, Google has also agreed to take certain actions, to the extent it is not already doing so, that will benefit Illinois GWFE
users. Google will establish an $8.75 million Settlement Fund. After deducting Court-approved attorneys’ fees and expenses, service
payments for the Plaintiffs, and the costs of settlement notice and administration from the Settlement Fund, the remaining funds will
be made available, if the settlement is approved, to pay Class Members’ valid claims. Class Members who file valid Claims will be
eligible to receive an equal pro rata portion of the $8.75 million Settlement Fund after the deductions listed above. Class Counsel
estimate, based on their experience in prior similar matters, that the amount of each valid claim will be between approximately $30.00
and $100.00; however, the actual cash amount an individual will receive could be less than or greater than that estimated amount,
and will depend on the final amount of Court-approved deductions from the Settlement Fund and the total number of valid Claims
submitted by Class Members before the Claims Deadline ofOctober 16, 2025.
How Can I Get a Payment? The only way to get a payment is to submit a Claim Form. If you submit a Claim Form, you
will give up the right to sue Google or any Released Parties in a separate lawsuit about the claims made in this case and
released by the Settlement. You must submit a Claim Form by October 16, 2025. You must submit your Claim online at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com or file a paper Claim Form postmarked by October 16, 2025. Paper Claim Forms
are available at the Settlement Website or by calling 1-844-768-1451. Claim Forms must be completed by an adult of 18 years or
older. If you are a minor, the Claim Form must be completed by your parent or guardian. If a parent or guardian completes the
Claim Form the payment will be made to them, and in such an event, such payment must be used solely for the minor’s benefit.
YourOther Options. If you do nothing, your rights will be affected, and you won’t get a payment. If you file a Claim Form, object
to the Settlement or do nothing, you are choosing to stay in the Settlement Class. You will be legally bound by all orders of the
Court and you will not be able to start, continue or be part of any other lawsuit against Google about the allegations of the case or
other Released Claims. If you don’t want to be legally bound by the Settlement or receive any benefits from it, you must exclude
yourself by September 1, 2025. If you do not exclude yourself, you may object to the Settlement by September 1, 2025. The Long
Form Notice available on the Settlement Website explains how to exclude yourself or object.
The Final Approval Hearing: The Court will hold a Final Approval Hearing on October 14, 2025 at 2:30 p.m. to consider
whether to approve the Settlement and award Service Payments of up to $5,000 to the Class Representatives, attorneys’ fees of
up to 40% of the Settlement Fund, and, reimbursement of expenses, as well as consider any objections. Motions for these fees
and expenses will be posted on the Settlement Website when they are filed with the Court. You may appear at the hearing, either
yourself or through an attorney hired by you, but you don’t have to. The hearing may be held remotely using the Court’s Zoom
videoconference link (us06web.zoom.us/j/3098362777) at the Court’s discretion. For more information and updates, call or visit
the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
More Information: This notice is only a summary. Complete information about all of your rights and options, as well as a
Claim Form, a more detailed Long Form Notice, the Settlement Agreement, and other relevant documents are available at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, by emailing info@GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, or by calling toll-free
1-844-768-1451.
IMPORTANT NOTE: The dates and deadlines may be changed without further notice to the Settlement Class, so please check
the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIREABOUT THIS

SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com 1-844-768-1451

I 
have a friend who invited 
himself over. He snuck into my 
bedroom one day when I was 
busy, and now he won’t leave. I 
don’t want to be rude, but he’s 

not a great guest. He sure is making 
me miserable.

My friend waits on my 
bed all day long, proba-
bly just lounging around 
and deciding on topics 
of discussion for later. I 
imagine he makes notes 
with a scratchy, stubby, 
little pencil; it gnaws at 
his paper like a nesting 
mouse.

I trudge around my 
daytime life, dreading 
our next encounter. 
But the hours pass, and 
when bedtime comes, I know he’s 
there on top of my blankets. His arm 
is propped behind his head like a 
casual pajama party guest and he’s 
ready to hiss his gossip.

He scooches over to give me room 
to slide between my sheets. Some-
times he even pretends to be asleep. 
And I fall for it, every time. I snug-
gle onto my side and close my eyes 
around the dark silence.

Then he pounces.
“Did you lock the front door?” He 

whispers in the ear that isn’t on my 
pillow. “You know you didn’t check 
it.” My eyes pop open. I try to re-
member my actions before bed. After 
a few minutes, I decide that I locked 
the door. I let my eyes drift closed.

“Boy, you sure didn’t get much 
done today. The laundry is piled 
sky-high. And why didn’t you write 
a letter to Joyce? It’s your turn. She 
probably thinks you’re dead.”

I flop over to my other side and 
hope Insomnia will fly off from the 
bounce. He has Velcro claws that 
stick to my brain. All my flop does is 
give him wider berth.

My muscles tense-I’m TRYING to 
go to sleep and I know it’s not gonna 
happen for a long time.

Insomnia is comfy in my bed. He’s 
been not sleeping with me for months 
and months. I’m draggy in the morn-

ing and almost comatose in the after-
noon. But I know not to take a nap. If 
I do, I’ll have to listen to him longer 
at bedtime.

My nighttime friend is wearing me 
out.

Why is he visiting 
me? Is it a symptom 
of my aging body? 
Will I have to arrange 
my life to the senior 
schedule—supper at 
4PM, bedtime at 8PM, 
up at 4AM? And if I 
do, will I elude him, 
or will he just chuckle 
and start whispering 
to me earlier?

We chat about all 
kinds of things when 
I’m trying to sleep 

each night. The previous day. The 
next day. What I should have done/
said/thought about each interaction 
of the last 18 hours.

Insomnia knows all my secrets. 
And he delights in rehashing all the 
most troubling ones.

Sometimes I try to drown out 
his voice with invented mantras. I 
recite a poem over and over in my 
head. I list a boy’s and girl’s name 
for every letter of the alphabet. I 
even try to remember every boy I’ve 
ever kissed...in chronological order. 
C’mon.

I’m old. It’s a worthy list.
But those tricks rarely fool my 

bedmate. He is a pro at interrupting.
“Remember that girl named Renee 

that you graduated with? How much 
would an underground tornado shel-
ter cost to put in? Aren’t you almost 
out of paper towels?

Wow…your toenails need trim-
ming.

You need to go to the bathroom. 
That’s probably why you can’t sleep.”

He chuckles, cracks his knuckles 
proudly, and moves over to let me 
out. By the time I get back from the 
bathroom, he’s ready with more 
topics.

I’m so tired of these slumber par-
ties. Anybody want to invite him 
over?

Slumber party blues

ROBIN GARRISON LEACH
Special to The Herald-Whig 
robinwrites@yahoo.com

Get ready to pass through US airport 
security checkpoints with shoes on

STAFF REPORT

COLUMBIA, Mo. — Uni-
versity of Missouri Exten-
sion’s Pearls of Production 
program supports and 
empowers women in the 
livestock industry with 
a virtual webinar series 
and an in-person hands-on 
conference.

The “Pixels of Produc-
tion” series offers evening 
webinars, each beginning 
at 6:40 p.m. with “Chick-
Chat,” a 20-minute net-
working opportunity, and 

the main session at 7 p.m.
Programs kick off Tues-

day, July 22 with Feeding 
and Managing Pregnant 
Beef Cows and Heifers for 
Calf Success. Dr. Allison 
Meyer will discuss how 
late gestation nutrition 
affects cow performance 
and calf health.

Additional webinars 
take place Sept. 23 and 
Oct. 28 with the confer-
ence set Friday, Nov. 8 
in Columbia. Conference 
breakout sessions will 
cover topics including 

how vaccines are made, 
tips for a successful calv-
ing season, using genetics 
to build a better cow and 
emergency response on 
the farm.

Webinar and confer-
ence registration is avail-
able online at extension.
missouri.edu/programs/
pearls-of-production. 
More information is avail-
able by contacting Exten-
sion livestock field special-
ist Brenda Schreck at 573-
767-5273 or schreckb@
missouri.edu.

Pearls of Production webinars kick off July 22

Auditions set July 21 for ‘Treasure Island’

STAFF REPORT

CARTHAGE, Ill. — The 
next quarterly meeting 
of the Hancock County 
Historical Society will 
focus on local poets re-
flecting the issues and 
struggles of 19th century 
county residents.

The program, “Re-
flections on Early Life 
and Culture in Hancock 
County by Some Local 
Poets,” will take place at 
7 p.m. Saturday, July 19 
at the Carthage Commu-
nity Center, 301 E. Main.

The Illinois Arts Coun-
cil and Two Rivers Arts 
Council sponsor the 
program by well-known 
Illinois historian John 
Hallwas.

Hallwas will empha-

size poems by three 
authors with local ties 
— Thomas Gregg, the 
early newspaperman and 
historian who lived in 
Carthage, Warsaw, Plym-
outh and Hamilton; Eliza 
Snow, a noted Mormon 
woman who lived at Nau-
voo during the turbulent 
years of local conflict 
and then participated in 
the exodus to Utah; and 
John Hay, a secretary of 
state and Lincoln biogra-
pher who was raised in 
Warsaw and whose bal-
lads about rural folks be-
came nationally famous.

Retired from Western 
Illinois University, Hall-
was lives in Macomb 
and has interacted with 
a variety of western Illi-
nois historians over the 

past 50 years, including 
several from Hancock 
County. He has written 
30 books, several plays 
and hundreds of articles 
about Illinois history 
and literature including 
a biography of Gregg and 
articles about Snow and 
Hay.

Hallwas program focus of quarterly 
Hancock County Historical Society meeting

Hallwas

STAFF REPORT

PALMYRA, Mo. — Uni-
versity of Missouri 
Athletic Director Laird 
Veatch will be the fea-
tured speaker Saturday, 
July 19 for the annual 
Mizzou Student Send Off 
and BBQ sponsored by 
the Great River Tigers 
Chapter of the Missouri 
Alumni Association.

Social hour begins at 
5 p.m. at Jackson Golf 
Course in Palmyra. Laird 

will speak at 6 p.m. fol-
lowed by a pork loin meal 
at 6:30 p.m.

Tickets for the pork 
dinner are $10 and avail-
able at the event.

The Great River Ti-
gers serve alumni in 
Northeast Missouri and 
West-Central Illinois. 
The chapter raises schol-
arship funds for current 
and future Mizzou stu-
dents, summer event 
chairman Al Kennett 
said.

Alumni will announce 
16 winners of $1,000 
scholarships, and a draw-
ing for 20 $500 scholar-
ships will be held for 
Mizzou students who 
are present at the event 
along with a raffle for a 
pair of tickets to an up-
coming Mizzou football 
game.

More information is 
available by contacting 
Kennett at 573-248-6947 
or kennetta@missouri.
edu.

Mizzou Student Send Off, BBQ 
set July 19 in Palmyra

STAFF REPORT

QUINCY — The University 
of Illinois Extension work-
shop series Your Land Your 
Legacy helps landowners 
build confidence and skills 
to care for their land.

The next workshop in the 
series, Get to Know Your 
Woods, will be offered 5:30 
to 7:30 p.m. Wednesday, 
July 16 at the Adams Coun-
ty Extension office, 330 S. 
36th.

Led by forestry and land 

management experts, the 
workshop blends practical 
advice with hands-on learn-
ing.

The session will help 
landowners set meaning-
ful land management goals, 
use maps and site data to 
understand the property, 
learn what site character-
istics are – and why they 
matter, gain an understand-
ing of forest measurement 
techniques and explore 
practical land care strate-
gies including timber stand 

improvement, invasive spe-
cies control and pruning.

Participants also will 
be invited to a follow-up 
forestry walk this fall, of-
fering an opportunity to 
continue learning in the 
field.

Registration is required 
with dinner and program, 
with a meal served at 
5 p.m., or program only 
options available. Regis-
tration and more informa-
tion are available online at 
go.illinois.edu/Your-Woods.

Workshop series helps landowners 
build confidence, skills
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$581

TAKE THE STRESS OUT
OF MEDICARE

See how you could save
an average of

on your Medicare Supplement
plan and compare local

options from 20+ top-rated
carriers.

CALL
309.322.6452
NOW

TO GET STARTED WITH ONE OF OUR
LICENSED INSURANCE AGENTS

An Illinois State Court Authorized This Notice.

All Illinois Residents Who, While They Were Enrolled in a School in the State of
Illinois, at Any Time Between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, Had a Google
Workspace For Education or G Suite For Education Account May Be Entitled to

Get a Payment from a Class Action Settlement.
Si desea recibir esta notificación en español, llámenos o visite nuestra página web.

An $8.75 million settlement has been reached in a class action lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”), which claims
that Google violated Illinois law by collecting and storing biometric data of class members in Illinois through its Google
Workspace for Education (previously known as “G Suite for Education”) platform without the proper notice and consent.
Google denies that it collected or stored biometric data without proper notice and consent, or that it violated Illinois law or
any other law. The Court has not decided who is right. For more information or to submit a claim for payment please visit
the Settlement Website www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
Who is Included?You are a Class Member in this Settlement if at any time betweenMarch 26, 2015 andMay 15, 2025, you
had a voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in your Google Workspace
for Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account while enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois.
What are the Settlement Terms? The Settlement provides monetary payments to Class Members who submit a valid Claim
or Claim Form postmarked or submitted on www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com by October 16, 2025. Without
admitting liability, Google has also agreed to take certain actions, to the extent it is not already doing so, that will benefit
Illinois GWFE users. Google will establish an $8.75 million Settlement Fund. After deducting Court-approved attorneys’ fees
and expenses, service payments for the Plaintiffs, and the costs of settlement notice and administration from the Settlement
Fund, the remaining funds will be made available, if the settlement is approved, to pay Class Members’ valid claims. Class
Members who file valid Claims will be eligible to receive an equal pro rata portion of the $8.75 million Settlement Fund after
the deductions listed above. Class Counsel estimate, based on their experience in prior similar matters, that the amount of each
valid claim will be between approximately $30.00 and $100.00; however, the actual cash amount an individual will receive
could be less than or greater than that estimated amount, and will depend on the final amount of Court-approved deductions
from the Settlement Fund and the total number of valid Claims submitted by Class Members before the Claims Deadline of
October 16, 2025.
How Can I Get a Payment? The only way to get a payment is to submit a Claim Form. If you submit a Claim Form, you
will give up the right to sue Google or any Released Parties in a separate lawsuit about the claims made in this case and
released by the Settlement. You must submit a Claim Form by October 16, 2025. You must submit your Claim online at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com or file a paper Claim Form postmarked by October 16, 2025. Paper Claim
Forms are available at the Settlement Website or by calling 1-844-768-1451. Claim Forms must be completed by an adult
of 18 years or older. If you are a minor, the Claim Form must be completed by your parent or guardian. If a parent or
guardian completes the Claim Form the payment will be made to them, and in such an event, such payment must be
used solely for the minor’s benefit.
Your Other Options. If you do nothing, your rights will be affected, and you won’t get a payment. If you file a Claim
Form, object to the Settlement or do nothing, you are choosing to stay in the Settlement Class. You will be legally bound
by all orders of the Court and you will not be able to start, continue or be part of any other lawsuit against Google about
the allegations of the case or other Released Claims. If you don’t want to be legally bound by the Settlement or receive any
benefits from it, you must exclude yourself by September 1, 2025. If you do not exclude yourself, you may object to the
Settlement by September 1, 2025. The Long Form Notice available on the Settlement Website explains how to exclude
yourself or object.
The FinalApproval Hearing: The Court will hold a FinalApproval Hearing onOctober 14, 2025 at 2:30 p.m. to consider
whether to approve the Settlement and award Service Payments of up to $5,000 to the Class Representatives, attorneys’
fees of up to 40% of the Settlement Fund, and, reimbursement of expenses, as well as consider any objections. Motions for
these fees and expenses will be posted on the Settlement Website when they are filed with the Court. You may appear at the
hearing, either yourself or through an attorney hired by you, but you don’t have to. The hearing may be held remotely using
the Court’s Zoom videoconference link (us06web.zoom.us/j/3098362777) at the Court’s discretion. For more information
and updates, call or visit the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
More Information: This notice is only a summary. Complete information about all of your rights and options, as well as
a Claim Form, a more detailed Long Form Notice, the Settlement Agreement, and other relevant documents are available
at www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, by emailing info@GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, or by calling
toll-free 1-844-768-1451.
IMPORTANT NOTE: The dates and deadlines may be changed without further notice to the Settlement Class, so please
check the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIREABOUT

THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com 1-844-768-1451

Verita Topete said she was walking
her dog alone one afternoon in late June
at Los Angeles’ Ernest E. Debs Park. As
she was putting her dog in her car to
leave, she said multiple FBI agents ap-
proached her.

They presented her with a search
warrant for her phone and yanked it
from her hand with such force she said
she was left with bruises. Then she was
arrested and temporarily detained. She
is not facing charges.

But Topete said she believes she was
targeted because of her role helping or-
ganizations protest against immigra-
tion raids in Los Angeles.

A leader of the immigration commit-
tee at Centro CSO, which has been ad-
vocating for Chicano and immigrant
rights for decades, Topete has beenmo-
bilizing residents in LosAngeles against
the Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment raids that started June 6.

She has been involved in fi�ghting for
immigrant justice since 2020, when her
father was arrested and detained in
Southern California’s Adelanto ICE
Processing Center.

Topete andother advocates atCentro
CSO said shewas targeted for her activ-
ism and role in the protests against
President Donald Trump’s mass depor-
tation agenda.

“This is howwe treat Americanswho
are exercising their First Amendment
rights simply for standing up for those
who cannot,”Topete said at a news con-
ference the day after she was detained.

She is not the only one advocates say
is facing increased scrutiny following
the Los Angeles protests in June.

Alejandro Orellana, also amember of
CentroCSO, faces two federal chargesof
conspiracy to commit civil disorder and
abetting civil disorder. Each charge car-
ries up to fi�ve years in prison.

Orellana landed on the FBI’s radar
following video that circulated showing
him driving a Ford F-150 pickup truck
while an unidentifi�ed woman distrib-

uted face shields fromthe truck, accord-
ing to court records.

On June 12, the FBI raided their
house, where agents found face masks,
spray paint, a slingshot and a notebook
with anti-police slogans in the Ford
pickup. They were also detained but re-
leased the following day after the East
LA and Boyle Heights community ral-
lied for their release.

The FBI argues those face shields
aren’t typically used by protesters and
would help protect “agitators” from
weapons described by police as less le-
thal, the criminal complaint says.

OnJuly 3,Orellanapleadednot guilty
to the charges. Advocates with Centro
CSO are calling on U.S. Attorney Bilal
Essayli in the Central District of Califor-
nia todrop the charges againstOrellana.
The U.S. Attorney’s Offi�ce declined to
comment.

An FBI spokesperson said the agency

“investigates federal crimes and threats
to the national security. We will never
open an investigation based solely on
First Amendment protected activity.”

But that’s not how Topete sees it.
“We are criminalized simply for not

being willing to tolerate hate and injus-
tice around us,” Topete said at the news
conference. “This is a clear attack of
them trying to silenceus, butwewill not
be silenced.”

On June 27, after Topete was de-
tained, advocates with Centro CSO and
community members rallied at Ruben
Salazar Park in East Los Angeles chant-

ing “Protesting is not a crime” and “Stop
the FBI witch hunt.”

The movement to drop the charges
and investigation of Orellana and To-
pete has drawn support from Black
LivesMatter in LA. Baba Akili, a nation-
al fi�eld coordinator, saidmembers are in
solidarity with the immigrant popula-
tion because “if we don’t stop this now,
if we don’t stand up now in solidarity,
then we are next.”

“We have to stand in solidarity with
Centro CSO, because they have stood
with us,” Akili said.

Sol Marquez, a member of the immi-
gration committee at Centro CSO, said
the organization is not going to back
down and will “keep fi�ghting back for
our people, no matter what happens.”

“Just like our ancestors, we are resil-
ient, and these intimidation tactics will
only fuel us to advocate harder and
stronger for immigrant rights and to
fi�ght for our immigrant community,”To-
pete said.

Meanwhile, Los Angeles Mayor Ka-
ren Bass is condemning federal agents
and National Guard troops for descend-
ing on a city park on July 7.

Armored vehicles, mounted offi�cers
and armed troops briefl�y swarmed the
city’s MacArthur Park in the morning
before leaving. Bass said 20 children
were playing at the park before the
troops surged through, and she shared
footage of federal offi�cers running
through the park.

“Frankly, it is outrageous and un-
American that we have federal armed
vehicles in our parks when nothing is
going on in our parks,” Bass said at a
July 7 news conference.

The mayor said on X that she visited
the park the second she heard about
what was happening and ordered the
person in charge to leave immediately.
Calling the scene “absolutely outra-
geous,” she described what occurred as
a “military-style operation designed to
strike fear in the heart of our city.”

“Wewill not be afraid andwewill not
be divided. We will stand TOGETHER,”
she wrote.

According to an X post from the De-
partment of Defense, troops were pre-
sent at the park to “ensure the safety of
federal agents.”

LosAngelesCityCouncilmemberEu-
nisses Hernandez, whose district en-
compasses MacArthur Park, said on X
that armed troops were “terrorizing
street vendors, elders, and even chil-
dren at summer camp.”

USA TODAY has reached out to the
National Guard for comment.

Contributing: Anthony Robledo, USA
TODAY

Immigrant advocates face FBI scrutiny
Say they were targeted
because of their role in
Los Angeles protests
Victoria Elena Valenzuela
USA TODAY

Los Angeles Mayor Karen Bass condemned federal agents and National Guard
troops for swarming a city park on July 7.MARIO TAMA/GETTY IMAGES FILE

Centro CSO member Alejandro
Orellana, seen at a Los Angeles news
conference in late June, faces two
federal charges. VICTORIA VALENZUELA/USA

TODAY FILE
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education is important
for our students and our
community,’” Dan Cates
wrote in a 90-page report.
That work took a step

forward Tuesday night,
when the $375-an-hour
Bloomington, Ind.-based
former school psychol-
ogist and administrator
presented a summary of

his find-
ings and
r e c o m -
m e n d a -
tions at
a special
meeting of
the Cham-
p a i g n
s c h o o l
board.

The months-long audit
— during which Cates led
close to 30 group listen-
ing sessions, surveyed
parents and staff and
conducted one-on-one in-
terviews with stakehold-
ers of all kinds — came
about as the result of a
settlement agreement
between the district
and board member Amy
Armstrong and husband
Andy over the treatment
of their nonverbal daugh-
ter with profound dis-
abilities.
“Everyone who was

involved was extremely
committed to seeking im-
provement,” Cates said.
That includes district of-
ficials, who granted him
and Northbrook-based
attorney Neal Takiff “un-
fettered access.”
The audit exposed

shortcomings (“students
received grades of D or
F at a higher rate than
their non-disabled class-
mates”), highlighted de-
cisions that led to “de-
stabilizing” outcomes
(former Superintendent
Shelia Boozer’s overhaul
of special education ad-
ministrators in 2023)
and offered recommen-
dations (more than 100
were delivered to the
board in March and cov-
ered in the report).
It’s not a quick fix,

Cates warned: “You’re
going to be finding your
way for three years and
then you’ll know what
needs to be tightened,
what you got right, what
you got wrong. By that

time, there will be a foun-
dation for knowing: this
is working, this is not
working.”

Cates and Takiff
touched on several of the
recommended next steps
during Tuesday’s meet-
ing. Among the “mean-
ingful and needed” im-
provements:

Training, professional
development and more
training and professional
development.
And not the kind that’s

been made available to
date, frustrated parapro-
fessionals told Cates.
He said one common

complaint was training
offered at the 30,000-
foot level instead of the
10-foot level: “Please
bring us training that
talks about interventions
rather than talking about
what is autism. We bring
in these trainers and
they tell us ‘this is what
autism is,’ and they de-
scribe the clinical profile,
the general global profile.
… That’s not the same as
individualized interven-
tions that can help —
from actual people (with)
autism expertise. That’s
what they’re seeking.”
Takiff went on to share

the results of a survey of
staff, 74 percent of whom
said they disagreed or
strongly disagreed with
the statement: “I re-
ceived adequate oppor-
tunities for professional
development related to
the needs of students
with disabilities.”
Asked by Amy Arm-

strong about training,
Cates said: “There are
ongoing trainings that
are occurring. It’s my
opinion that those can be

better effectivized. They
can be more efficient,
they can be more mean-
ingful to people.”

Autism should be priority
No. 1.
Generally speaking,

Cates said, “incomplete
programming is the pri-
mary, underlying source
of a lot of complications”
in Unit 4. The lack of it
has “reached a critical
point of destabilizing
staff morale,” he added.

His report cited the
2023 disbanding of the
district’s “autism team,”
and Cates called for the
“immediate focus (being)
improving and expand-
ing quality programming
for students with au-
tism.”

At Tuesday’s meeting,
he applauded Unit 4 Spe-
cial Education Executive
Director Suzanne Meis-
lahn for quick action
in creating transitional
kindergarten classrooms
for the start of the 2025-
26 school year. The lack
of the latter was one of
the most frequent frus-
trations shared by par-
ents of Unit 4’s youngest
children, as Cates noted
in his report: “This con-
sultant repeatedly heard
from staff members that
professionals at (Cham-
paign Early Childhood
Center) have attempted
to communicate special
notice regarding the
growing number and se-
verity of students with
significantly challenging
behaviors who will exit
the CECC program and
enter Unit 4 elementary
schools each year.

“Despite these fore-
casts and communica-
tions,” he went on to

write, “the district has
implemented few alter-
ations or adjustments to
its administrative pro-
cesses to support the
receiving kindergarten
teachers and elementa-
ry schools serving these
students in the next
school year.”
That, Cates said,

means about 50 students
“with significant needs”
leave CECC yearly with
“insufficient planning or
communication.”

Unit 4 has a special
education leadership de-
velopment problem that
needs fixing.
In his report, Cates cit-

ed the district’s “lack of
any recognizable vision
or initiative to develop
leadership within its spe-
cial education arena,”
adding: “Almost univer-
sally, across the hundred
or so special educators
and related services per-
sonnel with whom I met,
people stated little to no
interest in pursuing lead-
ership roles in special ed-
ucation.”

The district-issued indi-
vidualized education pro-
grams, or IEPs, are lacking
one critical element.
Nowhere in documents

that can be as long as 40
pages is there a “mean-
ingful summary,” Cates
noted, sharing a concern
he heard from families.
Adding training for

parents on IEPs, which
Meislahn said is in its
early stages, was also
among the consultant’s
recommendations.

Special education should
fall under the umbrella of
teaching and learning, not
on the island it’s been on
for two years.
After all, Cates said,

it’s like a district unto
itself, given the size of
the dedicated staff (525),
the number of students
(about 1,775, across 13
disability categories) and
the fact that services are
available in 19 district
buildings (but perhaps
ought not be given that
all 19 don’t have proper-
ly-trained, qualified per-
sonnel).
Cates dinged the 2023

decision to transform the
district’s special educa-
tion administrative team
of 12, which caused a
“loss of supportive pres-
ence in the schools, ser-
vices and professional
knowledge.”
Added Armstrong:

“The dismantling of the
department in the spring
of 2023, along with sep-
arating one of the most
critical curricular de-
partments in the district
from teaching and learn-
ing, was a crushing blow
to our students, families
and staff.”

Don’t forget about trans-
portation, which Cates
said too often gets the

short shrift.
As the consultant put

it: “Students with dis-
abilities start and end
their day on a school
bus. The bus drivers,
the bus aides, they are
the ones who have the
students first and have
the students last. Those
are such critical roles.
They can be easily over-
looked.”

Cates’ advice for school
board members: “Stay out
of the way.”

“Just let them have a
chance to get a running
start at this,” he said in
response to a question
about how the board
could help, asked by
President Tony Bruno.
“They’re the ones who
are on the street level.
They’re the ones who are
actually working with
the students. They’re
teachers. They’re para-
professionals. Remark-
able groups of people.

“They know your kids.
Our work becomes to
hand them the capacities
to be able to do the things
for their kids.”

OUR COMMUNITIES

An Illinois State Court Authorized This Notice.

All Illinois Residents Who, While They Were Enrolled in a School in the State of
Illinois, at Any Time Between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, Had a Google
Workspace For Education or G Suite For Education Account May Be Entitled to

Get a Payment from a Class Action Settlement.
Si desea recibir esta notificación en español, llámenos o visite nuestra página web.

An $8.75 million settlement has been reached in a class action lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”), which claims
that Google violated Illinois law by collecting and storing biometric data of class members in Illinois through its Google
Workspace for Education (previously known as “G Suite for Education”) platform without the proper notice and consent.
Google denies that it collected or stored biometric data without proper notice and consent, or that it violated Illinois law or
any other law. The Court has not decided who is right. For more information or to submit a claim for payment please visit
the Settlement Website www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
Who is Included?You are a Class Member in this Settlement if at any time betweenMarch 26, 2015 andMay 15, 2025, you
had a voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in your Google Workspace
for Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account while enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois.
What are the Settlement Terms? The Settlement provides monetary payments to Class Members who submit a valid Claim
or Claim Form postmarked or submitted on www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com by October 16, 2025. Without
admitting liability, Google has also agreed to take certain actions, to the extent it is not already doing so, that will benefit
Illinois GWFE users. Google will establish an $8.75 million Settlement Fund. After deducting Court-approved attorneys’ fees
and expenses, service payments for the Plaintiffs, and the costs of settlement notice and administration from the Settlement
Fund, the remaining funds will be made available, if the settlement is approved, to pay Class Members’ valid claims. Class
Members who file valid Claims will be eligible to receive an equal pro rata portion of the $8.75 million Settlement Fund after
the deductions listed above. Class Counsel estimate, based on their experience in prior similar matters, that the amount of each
valid claim will be between approximately $30.00 and $100.00; however, the actual cash amount an individual will receive
could be less than or greater than that estimated amount, and will depend on the final amount of Court-approved deductions
from the Settlement Fund and the total number of valid Claims submitted by Class Members before the Claims Deadline of
October 16, 2025.
How Can I Get a Payment? The only way to get a payment is to submit a Claim Form. If you submit a Claim Form, you
will give up the right to sue Google or any Released Parties in a separate lawsuit about the claims made in this case and
released by the Settlement. You must submit a Claim Form by October 16, 2025. You must submit your Claim online at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com or file a paper Claim Form postmarked by October 16, 2025. Paper Claim
Forms are available at the Settlement Website or by calling 1-844-768-1451. Claim Forms must be completed by an adult
of 18 years or older. If you are a minor, the Claim Form must be completed by your parent or guardian. If a parent or
guardian completes the Claim Form the payment will be made to them, and in such an event, such payment must be
used solely for the minor’s benefit.
Your Other Options. If you do nothing, your rights will be affected, and you won’t get a payment. If you file a Claim
Form, object to the Settlement or do nothing, you are choosing to stay in the Settlement Class. You will be legally bound
by all orders of the Court and you will not be able to start, continue or be part of any other lawsuit against Google about
the allegations of the case or other Released Claims. If you don’t want to be legally bound by the Settlement or receive any
benefits from it, you must exclude yourself by September 1, 2025. If you do not exclude yourself, you may object to the
Settlement by September 1, 2025. The Long Form Notice available on the Settlement Website explains how to exclude
yourself or object.
The FinalApproval Hearing: The Court will hold a FinalApproval Hearing onOctober 14, 2025 at 2:30 p.m. to consider
whether to approve the Settlement and award Service Payments of up to $5,000 to the Class Representatives, attorneys’
fees of up to 40% of the Settlement Fund, and, reimbursement of expenses, as well as consider any objections. Motions for
these fees and expenses will be posted on the Settlement Website when they are filed with the Court. You may appear at the
hearing, either yourself or through an attorney hired by you, but you don’t have to. The hearing may be held remotely using
the Court’s Zoom videoconference link (us06web.zoom.us/j/3098362777) at the Court’s discretion. For more information
and updates, call or visit the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
More Information: This notice is only a summary. Complete information about all of your rights and options, as well as
a Claim Form, a more detailed Long Form Notice, the Settlement Agreement, and other relevant documents are available
at www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, by emailing info@GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, or by calling
toll-free 1-844-768-1451.
IMPORTANT NOTE: The dates and deadlines may be changed without further notice to the Settlement Class, so please
check the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIREABOUT

THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com 1-844-768-1451

By LUKE TAYLOR
ltaylor@news-gazette.com
URBANA — An Urbana man

was arrested after he allegedly
fired a gun while driving and
fled before getting involved in
a crash.
Champaign police were dis-

patched to the area of Bloom-
ington Road and North Pros-
pect Avenue in Champaign at
2:59 p.m. today for a report of
a road-rage incident involving
a firearm.
Officers learned that a driver

had pointed and fired a weapon
at a victim in traffic.
No one was struck by the

gunfire, and officers worked
quickly to identify the route

of the vehicle. It was located
at Green and First streets, but
fled from a traffic stop.
At 3:07 p.m., the vehicle

crashed at the intersection
of Lincoln Avenue and Green
Street in Urbana.
Two individuals were trans-

ported to a hospital from the
scene of the crash, including
the driver of the fleeing vehi-
cle.
After evaluation at the hos-

pital, 65-year-old James White
was arrested on charges includ-
ing aggravated discharge of a
firearm, aggravated unlawful
use of a weapon, aggravated
driving under the influence and
aggravated fleeing and eluding.

AREA POLICE

Urbana man arrested following shooting, car crash

Robin Scholz/The News-Gazette

The vehicle driven by a road-rage suspect allegedly fleeing a traffic stop Tuesday at Green and First
streets in Champaign was involved in a crash minutes later at Green and Lincoln in Urbana.
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AFFORDABLE WATER
815-332-7228

Toll Free: 877-353-7638
affordablewaterinc.com

Offer Expires 8/1/25. New customers only.
Over 30 years experience.

We’re Hiring Service Techs & Plumbers
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SPECIAL

any brand.

$3995

R
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86
68
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Broken
Water Softener?

Call the
Softener Man!

An Illinois State Court Authorized This Notice.

All Illinois Residents Who, While They Were Enrolled in a School in the State of
Illinois, at Any Time Between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, Had a Google
Workspace For Education or G Suite For Education Account May Be Entitled to

Get a Payment from a Class Action Settlement.
Si desea recibir esta notificación en español, llámenos o visite nuestra página web.

An $8.75 million settlement has been reached in a class action lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”), which claims
that Google violated Illinois law by collecting and storing biometric data of class members in Illinois through its Google
Workspace for Education (previously known as “G Suite for Education”) platform without the proper notice and consent.
Google denies that it collected or stored biometric data without proper notice and consent, or that it violated Illinois law or
any other law. The Court has not decided who is right. For more information or to submit a claim for payment please visit
the Settlement Website www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
Who is Included?You are a Class Member in this Settlement if at any time betweenMarch 26, 2015 andMay 15, 2025, you
had a voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in your Google Workspace
for Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account while enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois.
What are the Settlement Terms? The Settlement provides monetary payments to Class Members who submit a valid Claim
or Claim Form postmarked or submitted on www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com by October 16, 2025. Without
admitting liability, Google has also agreed to take certain actions, to the extent it is not already doing so, that will benefit
Illinois GWFE users. Google will establish an $8.75 million Settlement Fund. After deducting Court-approved attorneys’ fees
and expenses, service payments for the Plaintiffs, and the costs of settlement notice and administration from the Settlement
Fund, the remaining funds will be made available, if the settlement is approved, to pay Class Members’ valid claims. Class
Members who file valid Claims will be eligible to receive an equal pro rata portion of the $8.75 million Settlement Fund after
the deductions listed above. Class Counsel estimate, based on their experience in prior similar matters, that the amount of each
valid claim will be between approximately $30.00 and $100.00; however, the actual cash amount an individual will receive
could be less than or greater than that estimated amount, and will depend on the final amount of Court-approved deductions
from the Settlement Fund and the total number of valid Claims submitted by Class Members before the Claims Deadline of
October 16, 2025.
How Can I Get a Payment? The only way to get a payment is to submit a Claim Form. If you submit a Claim Form, you
will give up the right to sue Google or any Released Parties in a separate lawsuit about the claims made in this case and
released by the Settlement. You must submit a Claim Form by October 16, 2025. You must submit your Claim online at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com or file a paper Claim Form postmarked by October 16, 2025. Paper Claim
Forms are available at the Settlement Website or by calling 1-844-768-1451. Claim Forms must be completed by an adult
of 18 years or older. If you are a minor, the Claim Form must be completed by your parent or guardian. If a parent or
guardian completes the Claim Form the payment will be made to them, and in such an event, such payment must be
used solely for the minor’s benefit.
Your Other Options. If you do nothing, your rights will be affected, and you won’t get a payment. If you file a Claim
Form, object to the Settlement or do nothing, you are choosing to stay in the Settlement Class. You will be legally bound
by all orders of the Court and you will not be able to start, continue or be part of any other lawsuit against Google about
the allegations of the case or other Released Claims. If you don’t want to be legally bound by the Settlement or receive any
benefits from it, you must exclude yourself by September 1, 2025. If you do not exclude yourself, you may object to the
Settlement by September 1, 2025. The Long Form Notice available on the Settlement Website explains how to exclude
yourself or object.
The FinalApproval Hearing: The Court will hold a FinalApproval Hearing onOctober 14, 2025 at 2:30 p.m. to consider
whether to approve the Settlement and award Service Payments of up to $5,000 to the Class Representatives, attorneys’
fees of up to 40% of the Settlement Fund, and, reimbursement of expenses, as well as consider any objections. Motions for
these fees and expenses will be posted on the Settlement Website when they are filed with the Court. You may appear at the
hearing, either yourself or through an attorney hired by you, but you don’t have to. The hearing may be held remotely using
the Court’s Zoom videoconference link (us06web.zoom.us/j/3098362777) at the Court’s discretion. For more information
and updates, call or visit the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
More Information: This notice is only a summary. Complete information about all of your rights and options, as well as
a Claim Form, a more detailed Long Form Notice, the Settlement Agreement, and other relevant documents are available
at www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, by emailing info@GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, or by calling
toll-free 1-844-768-1451.
IMPORTANT NOTE: The dates and deadlines may be changed without further notice to the Settlement Class, so please
check the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIREABOUT

THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com 1-844-768-1451

available for purchase on-site; however,
picnics are also welcome.

Guests are encouraged to bring lawn

chairs or blankets.
Tickets include access to the concert

and full arboretum grounds. Admission
is $16 for the public and $12 for Klehm
members. Children 3 and under are ad-
mitted free.

Klehm Arboretum & Botanic Garden
is located at 2715 S. Main St.

Concerts
Continued from Page 1A

In a ward of Nasser hospital in
southern Gaza a woman is comforting
her crying, 16-month-old granddaugh-
ter, one of those aff�ected by what aid
workers say is a surge of meningitis
cases among the Palestinian territory’s
children.

“Sham’s temperature suddenly
spiked and she became stiff�,” said the
grandmother, Umm Yasmin. “We
couldn’t fi�nd a car to carry her. … She
was about to die.”

The World Health Organization and
medical charity Doctors Without Bor-
ders warns that conditions in Gaza af-
ter 21months ofwar between Israel and
Hamas have increased the risks of
meningitis spreading, though they lack
clear comparative data to measure the
severity of recent outbreaks.

“There’s been a rise in meningitis
cases in children,” said Dr. Rik Peeper-
korn,WHO representative in the Occu-
pied Palestinian Territory. “We are very
concerned.”

Typically, there is a seasonal in-
crease in viral meningitis cases in Gaza
between June and August, but the
WHO is investigating the role of addi-
tional factors such as poor sanitation,
limited access to health care, and dis-
ruption of routine vaccinations.

Those hospitals still operating are
overwhelmed, with beds full and se-
vere shortages of vital antibiotics.

“There is no space in the hospitals,”
DrMohammed AbuMughaisib, deputy
medical coordinator for Doctors With-
out Borders in Gaza. “There is no space
to isolate.”

Airborne and life-threatening bacte-
rial meningitis can spread in over-
crowded tents, according to the WHO.
Viral meningitis, though less serious,
often spreads through the fecal-oral
route, meaning it can easily spread in
shelterswith poor sanitation, theWHO
says.

At the Nasser hospital in Khan You-
nis, Dr. Ahmad al-Farra, head of the Pe-
diatrics andMaternity Department, re-
ported nearly 40 cases of newly admit-

ted viral and bacterialmeningitis in the
last week.

In Gaza City to the north, the Pediat-
rics Department at the Rantisi Chil-
dren’s Hospital has recorded hundreds
of cases in recentweeks, according to a
report published by the United Nations
Offi�ce for the Coordination of Humani-
tarian Aff�airs.

Abu Mughaisib said a lack of lab
tests and blood cultures that can help
identify the bacteria causing infections
was hampering diagnoses.

Nearly all Gaza’s population of more
than 2 million has been displaced by
the war, which began in October 2023
when Hamas-led fi�ghters stormed into
Israel, killing 1,200 people and taking
251 hostages, according to Israeli tal-
lies. Israel’s retaliatory military cam-
paign has killed more than 57,000 Pal-
estinians, according to Gaza’s health
authorities.

More than 80%of Gaza is now an Is-
raeli-militarized zone or subject to dis-
placement orders, according to the
United Nations.

Umm Yasmin said her granddaugh-
ter had contracted meningitis for the
second time since being displaced.
“The tents that we live in … animals
cannot live in them,” she said.

TheWHOhas called formore antibi-
otics to be allowed into the enclave to
treat patients.

Meningitis on the rise
among youths in Gaza
Olivia Le Poidevin and Hatem Khaled
REUTERS

Palestinians ask for food from a
charity kitchen July 7 amid a hunger
crisis in Gaza City, Gaza Strip.
EBRAHIM HAJJAJ/REUTERS

Abadly injured bald eagle saved by a
pioneering fi�sh skin treatment was
back to fl�ying in the wild in time for the
Fourth of July weekend.

The bird, named Kere, was on the
verge of death when volunteers
brought her to the Winged Freedom
Raptor Hospital in northernWisconsin
last August. Her leg was ripped open
from knee to ankle, and maggots and
bacteria had begun to fi�ll the dried-out
wound.

“It was horrendous,” said Kim Am-
mann, a veterinarian. But the doctor
saw a fl�icker of hope: The eagle was
somehow standing on the bandaged
leg, and its talons still worked.

“That’swhen I started to fi�gure Iwas
going to need something to close the
wound,” Ammann said.

A few Google searches later, Am-
mann stumbled on the Icelandic com-
pany Kerecis, which transplants the
skin of North Atlantic cod to help heal
human wounds and support tissue re-
generation. The treatment had never
been used on a species of raptor before,
but Ammann took a leap and sent them
an email.

Within weeks, Ammann gave Kere,
who is named in honor of the company,
the fi�rst of two successful surgical skin
grafts. The rest of her recovery includ-
ed about 10 months of grueling wound
care, bandage changes, and a mini va-
cation in the hospital’s eagle fl�yway re-
habilitation enclosure.

“There was something very special
about the fact that shewasaneagle and
that she was allowing me to do this,”
Ammann said of the bird. “That toler-
ance was part of what made it possi-
ble.”

By June 22, the wild bald eagle was
ready to soar free again. The date was
more about ensuring Kere had “thema-
jority of the summer months” to reac-
climate to being back in the wild. But
the symbolism of releasing a bald eagle
so close to the Fourth of Julywasn’t lost
on Ammann.

A group of about a hundred viewers
gathered to watch Kere take fl�ight
above the forests andfi�elds.Amannde-
scribed the day as “magical.”

“She could decide whether she
wanted to go east or west. She could
decide what lake she wanted to go to,”
Ammann said. “I was so happy for her
to have her independence back.”

Bald eagles, an iconic symbol of the
United States, are among themost pro-
tected species in the country.

But they haven’t always been.
The bird’s population began plum-

meting in the late 1800s as American
industrialization began changing the
landscape, destroying their habitats
and introducing lead into the environ-
ment.

In 1940, the federal government en-
acted The Bald and Golden Eagle Pro-
tection Act prohibiting people from
hunting, selling or possessing an eagle,
in an eff�ort to prevent further popula-
tion decline.

But decades later, pesticides includ-
ing dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane,
orDDT, seeped intowaterways and fur-
ther endangered the species.

The United States banned DDT in
1972 and passed the Endangered Spe-
cies Act in 1973, to protect quickly dis-
appearing species like the bald eagle.

Today, there are an estimated
316,000 bald eagles in the lower 48
states.

Bald eagle treated with
fi�sh skin fl�ies free again
Karissa Waddick
USA TODAY

Veterinarian Kim Ammann applied a
fi�sh skin graft from Icelandic company
Kerecis to the eagle’s leg. PROVIDED BY

WINGED FREEDOM RAPTOR HOSPITAL

“There was something very

special about the fact that

she was an eagle and that

she was allowing me to do

this. That tolerance was

part of what made it

possible.”
Kim Ammann
A veterinarian
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An Illinois State Court Authorized This Notice.

All Illinois Residents Who, While They Were Enrolled in a School in the State of
Illinois, at Any Time Between March 26, 2015 and May 15, 2025, Had a Google
Workspace For Education or G Suite For Education Account May Be Entitled to

Get a Payment from a Class Action Settlement.
Si desea recibir esta notificación en español, llámenos o visite nuestra página web.

An $8.75 million settlement has been reached in a class action lawsuit against Google LLC (“Google”), which claims
that Google violated Illinois law by collecting and storing biometric data of class members in Illinois through its Google
Workspace for Education (previously known as “G Suite for Education”) platform without the proper notice and consent.
Google denies that it collected or stored biometric data without proper notice and consent, or that it violated Illinois law or
any other law. The Court has not decided who is right. For more information or to submit a claim for payment please visit
the Settlement Website www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
Who is Included?You are a Class Member in this Settlement if at any time betweenMarch 26, 2015 andMay 15, 2025, you
had a voice model or face model created or had the Voice Match or Face Match feature enabled in your Google Workspace
for Education or G Suite for Education (together, “GWFE”) account while enrolled in a school in the State of Illinois.
What are the Settlement Terms? The Settlement provides monetary payments to Class Members who submit a valid Claim
or Claim Form postmarked or submitted on www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com by October 16, 2025. Without
admitting liability, Google has also agreed to take certain actions, to the extent it is not already doing so, that will benefit
Illinois GWFE users. Google will establish an $8.75 million Settlement Fund. After deducting Court-approved attorneys’ fees
and expenses, service payments for the Plaintiffs, and the costs of settlement notice and administration from the Settlement
Fund, the remaining funds will be made available, if the settlement is approved, to pay Class Members’ valid claims. Class
Members who file valid Claims will be eligible to receive an equal pro rata portion of the $8.75 million Settlement Fund after
the deductions listed above. Class Counsel estimate, based on their experience in prior similar matters, that the amount of each
valid claim will be between approximately $30.00 and $100.00; however, the actual cash amount an individual will receive
could be less than or greater than that estimated amount, and will depend on the final amount of Court-approved deductions
from the Settlement Fund and the total number of valid Claims submitted by Class Members before the Claims Deadline of
October 16, 2025.
How Can I Get a Payment? The only way to get a payment is to submit a Claim Form. If you submit a Claim Form, you
will give up the right to sue Google or any Released Parties in a separate lawsuit about the claims made in this case and
released by the Settlement. You must submit a Claim Form by October 16, 2025. You must submit your Claim online at
www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com or file a paper Claim Form postmarked by October 16, 2025. Paper Claim
Forms are available at the Settlement Website or by calling 1-844-768-1451. Claim Forms must be completed by an adult
of 18 years or older. If you are a minor, the Claim Form must be completed by your parent or guardian. If a parent or
guardian completes the Claim Form the payment will be made to them, and in such an event, such payment must be
used solely for the minor’s benefit.
Your Other Options. If you do nothing, your rights will be affected, and you won’t get a payment. If you file a Claim
Form, object to the Settlement or do nothing, you are choosing to stay in the Settlement Class. You will be legally bound
by all orders of the Court and you will not be able to start, continue or be part of any other lawsuit against Google about
the allegations of the case or other Released Claims. If you don’t want to be legally bound by the Settlement or receive any
benefits from it, you must exclude yourself by September 1, 2025. If you do not exclude yourself, you may object to the
Settlement by September 1, 2025. The Long Form Notice available on the Settlement Website explains how to exclude
yourself or object.
The FinalApproval Hearing: The Court will hold a FinalApproval Hearing onOctober 14, 2025 at 2:30 p.m. to consider
whether to approve the Settlement and award Service Payments of up to $5,000 to the Class Representatives, attorneys’
fees of up to 40% of the Settlement Fund, and, reimbursement of expenses, as well as consider any objections. Motions for
these fees and expenses will be posted on the Settlement Website when they are filed with the Court. You may appear at the
hearing, either yourself or through an attorney hired by you, but you don’t have to. The hearing may be held remotely using
the Court’s Zoom videoconference link (us06web.zoom.us/j/3098362777) at the Court’s discretion. For more information
and updates, call or visit the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
More Information: This notice is only a summary. Complete information about all of your rights and options, as well as
a Claim Form, a more detailed Long Form Notice, the Settlement Agreement, and other relevant documents are available
at www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, by emailing info@GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com, or by calling
toll-free 1-844-768-1451.
IMPORTANT NOTE: The dates and deadlines may be changed without further notice to the Settlement Class, so please
check the Settlement Website, www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com.
PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE THE COURT OR THE COURT CLERK’S OFFICE TO INQUIREABOUT

THIS SETTLEMENT OR THE CLAIM PROCESS.

www.GoogleEducationBIPASettlement.com 1-844-768-1451

The Sangamon County Coroner has
identifi�ed the remains found in a wood-
ed area near South MacArthur Boule-
vard and Wabash Avenue on July 3.

Coroner Jim Allmon said 37-year-old
DerekWartenbeofAuburnwas scientif-
ically identifi�ed during a postmortem
procedure on July 7.

Allmon said preliminary autopsy
fi�ndings showed no evidence of trau-
matic injuries, but the offi�cial cause of
death is pending toxicology and histol-
ogy reports.

Allmon told The State Journal-Regis-
ter that Wartenbe’s body was found ly-
ing up against a concrete foundation
about 15 to 20 yards inside the densely-
wooded area. There was clothing hang-

ing from trees and furniture near the
body, but Allmon couldn’t confi�rm those
belonged to Wartenbe.

Springfi�eld Police were notifi�ed
about the body by anotherwitness from
the area earlier on July 3. City of Spring-
fi�eld spokeswoman Haley Wilson con-
fi�rmed that Public Works crews were in
the same woods on June 30.

Zone manager Michael Horn had
been working with an unhoused man
residing in that area for some time,Wil-
son said.

Once housing was secured for the
man, “it was considered a vacant area,
so (the city) cleaned up the stuff� that
was still there,”Wilson said.

Wartenbe’s casewas unrelated to the
other individual, Wilson added.

Contact Steven Spearie: 217-622-
1788; sspearie@sj-r.com; X, twit-
ter.com/@StevenSpearie.

Coroner ID’s human remains
found on city’s south side
Steven Spearie
Springfi�eld State Journal-Register

USA TODAY NETWORK

of future plans.”
Wake said many more downtown

businesses will close in the near future
“without some major changes.”

While she said she would patronize
downtown businesses, Wake encour-
aged others “to put pressure on our local
government and organizations that

have sway to make the essential
changes downtown requires.”

Wake opened the brick-and-mortar
after selling drink concoctions at the
Old Capitol Farmers Market.

She said it would off�er future pop-up
events and fulfi�ll anybuilding rentals on
the books. The Wakery’s wholesale op-
tions still can be found at The Railyard,
Fluid and the Cat’s Pyjamas.

Contact Steven Spearie: 217-622-
1788; sspearie@sj-r.com; X, twit-
ter.com/@StevenSpearie.

Closing
Continued from Page 1A

Langley said therewas “purposefully
misleading reporting that a Texas police
offi�cer with the Johnson County Sher-
iff�’s Offi�ce used LPR to ‘target people
seeking reproductive healthcare.’”
Langley linked to a blog and said the
blog is actively perpetuating narratives
that have been proven false.

Instead, Langley wrote, that sheriff�’s
offi�ce reported that a local family had
called to ask for help after a relative had
self-administered an abortion and then
ran away. Langley said deputies per-
formed a nationwide search in Flock,
“thebroadest searchpossiblewithin the
system, to try to locate her as quickly as
they could. Luckily, she was found safe
and healthy in Dallas a couple of days
later.”

The State Journal-Register left mes-
sages with the sheriff�’s offi�ce but mes-
sages were not returned.

Langley’s statement specifi�cally
mentions Illinois and its legislation.

“Flock collaborated with Illinois leg-
islators, law enforcement, and advo-
cates to help elected offi�cials in Illinois
leverageLPRs in away that refl�ects their
values. Flock designed an in-app attes-
tation workfl�ow that required agencies
outside the state of Illinois to attest to
complywith this Illinoispolicywhenac-
cessing Illinois data either by direct
sharing or via our lookup tools,” he
wrote, which he said was launched na-
tionwide in January 2024.

Langley added that a tool was
launched fi�rst in Illinois in June 2025.

“After discovering that certain non-
Illinois agencies were using impermis-
sible search reasons to access Illinois
data, we released a new feature to auto-
matically fl�ag and exclude any search of
Illinois camera data with terms that in-
dicate an impermissible purpose. This
proactivemeasure signifi�cantly reduces
the risk of misuse, whether intentional
or inadvertent. We look forward to
bringing this solution to more jurisdic-
tions that want it in the coming year.”

What was the complaint by
Illinois?

Gov. JB Pritzker signed a bill into law
in 2024, House Bill 5239, that added ad-
ditional protections in the state’s inter-
state shield law.

The law bolstered existing protec-
tions for patients andproviders to travel
to Illinois for reproductive services by
prohibiting state and local jurisdictions

from disclosing information or provid-
ing resources to assist any out-of-state
agency conducting an investigation into
someone receiving legal abortion ser-
vices in the state.

Giannoulias’ offi�ce said that Mount
Prospect’s ALPR settings “provided a
gateway into Illinois’ system operated
by Flock for an unauthorized use, de-
spite the Texas police stating that the
reason for the search was related to
abortion care.”

FollowingLangley’s statement, Com-
munications Manager for Giannoulias,
Max Walczyk told the SJ-R via e-mail
that information they cited came from
publicly available records.

“Publicly available records show the
search as it appears on the police de-
partment’s audit report. Upon discov-
ery of this information, the offi�ce con-
fi�rmed with Flock that the out-of-state
law enforcement authorities were able
to gain access to the Illinois data due to
the settings that Mount Prospect had
confi�gured,” he wrote.

In addition to the Texas authorities
allegedly searching more than 80,000
cameras nationwide, according toGian-
noulias’offi�ce; betweenJan.14 andApril
30, there were 262 searches for immi-
gration related matters in Mount Pros-
pect, alone, according to a news release.
Giannoulias and his offi�ce said any law
enforcement agency operating the
ALPRmust adhere to law and deny such
requests.

The Village of Mount Prospect too,
shared a statement on June12, though it
referenced data accessed for immigra-

tion rather than abortion.
“Data from Mount Prospect, along

with other Illinois law enforcement
agencies, was accessed through the
Flock Safety ‘National Lookup’ feature
by other law enforcement agencies for
purposes of immigration enforcement.
The use of ALPR data collected by
Mount Prospect Flock Safety cameras
for this purpose does not align with the
Mount Prospect Police Department’s
values and is a clear violation of Illinois
state law.”

How did it happen?

Flock Safety’s License Plate Reader
platform is made up of individual cam-
eras that submit data about cars to a us-
er interface, with that data owned by
each individual customer, Langley
wrote.

“This limited, defi�ned network has a
system administrator, who can share
the data collected by their devices with
other law enforcement agencies if they
choose to do so,” Langley wrote, adding
that there are customizable options for
data sharing amongst agencies:

h 1:1 Sharing – police departments
can choose to share camera access with
other PDs, in order to solve cross-juris-
dictional crime, on a 1:1 basis (one PD to
onePD),within a specifi�c geographic ra-
dius (sharingwith all agencieswithin 10
miles, for example), or within their
state. Agencies can also elect not to

share any data outside their own agen-
cy, or remove themselves from sharing
at any time.

h National Lookup – police depart-
ments canchoose to joinFlock’sNation-
al Lookup network, which enables a
unique type of sharing. Specifi�cally
built for far-reaching crimes like human
or narcotics traffi�cking andmissing per-
sons, National Lookup allows police to
search for the full plate number of one
specifi�c, known license plate (only a
complete license plate) across cameras
that other police departments have also
opted in to share with this network.

So, what’s next?

Giannoulias’ offi�ce is continuing to
have discussions and remains open to
implementing additional safeguards
and solutions, Walczyk said.

“Our goal is toworkwith lawenforce-
ment and inform and educate them on
the law.”

Illinois authorities identifi�ed 46 indi-
vidual, out-of-stateagenciesviolated Il-
linois law,whichwas sharedat thenews
conference. Illinois authorities have in-
structed Flock to immediately shut off�
access to outside agencies that are vio-
lating law.

Additionally, Illinois authorities have
instructed Flock to implement a pre-
ventable search tool into its system,
which blocks access to data if thewords
“abortion” or “immigration” and other
related words are entered. That search
tool is now live on the Flock site.

The offi�ce also initiated an audit
process that examines searches of local
law enforcement to ensure compliance
with the law. Lastly, the offi�ce is explor-
ing customer training and communica-
tions outreach policies “that operators
canusewith customers to educate them
about the law.”

TomAckerman covers breaking news
and trending news along with general
news for the Springfi�eld State Journal-
Register. He can be reached at tacker-
man@gannett.com.
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Illinois authorities have instructed Flock to implement a preventable search tool
into its system, which blocks access to data if the words “abortion” or
“immigration” and other related words are entered. That search tool is now live
on the Flock site. HARRISON JONES/THE EVENING SUN

Illinois authorities have instructed
Flock to implement a preventable
search tool into its system, which
blocks access to data if the words
“abortion” or “immigration” and other
related words are entered. That
search tool is now live on the Flock
site.
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