CANADA (Class Action)
SUPERIOR COURT

PROVINCE OF QUEBEC

DISTRICT OF MONTREAL

P. WOUDA
NO: 500-06-000042-263

Applicant
_V._

GOOGLE CANADA CORPORATION, legal
person duly incorporated, having a head
office located at 111 Richmond Street West,
Toronto, Ontario, M5H 2G4

and

GOOGLE LLC, legal person duly
incorporated, having a head office located at
1600 Amphitheater Parkway, Mountain View,
California, 94043 U.S.A.

and

ALPHABET INC., legal person duly
incorporated, having a head office located at
1600 Amphitheater Parkway, Mountain View,
California, 94043 U.S.A.

Defendants

APPLICATION TO AUTHORIZE THE BRINGING OF A CLASS ACTION
AND TO APPOINT THE APPLICANT AS REPRESENTATIVE PLAINTIFF
(Art. 575 C.C.P. and following)

TO ONE OF THE HONOURABLE JUSTICES OF THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
QUEBEC, SITTING IN AND FOR THE DISTRICT OF MONTREAL, YOUR
APPLICANT STATE AS FOLLOWS:

. GENERAL PRESENTATION

A) The Action

[m Consumer Law Group



1. The Applicant wishes to institute a class action on behalf of the following class, of
which he is a member, namely:

e All persons resident in Quebec who purchased a Google-made
personal electronic device equipped with Google Assistant (including
Google Home, Google Pixel, and Google Nest Hub) or who used
Google Assistant by way of a Google account associated with at least
one Google Assistant Enabled Device, as well members of their
respective households whose communications were recorded by a
False Accept and/or disclosed to any third-party;

2. The Defendants own, constitute, and/or operate one of the most ubiquitous,
popular and lucrative information technology companies, responsible for products
such as Google, Google Assistant, and various personal electronic devices;

3. The present proposed class action concerns allegations of privacy violations linked
to Defendants’ Google Assistant application. Google Assistant is an application
that comes preloaded on Android and other personal electronic devices, including
Google-Made Devices in the Google Home, Google Pixel, and Google Nest Hub
line of products, and non-Google devices manufactured by, inter alia, Samsung,
Motorola, and TCL (referred to as Google Assistant Enabled Devices);

4. The Applicant contends that the Defendants committed intentional violations of
their privacy rights under Quebec and Canadian privacy legislation — and violated
their own privacy policies — by enabling Google Assistant to activate and record
audio conversations even when a user has not intentionally triggered it with an
activating phrase such as “Hey Google” or “OK, Google”;

5. The Applicant further alleges that Google wrongfully collected these conversations
and the personal information they contain and subsequently used and shared them
with third parties — including for monetary gain;

6. The Defendants’ intentional and unlawful conduct gives rise to faults under the
Civil Code of Quebec and to violations of the Charter of Human Rights; the Act
Respecting the Protection of Personal Information in the Private Sector, C.QL.R.,
c. P-39.1; the Competition Act; and of the federal Personal Information Protection
and Electronic Documents Act, S.C. 2000, c. 5, as discussed herein;

7. The Applicant also contends that Google was negligent in its design of Google
Assistant and negligent in its collection and transmission of personal information
to third parties, contrary to art. 1457 C.C.Q.;

8. The Applicant and Class Members suffered significant legally-cognizable

compensable injuries directly and immediately caused by the Defendants’ unlawful
conduct, and are entitled to claim, inter alia:
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10.

B)

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

(a) Compensatory damages for the lost inherent value of their personal and
private information;

(b) Pain, suffering, stress, anxiety, and embarrassment;
(c) Punitive damages;

The Defendants’ faults are the direct and immediate cause of the above-mentioned
pecuniary, moral, and bodily injuries suffered by the Applicant and Class Members;

The Defendants should be held solidarily liable;

The Defendants

Defendant Alphabet Inc. is an American corporation headquartered in Mountain
View, California;

Defendant Google Corporation LLC is an American corporation headquartered in
Mountain View, California, and is a subsidiary of its parent company Alphabet Inc.;

Defendant Google Canada Corporation is a Canadian corporation incorporated in
Nova Scotia and is a Canadian subsidiary of Google LLC;

Defendants are collectively referred to herein as “Google” unless otherwise
specified;

On information and belief Defendant Google Canada Corporation operates as
Google LLC’s corporate alter ego in Canada such that they are neither separate
nor independent. Google Canada is directly controlled by Google LLC, which
directs Google Canada’s operations and corporate policies, under the ownership
and approval of Alphabet Inc.;

Google has directly and indirectly derived substantial revenue from the sale of
personal electronic devices equipped with Google Assistant, including significant
revenue from the sale of such devices to consumers resident in Quebec, and from
the sale to third parties of information recorded by Google Assistant;

The Applicant contends that the Google Defendants are solidary liable based on
the following reasons;

e each Defendant was the other’s agent;

e each Defendant’'s business was operated so as to be inextricably
intertwined with the other’s business as one corporate enterprise;

e each Defendant entered into a common advertising, promotion, and
marketing strategy with the other;
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C)

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

e each Defendant carried their operations pursuant to a common business
plan that was jointly developed;

e each Defendant intended for their businesses to appear to be operated,
and were in fact operated, as one common business organization.

The Situation

Google is one of the most ubiquitous information technology companies in the
world. In addition to, and partly incidental to operating its namesake search-engine
website, Google generates significant profits from collecting information about
individuals, notably to supply consumers with targeted advertising. Google has
also introduced several products that interact with consumers, collect information,
and enable Google to increase opportunities for personalized targeted advertising;

For example, Google Assistant is a voice-activated application developed and
operated by Google that comes preloaded on Android and other personal
electronic devices. This includes Google devices in the Google Home, Google
Pixel, and Google Nest Hub line of products (referred to herein as “Google-Made
Devices”).! In particular, Google Home is specifically designed as a platform for
Google Assistant, and has no other function;

As well, Google Assistant often comes preloaded on non-Google devices
manufactured by, inter alia, Samsung, TCL, and Motorola, including cellular
phones, smart speakers and smart TVs (referred to herein as “Google Assistant
Enabled Devices”). Google Assistant can be downloaded onto Google Assistant
Enabled Devices on which it is not already preloaded,;

Google Assistant is designed to provide users with direct access to information
available on the internet and/or control over other devices connected to the internet
simply by using their voice. To this end, all devices onto which Google Assistant
is loaded are equipped with sensitive microphones that can detect sounds in a
user’s home and other private locations;

Google Assistant is presented by the Defendants as a voice-activated application
that is only triggered by a user prefacing a statement with either one of the following
activation phrases: “Okay Google” or “Hey Google.” For example, a user
interested knowing of the day’s weather would say: “Hey Google, what is the
weather today?” (see Exhibit R-1);

Only if the statement is prefaced by the activation phrase is Google Assistant
supposed to record subsequent statements. Otherwise, Google Assistant remains
on standby until an activation phrase is spoken or manually activated. In other

! Including Google Home, Google Home Mini, Google Home Max, Google Pixel, Google Nest
Hub, and Google Nest Hub Max.
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

words, Google Assistant is always listening so that it can be prepared to respond
to an activation phrase;

When an activation phrase is spoken within proximity of a device equipped with
Google Assistant, or when it is activated by pressing a button on the device, Google
Assistant enters “active listening” mode. This means that the device records and
transmits audio to Google for analysis and for the purposes of generating a
response to the user’'s query by automatically canvassing information sources
aggregated by Google;

Thus, if the user says “Hey Google, what is the weather in Montreal today?”, the
query will be transmitted to Google for analysis and the generation of answer;

Google also conducts analysis of recorded audio as part of efforts to improve
Google Assistant’s functionality and to maximize opportunities for personalized
targeted advertising to users of devices equipped with Google Assistant;

Alarmingly, however, devices equipped with Google Assistant record audio
conversations without an activation phrase based on what are referred to as False
Accepts. A False Accept refers to the situation when a device equipped with
Google Assistant records and transmits audio data to Google’s servers because
the device mistakenly believes that it heard an activation phrase, despite no
activation phrase having actually been spoken;

False Accepts happen because Google Assistant uses probabilistic acoustic
models to detect activation phrases in ambient audio. These models produce false
positives by misinterpreting ordinary speech, music, television audio, or
background noise as an activation phrase;

The content of these conversations — and the personal information they contain —
are then transmitted to Google’s servers. The information contained in an audio
recording captured following a false accept is also shared by Google with third-
party vendors and advertisers, including for the purposes of generating
personalized targeted advertising. Google therefore profits from the disclosure of
personal information collected from users without authorization or consent;

C.1 - Google’s Admissions

Google does not deny that Google Assistant can activate without an activation
phrase. The following appears on a “Help” page for Google Home and Nest (see
Exhibit R-2):

Can Google Assistant activate when | didn’t intend it to?

Google Assistant might activate when you didn’t intend it to because
it incorrectly detected that you wanted its help. For example, it might
activate when there’s a noise that sounds like “Hey Google” or a
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quick phrase you’ve enabled, an unintended manual activation, or for
Look and Talk, if you're looking directly at your Nest Hub Max while
talking to someone else.

31. A further example appears on another Google support page, reproduced herein as
Exhibit R-3:

Google Assistant might activate when you didn’t say “Hey Google” or
“Ok Google.” This can happen when it detects something that sounds
similar or you manually activate your device accidentally. If this
happens often, you can make it less sensitive.

32. At the time of filing the present proposed class action, Google admits that it has
not successfully updated Google Assistant to prevent unintended activations and
that unintended activations deprive users of their control over the personal
information (see Exhibit R-2):

To help keep you in control, we're constantly working to make
Assistant better at reducing unintended activation.

33. Google admits that Google Assistant can collect voice data without the consent of
users and other persons in their households (see Exhibit R-2):

Can Google Assistant unintentionally collect my voice data?
What happens if it does and what are my choices?

Google Assistant might activate when you didn’t intend it to because
it incorrectly detected that you wanted its help - for instance when
there is a noise that sounds like "Hey Google," or you manually
activate your device accidentally. If that happens, and your Web &
App Activity is turned on, you can say, "Hey Google, that wasn't for
you," and Assistant will delete what you said from My Activity. You
can also review and delete your Assistant interactions in My Activity
at any time. If Google Assistant activates when you didn't intend it to,
and your Web & App Activity setting is disabled, your Assistant
interaction will not be stored in My Activity. To better tailor Google
Assistant to your environment, you can adjust how sensitive your
Assistant is to activation phrases (like "Hey Google") through the
Google Home app for smart speakers and smart displays.

34. The first mitigation measure proposed by Google in the above extract — saying
“Hey Google, that wasn’t for you” — depends on the user and/or members of their
household actually realizing that Google Assistant was activated without an
activation phrase actually having been spoken;
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35. Google Assistant account holders are also expected to know and remember to say
that particular phrase if they do notice that Google Assistant was activated without
an activation phrase. For persons in their household who are not account holders,
this measure relies on them knowing to say “Hey Google, that wasn’t for you” even
if they have no way of knowing that this phrase should be spoken in such situations;

36. The second mitigation measure — “review and delete Assistant interactions in My
Activity” — requires access to the Google account associated with Google
Assistant. It is an after-the fact measure that cannot undo an unintended
interaction and cannot reverse the transmission of data to Google servers and third
parties that occurred prior to the review and deletion;

37. Persons without access to the Google Account cannot review or delete the
interactions at all, nor can they turn on Web & Activity. As well, deleting the
unintended activation from My Activity does not prevent the information collected
as a result of that activation from being transferred to Google servers or to third
parties by Google;

38. The third mitigation _measure proposed by Google in the above extract —
adjusting how sensitive Google Assistant is to activation phrases — also requires
access to the Google account with which Assistant is associated, which is not the
case for all class members. As well, this measure is only available “through the
Google Home app for smart speakers and smart displays.” However, Google
Assistant works with devices other than smart speakers and smart displays, such
as cellular phones and smart televisions;

39. Further, even if Google Assistant’s sensitivity can be adjusted, any adjustment
does not completely negate the possibility of unintended activations resulting in the
collection of information. As Google itself admits: “To help keep you in control,
we’re constantly working to make Assistant better at reducing unintended
activation.” In other words, sensitivity adjustment is an incomplete and patrtial
solution that does not fully prevent Google Assistant from collecting information
based on a False Accept or prevent Google from transferring that information to
third parties or otherwise using it for personalized targeted advertising;

40. Note as well that “the sensitivity setting” is not available on all devices on which
Google Assistant can be used (see Exhibit R-3):

Where the sensitivity setting is available

This feature is available on most speakers and Smart Displays but
only in some languages.

Home members can change the sensitivity settings for a device.
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41. Google also admits that information it records following a False Accept is sent to
Google servers (see Exhibit R-2):

What information does Google collect when | interact with
Google Assistant?

Google Assistant is designed to wait in standby mode until it detects
an activation, like when it hears “Hey Google.” ... Once it detects an
activation, Assistant exits standby mode and sends your request to
Google servers. This can, for example, happen if there is a noise that
sounds like “Hey Google,” or an unintended manual activation.

42. In its privacy policy produced herein as Exhibit R-4, Google explains that the level
of privacy protection it provides depends on the country in which the server
receiving and storing the personal information is located:

Data transfers

We maintain servers around the world and your information may be
processed on servers located outside of the country where you live.
Data protection laws vary among countries, with some providing
more protection than others. Regardless of where your information is
processed, we apply the same protections described in this policy.
We also comply with certain legal frameworks relating to the transfer
of data.

When we receive formal written complaints, we respond by
contacting the person who made the complaint. We work with the
appropriate regulatory authorities, including local data protection
authorities, to resolve any complaints regarding the transfer of your
data that we cannot resolve with you directly.

43. Significantly, the precise location of the servers in which personal and other
information collected by Google Assistant by way of False Accepts is sent and
stored, and the specific level of protection that information is afforded, is never
specifically disclosed to consumers;

44. Google also admits that it shares information collected by Google Assistant with
third parties (see Exhibit R-2):

Does the third-party service provider get an audio recording of
what | said?

We don’t share Assistant queries with Works with Google Assistant

partners. Google transcribes what you say and sends the text, but
not the audio, to third-party partner.
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45. As well, Google collaborates with over 2 million websites and applications as third-
party “partners” for advertising purposes (see Exhibit R-5). Even if Google claims
that it does not share identifying information with the third-parties, Google uses
personal information collected by Google Assistant, including personal information
collected following a False Accept — to generate revenue from its partners by way
of the targeted personalized advertising that the personal information makes
possible;

46. Google admits that information collected by Google Assistant is used for the
purposes of personalized targeted advertising (see Exhibit R-6):

Are my Assistant voice queries used to inform ad
personalization?

When you use our connected home devices and services, we keep
your audio recordings separate from advertising and don’t use them
for ad personalization, but when you interact with your Assistant
by voice, we may use the text of those interactions to inform
your interests for ad personalization. Learn more your data in the
Assistant to review your Assistant activity and to turn off personalized
ads completely. (emphasis added)

47. Another example of Google admitting to using information collected by Google
Assistant for targeted personalized advertising this is found at Exhibit R-7:

Does Google use my interactions with the Google Assistant to
personalize ads | see?

If you interact with the Google Assistant, we may use these
interactions to deliver more useful ads. You can delete past
interactions with your Assistant at any time.

48. The deletion of past interaction is not a panacea: it requires users and others in
their household to notice that Google Assistant was activated through a False
Accept and that this resulted in personalized targeted advertising. Deleting past
interactions does not reverse past targeted advertising and only operates
prospectively;

49. Either way, Google profits or otherwise generates revenue from personalized
advertising informed by the collection of personal and other information caused by
unintended activations of Google Assistant, including from the 2 million plus
websites and applications Google identifies as its “partners” in targeted advertising.
On information and belief, this is a highly lucrative profit-generating enterprise;

50. Notably, Google has not implemented any system or safeguard to completely
prevent Google Assistant from recording audio based on a False Accept when no
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activation phrase has actually been spoken, or to completely prevent personal
information collected following a False Accepted from being transmitted to third
parties;

51. The most Google has done is assure consumers that it is “constantly working to
make Assistant better at reducing unintended activation.” This assurance further
speaks to Google’s knowledge of ongoing unintended activations and information
collection and of the insufficiency of its efforts to completely prevent its ongoing
occurrence;

52. Devices such as Google Home are expressly designed and marketed by Google
to be used in consumers’ homes. Other devices are at least partly used in
consumers’ homes, such as cellular phones, smart speakers, and smart TVs.

C.2 — Other Litigation

53. Google was sued in several class actions in the United States that were
consolidated into a single class action in regards to its practices at issue in the
present proposed class action (see In re Google Assistant Privacy Litigation,
U.S.D.C., No. Cal., Case No.: 4:19-cv-04286 complaint attached herein as Exhibit
R-8). A settlement was announced in January 2026 (see Exhibit R-9), and a court
order granting preliminary approval of the settlement agreement was issued in April
2026 (see Exhibit R-10);

II. EACTS GIVING RISE TO AN INDIVIDUAL ACTION BY THE APPLICANT

54. The Applicant is a resident of Montreal, Quebec;

55. In addition to previous devices equipped with Google Assistant, the Applicant is
currently an owner of a Google Pixel 10 mobile phone, a Google Home device,
and a Google Home Mini device;

56. Since owning the aforementioned devices, the Applicant has repeatedly
experienced accidental activations whereby the Google Assistant preloaded on his
Google Pixel, Google Home and Google Home Mini have activated and recorded
statements and excerpts of conversations containing personal information without
the Applicant having said “Hey Google” or “OK Google”;

57. The Applicant estimates that he has experienced over 100 instances of accidental
activations, with the last occurrence happening on or around June 15 or 16, 2026;

58. The Applicant has also been the victim of personalized targeted advertisements
with respect to topics that he discussed in the privacy of his own home and without
having asked Google Assistant for information on these topics. For example, the
Applicant recently had a conversation in his home with a friend who was visiting
and they discussed the topic of men’s underwear. At no point did the Applicant or
the visiting friend ask Google Assistant for information on this topic.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

11

The day after, the Applicant encountered advertisements for the precise type of
men’s underwear discussed with his friend. It became clear to the Applicant that
Google Assistant had recorded the conversation — or excerpts thereof — and that
the recording then served as generalized personalized targeted advertising;

The Applicant believes that his privacy has repeatedly been violated by Google as
a result of the aforementioned practices;

The Applicant's damages are a direct and proximate result of the Defendants’
conduct;

In consequence of the foregoing, the Applicant is justified in claiming damages;

FACTS GIVING RISE TO INDIVIDUAL ACTIONS BY EACH OF THE MEMBERS
OF THE CLASS

Every member of the Class is a resident of Quebec who either or both:

e purchased a Google-Made Device containing Google Assistant for personal
use;

e used Google Assistant by having a Google account associated with at least
one Google Assistant Enabled Device, as well as members of their
household, whose communications were recorded by a False Accept or
disclosed to any third-party;

Had Google not negligently designed Google Assistant to collect information
without an activation phrase being spoken, Class Members’ privacy rights would
not have been violated,;

Further, had Google not been negligent in transferring to third parties personal
information collected based on a False Accept, Class Members’ privacy rights
would not have been violated,;

As well, had Google not intentionally recorded users’ personal conversations
without an activation phrase, and had Google not transferred that personal
information to third parties, Class Members’ privacy rights would not have been
violated;

Class Members suffered significant legally-cognizable compensable injuries
directly and immediately caused by the Defendants’ unlawful conduct, and are
entitled to claim:

(a) Compensatory damages for the lost inherent value of their personal and
private information;

(b) Pain, suffering, stress, anxiety, and embarrassment;
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69.

A)

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.
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(c) Punitive damages;

Google engaged in unlawful conduct and obtained significant sums of money
Class Members;

All of the legally-cognizable compensable injuries suffered by Class Members are
the direct and immediate consequences of the Defendants’ conduct;

. CONDITIONS REQUIRED TO INSTITUTE A CLASS ACTION

The composition of the Class makes it difficult or impracticable to apply the rules
for mandates to sue on behalf of others or for consolidation of proceedings

The Applicant is naturally not privy to the specific number of persons in Quebec
who purchased Google-Made electronic devices, who used Google Assistant
Devices, or the number of members of their households whose personal
information was recorded and transferred to third parties without their knowledge
and prior informed consent;

However, as Google is a very prominent and well-known company with vastly
popular products, it is safe to assume that the number of class members is fairly
elevated. In any event, the Defendants’ databases could easily establish the
number of Class Members, and their precise coordinates, considering that
subscribers must enter their name, address, and other billing and payment
information;

Class Members are reasonably assumed to be numerous and scattered across
the entire province,;

In addition, given the costs and risks inherent in an action before the courts, many
people will hesitate to institute an individual action against the Defendants;

Even if the Class Members themselves could afford such individual litigation, it
would place an unjustifiable burden on the courts. Furthermore, individual litigation
of the factual and legal issues raised by the conduct of the Defendants would
increase delay and expense to all parties and to the court system;

This class action overcomes the dilemma inherent in an individual action whereby
the legal fees alone would deter recovery in empowering the consumer, the
proposed class action actualizes both individual and collective social justice;

Also, a multitude of actions instituted in different judicial districts within the same
province risks resulting in contradictory judgments on questions of fact and law
that are similar or related to all members of the Class;
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78.

B)

79.

80.

81.

82.
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These facts demonstrate that it would be impractical, if not impossible, to contact
each and every member of the Class to obtain mandates and to join them in one
action;

In these circumstances, a class action is the only appropriate procedural vehicle
for all of the members of the Class to effectively pursue their respective rights and
have access to justice;

The claims of the members of the Class raise identical, similar or related issues of
law or fact

All Class Members were subjected to the same unlawful conduct;

Individual issues, if any, pale by comparison to the numerous common issues that
are central to the outcome of the litigation;

The damages sustained by the Class Members flow, in each instance, from a
common nucleus of operative facts, namely, Defendants’ misconduct;

The Members’ claims raise identical, similar or related issues of fact or law:

a. Did the Defendants’ Google Assistant technology collect, compile, and/or
store the personal and private information of Class Members without their
knowledge and prior informed consent?

b. Did the Defendants transfer or otherwise disseminate the personal and
private information collected through Google Assistant to third parties without
the knowledge and prior informed consent of Class Members?

c. Did Google negligently design Google Assistant to collect information without
an activation phrase being spoken?

d. Was Google negligent in transferring to third parties the personal information
of Class Members collected based on a False Accept?

e. Did the Defendants fail to adequately disclose that Google Assistant could
collect, compile and store personal and private information without an
activation phrase?

f. Did the Defendants violate Class Members’ privacy rights?

g. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Civil Code of Quebec?

h. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Charter of Human Rights and
Freedoms?

i. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Competition Act,
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j. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Personal Information Protection and
Electronic Documents Act?

k. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Act Respecting the Protection of
Personal Information in the Private Sector?

l.  Where the Defendants unjustly enriched at Class Members’ expense?

m. Should injunctive relief be issued to prohibit the Defendants from continuing
their unlawful practices?

n. What is the nature and extent of damages that Class Members are entitled
to?

0. Should the Defendants be condemned to pay to Class Members
compensatory damages, and if so, in what amount?

p. Should the Defendants be condemned to pay to Class Members punitive
damages, and if so, in what amount?

g. Ifthe answer to any of the above questions is affirmative, did the Defendants’
conduct engage their solidary liability toward Class Members?

83. The interests of justice favour that this application be granted in accordance with
its conclusions;

V. NATURE OF THE ACTION AND CONCLUSIONS SOUGHT

84. The action that the Applicant wishes to institute on behalf of the members of the
Class is an action in damages and for injunctive relief;

85. The conclusions the Applicant seeks by way of the present application to institute
proceedings are as follows:

GRANT the class action of the Applicant and each of the Class Members;

ORDER the Defendants to prevent Google Assistant from recording the
personal information of users without an activation phrase;

ORDER the Defendants to stop disclosing or disseminating to third parties the
personal information collected by Google Assistant without an activation
phrase;

CONDEMN the Defendants to pay to each Class Member a sum to be

determined in compensation of the damages suffered, and ORDER collective
recovery of these sums;
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86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.
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CONDEMN the Defendant to pay to each of the members of the Class,
punitive damages, and ORDER collective recovery of these sums;

DECLARE the Defendants solidarily liable for the damages suffered by the
Applicant and Class Members;

CONDEMN the Defendants to pay interest and additional indemnity on the
above sums according to law from the date of service of the application to
authorize a class action;

ORDER the Defendants to deposit in the office of this Court the totality of the
sums which forms part of the collective recovery, with interest and costs;

ORDER that the claims of individual Class Members be the object of collective
liquidation if the proof permits and alternately, by individual liquidation;

CONDEMN the Defendants to bear the costs of the present action including
expert and notice fees;

RENDER any other order that this Honourable Court shall determine and that
is in the interest of the members of the Class;

The Applicant requests that he be designated as representative of the Class

The Applicant is a member of the Class;

The Applicant is ready and available to manage and direct the present action in
the interest of the members of the Class that he wishes to represent and is
determined to lead the present dossier until a final resolution of the matter, the
whole for the benefit of the Class, as well as to dedicate the time necessary for the
present action before the court and the Fonds d’aide aux actions collectives, as
the case may be, and to collaborate with the undersigned legal counsel;

The Applicant has the capacity and interest to fairly, properly, and adequately
protect and represent the interest of the members of the Class;

The Applicant is informed, credible, and has a personal interest in the case. The
Applicant understands the nature of the legal proceedings and is committed to
pursuing this action diligently;

The Applicant has mandated the undersigned attorneys to obtain all relevant
information with respect to the present action and intend to keep informed of all
developments;

The Applicant, with the assistance of said attorneys, is ready and available to
dedicate the time necessary for this action and to collaborate with other members
of the Class and to keep them informed,;
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The Applicant has given instructions to the undersigned attorneys to put
information about this class action on their website and to collect the coordinates
of those Class Members that wish to be kept informed and participate in any
resolution of the present matter, the whole as will be shown at the authorization
hearing;

The Applicant is in good faith and has instituted this action for the sole goal of
having his rights, as well as the rights of other Class Members, recognized and
protected so that they may be compensated for the damages that they have
suffered as a consequence of the Defendants’ conduct;

The Applicant understands the nature of the action;

The Applicant’s interests do not conflict with the interests of other Class Members
and further has no interest that is antagonistic to those of other Class Members;

The Applicant has spent time researching this issue on the internet and meeting
with his attorneys to prepare this file. In so doing, the Applicant is convinced that
the problematic practices at the heart of the present proposed class action are
widespread,;

The Applicant suggests that this class action be exercised before the Superior
Court of Justice in the district of Montreal

A great number of the members of the Class reside in the judicial district of
Montreal and in the appeal district of Montreal;

The Applicant's attorneys practice their profession in the judicial district of
Montreal;

The present application is well founded in fact and in law.

FOR THESE REASONS, MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT:

GRANT the present application;

AUTHORIZE the bringing of a class action in the form of an application to institute
proceedings in damages;

APPOINT the Applicant as representatives of the persons included in the Class and
Subclasses herein described as:

e All persons resident in Quebec who purchased a Google-made
personal electronic device equipped with Google Assistant (including
Google Home, Google Pixel, and Google Nest Hub) or who used
Google Assistant by way of a Google account associated with at least
one Google Assistant Enabled Device, as well members of their
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respective households whose communications were recorded by a
False Accept and/or disclosed to any third-party;

IDENTIFY the principal issues of fact and law to be treated collectively as the following:

a. Did the Defendants’ Google Assistant technology collect, compile, and/or
store the personal and private information of Class Members without their
knowledge and prior informed consent?

b. Did the Defendants transfer or otherwise disseminate the personal and
private information collected through Google Assistant to third parties
without the knowledge and prior informed consent of Class Members?

c. Did Google negligently design Google Assistant to collect information
without an activation phrase being spoken?

d. Was Google negligent in transferring to third parties the personal
information of Class Members collected based on a False Accept?

e. Did the Defendants fail to adequately disclose that Google Assistant
could collect, compile and store personal and private information without
an activation phrase?

f. Did the Defendants violate Class Members’ privacy rights?

g. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Civil Code of Quebec?

h. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Charter of Human Rights and
Freedoms?

i. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Competition Act,
j. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Personal Information Protection
and Electronic Documents Act?

k. Did the Defendants’ conduct violate the Act Respecting the Protection of
Personal Information in the Private Sector?

l.  Where the Defendants unjustly enriched at Class Members’ expense?

m. Should injunctive relief be issued to prohibit the Defendants from
continuing their unlawful practices?

n. What is the nature and extent of damages that Class Members are
entitled to?

0. Should the Defendants be condemned to pay to Class Members
compensatory damages, and if so, in what amount?
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p. Should the Defendants be condemned to pay to Class Members punitive
damages, and if so, in what amount?

g. If the answer to any of the above questions is affirmative, did the
Defendants’ conduct engage their solidary liability toward Class
Members?

IDENTIFY the conclusions sought by the class action to be instituted as being the
following:

GRANT the class action of the Applicant and each of the Class Members;

ORDER the Defendants to prevent Google Assistant from recording the
personal information of users without an activation phrase;

ORDER the Defendants to stop disclosing or disseminating to third parties the
personal information collected by Google Assistant without an activation
phrase;

CONDEMN the Defendants to pay to each Class Member a sum to be
determined in compensation of the damages suffered, and ORDER collective
recovery of these sums;

CONDEMN the Defendant to pay to each of the members of the Class,
punitive damages, and ORDER collective recovery of these sums;

DECLARE the Defendants solidarily liable for the damages suffered by the
Applicant and Class Members;

CONDEMN the Defendants to pay interest and additional indemnity on the
above sums according to law from the date of service of the application to
authorize a class action;

ORDER the Defendants to deposit in the office of this Court the totality of the
sums which forms part of the collective recovery, with interest and costs;

ORDER that the claims of individual Class Members be the object of collective
liquidation if the proof permits and alternately, by individual liquidation;

CONDEMN the Defendants to bear the costs of the present action including
expert and notice fees;

RENDER any other order that this Honourable Court shall determine and that
is in the interest of the members of the Class;
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DECLARE that all Class Members that have not requested their exclusion, be bound
by any judgment to be rendered on the class action to be instituted in the manner
provided for by the law;

FIX the delay of exclusion at thirty (30) days from the date of the publication of the
notice to the Class Members, date upon which Class Members that have not exercised
their means of exclusion will be bound by any judgment to be rendered herein;

ORDER the publication of a notice to the members of the group in accordance with
article 579 C.C.P. within sixty (60) days from the judgment to be rendered herein in La
Presse, the Montreal Gazette, Le Journal de Montréal, and Le Journal de Québec;

ORDER that said notice be available on the Defendants’ websites, Facebook page(s),

X accounts, and Instagram accounts with a link providing “Notice Google Assistant
users”,

RENDER any other order that this Honourable Court shall determine and that is in the
interest of the members of the Class;

THE WHOLE with costs, including all publication and dissemination fees.

Montreal, June 23, 2026

CONSUMER LAW GROUP INC.
Per: Me Jeff Orenstein
Attorneys for the Applicant

CONSUMER LAW GROUP INC.
1030 rue Berri, Suite 102
Montréal, Québec, H2L 4C3
Telephone: (514) 266-7863

Fax: (514) 868-9690

Email: jorenstein@clg.org
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