
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS 

LITTLE ROCK DIVISION 

JANE DOE, BY AND THROUGH HER 
LEGAL GUARDIAN PARENTS, JOHN 
ROE AND JANE ROE 

FILED 
U.S. DISTRICT COURT , 

EA.sTERN DISTRICT ARKANSAS . 

JUL 2 3 2026 

TAMMY H. DOWNS, CLERK 

By: --~ DEP CLERK 

Plaintiffs, 
V. 

COMPLAINT 

Civil Case No. 4: 26-cv-750-LPR 
X.AI CORP., X.AI, LLC, AND X CORP. 

Defendants. Jury Trial Demanded 

PLAINTIFFS' ORIGINAL COMPLAINT 

Plaintiff Jane Doe, by and through her legal guardian parents, John Roe and Jane Roe, for her 

complaint against Defendants x.AI Corp., x.AI, LLC, and X Corp., (collectively "xAI" or 

''Defendants'' to refer to the collective or to each Defendants in the alternative), allege as follows: 

I. NATURE OF THE ACTION 

I. This is an action arising from Defendant xAI Corp. 'sand/or Defendant X.AI, LLC's 

and/or Defendant X Corp. 's deliberate design, development, commercialization, and deployment 

of an artificial intelligence image and video generation system, Grok and/or Grok Imagine 

(collectively referred to herein as "Grok"), that is capable of creating realistic, sexually explicit 

depictions of identifiable children and minors. Rather than implementing readily available 

safeguards to prevent such unlawful and foreseeable misuse of their technology, Defendants chose 

to release and monetize a product that they knew, or at minimum should have known, could and 

would be used to digitally exploit children for commercial gain. 

2. Plaintiff Jane Doe is a ten-year old child whose identity was appropriated and 

exploited when Defendants· anificial intelligenc.! system. Grok. generated sexually explicit 

images and videos depicting her likeness without her knowledge or consent. Although the images 
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and videos were synthetically generated, the harm inflicted upon Plaintiff and her family is real, 

profound, and enduring. The unauthorized sexualization of a child through artificial intelligence 

invades the child's dignity, autonomy, privacy, emotional well-being, and fundamental right to 

control her own identity. The source of the exploitation does not diminish the resulting harm. 

Whether generated through artificial intelligence or captured by a camera, the injuries inflicted on 

the victim are the same. Plaintiff Jane Doe will forever live with the knowledge and fear that these 

fabricated images and video depicting her sexual abuse may continue to exist, be duplicated, 

altered, distributed, sold, and viewed by strangers, child predators, classmates, future employers, 

and countless others for potentially the rest of her life. 

3. This case is not about unforeseen technological malfunctions. It is about 

Defendants' corporate choices, including Defendants' choice to monetize a system that they could 

have reasonably foreseen would be used to create child sexual abuse material ("CSAM") 1, non­

consensual intimate imagery, and sexually explicit deepfakes depicting identifiable individuals, 

including minors like Jane Doe. 

4. Grok is a large language generative artificial intelligence ("Al") model developed 

and operated by Defendants xAI Corp, xAI LLC, and/or X Corp. that was used to manufacture and 

edit images and videos of Jane Doe. Defendants' Grok created and generated hundreds if not 

thousands of explicit photorealistic images and videos showing ten-year-old Jane Doe undressed 

and engaged in sexual conduct. Defendants' Grok did not merely tolerate this. Grok was built to 

allow for this. Every other major AI image and video provider wholly refuses to generate sexual 

content ofreal people. xAI not only permits it generally, it permitted it for children. xAI built Grok 

1 The term CSAM is used to mean "child pornography" as defined by 18 U.S.C. § 2256(8). Plaintiff opts to use the 
term CSAM rather than "child pornography" because "pornography" implies a consensual acts between adults, 
whereas this material includes minors who cannot legally consent. Plaintiffs use the term CSAM throughout the 
complaint to mean "child pornography" as defined by 18 U.S.C. § 2256(8). 
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with that particular feature, including a 'Spicy Mode' feature to create sexual content, which 

Defendants used as a selling point as part of xAI's campaign for a less censored image and video 

generator. Unlike its competitors, Defendants' Grok omits many safety layers used by other Al. 

5. Defendants intentionally distinguished Grok from their competitors by promoting 

it as a less-restricted, more permissive, and boundary pushing platform, while simultaneously 

introducing features, like Spicy Mode, that were specifically designed to generate sexually explicit 

material. Defendants' public messaging, aimed to perpetuate Grok's usage, emphasized fewer 

content restrictions as a competitive advantage even though Defendants knew, or at minimum 

should have known, that generative Al systems like Grok could be exploited to create 

nonconsensual explicit imagery and child sexual abuse materials. Rather than strengthening 

safeguards to prevent foreseeable misuse, Defendants chose to commercialize and market those 

capabilities as features that differentiated Grok from competing products. 

6. Defendants were repeatedly placed on notice through public reporting, industry 

research, governmental warnings, internal testing, user reports, and widespread public concern that 

their products presented these precise risks. Despite that knowledge, Defendants continued 

developing, deploying, and monetizing their artificial intelligence products and systems while 

failing to implement reasonable and available safety measures capable of substantially reducing or 

preventing the very harm suffered by Plaintiff Jane Doe. 

7. The risks associated with Defendants' Grok product were not accidental byproducts 

of innovation. They were foreseeable consequences of conscious design and business decisions. 

Defendants prioritized rapid deployment, user engagement, competitive positioning, and 

commercial growth over the implementation of readily available safety mechanisms that could 

3 

Case 4:26-cv-00750-LPR     Document 1     Filed 07/23/26     Page 3 of 46



have significantly reduced, or even eliminated, the likelihood of the type of harm suffered by Jane 

Doe. 

8. Every image and video created with Grok represents the permanent exploitation of 

Jane Doe. The unauthorized sexualization of a child through artificial intelligence invades the 

child's dignity, autonomy, privacy, emotional well-being, and the fundamental right to control her 

own identity. Jane Doe now faces the permanent possibility that fabricated child sex abuse material 

depicting her likeness will continue to circulate online, be viewed by strangers, traded by child 

predators, and remain accessible long into her adulthood. Unlike many injuries, these harms cannot 

simply be undone. Once released into the digital ecosystem, these images and videos may persist 

indefinitely despite every effort to remove them. 

9. Defendants knew of the risks associated with generative artificial intelligence. 

These risks and the harm that could be caused were foreseeable, well documented, and openly 

known and acknowledged in the artificial intelligence industry. Yet, Defendants disregarded these 

risks and accepted them as a cost of doing business. 

I 0. This action seeks to hold Defendants accountable for developing and placing into 

the stream of commerce an AI product, Grok, without adequate safeguards against its most 

foreseeable and dangerous misuse: the creation of sexually explicit images and videos depicting 

identifiable children. Plaintiff brings this action to recover the full measure of damages authorized 

by federal and Arkansas law for the profound and permanent injuries she suffered as a direct and 

proximate result of Defendants' design, development, commercialization, marketing, and 

deployment of Grok, an artificial intelligence platform that allegedly lacked reasonable safeguards 

against one of its most foreseeable and devastating risks: the creation of sexually explicit images 
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depicting identifiable children. Plaintiff seeks relief under four principal bodies of law. Plaintiff 

asserts claims for relief under four (4) general categories: 

11. First, Plaintiff asserts Federal Statutory Claims, including civil remedies under 

Masha's Law, 18 U.S.C. § 2255(a), arising from Defendants' violations of Chapter 110 of Title 18, 

including 18 U.S.C. §§ 225 l(a), 2252A(a)(2), 2252A(a)(5)(B), 2252A(a)(7), and 2252A(t){l), 

together with all other applicable federal statutory remedies arising from Defendants' alleged 

production, possession, receipt, distribution, reporting failures, facilitation, and commercialization 

of child sexual abuse material ("CSAM"), as well as beneficiary liability under the Trafficking 

Victims Protection Reauthorization Act ("TVPRA"), 18 U.S.C. §§ 1591, 1594, and 1595, to the 

extent supported by the evidence. 

12. Second, Plaintiff asserts Arkansas Statutory Claims, including claims arising 

under Arkansas's Sexually Explicit Digital Forgery Act, Ark. Code Ann.§§ 5-14-139 and 16-118-

119; Arkansas's Vulnerable Victim Civil Remedy, Ark. Code Ann. § 16-118-118; the Frank 

Broyles Publicity Rights Protection Act, Ark. Code Ann. §§ 4-75-1 IOI through 4-75-1113; the 

Arkansas Deceptive Trade Practices Act, Ark. Code Ann. §§ 4-88-10 I et seq.; and the Arkansas 

Product Liability Act, Ark. Code Ann. §§ 16-116-101 through 16-116-107, based upon 

Defendants' defective product design, failure to incorporate reasonable and available safety 

measures, failure to provide adequate warnings, deceptive and unfair business practices, 

commercialization of Plaintiffs identity, and other conduct rendering Grok unreasonably 

dangerous for its intended and foreseeable uses. 

13. Third, Plaintiff asserts Arkansas Common-Law Claims, including strict 

products liability, negligent design, negligent development, negligent testing, negligent training, 

negligent deployment, negligent monitoring, negligent content moderation, negligent failure to 
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detect, remove, and timely report CSAM, negligent undertaking, invasion of privacy (including 

appropriation of name or likeness and false light), misappropriation of identity, unjust enrichment, 

and the tort of outrage (intentional infliction of emotional distress), arising from Defendants' 

conduct before, during, and after Grok's release, including the design, development, testing, 

deployment, marketing, commercialization, licensing, operation, safety oversight, and post-sale 

management of Grok despite its known and foreseeable capacity to facilitate the sexual 

exploitation of children. 

14. Fourth, Plaintiff seeks all damages and other relief authorized by federal and 

Arkansas law, including compensatory damages, statutory damages, enhanced damages where 

authorized by law, punitive damages, disgorgement and restitution where authorized, attorney's 

fees and costs where recoverable by statute, prejudgment and post-judgment interest, permanent 

injunctive and equitable relief requiring the implementation of reasonable safety measures and 

other appropriate remedial actions, together with all further legal and equitable relief to which 

Plaintiff may be justly entitled. 

II. JURISDICTION & VENUE 

15. The Court has subject matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§1331 because this 

action arises under the 18 U.S.C. §§ 225l(a), 2255(a), 2252A, and 18 U.S.C. §§ 1595, 1591(a)(l), 

1594. 

16. The Court has diversity jurisdiction under 28 U .S.C. §§ l 332(a)( I) because there is 

complete diversity among the parties and an amount in controversy that exceeds $75,000.00. 

17. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§1367(a), the Court may exercise supplemental jurisdiction 

over these state claims. 
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18. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants because Defendants have 

purposely availed themselves of the privilege of conducting business in this District, including but 

not limited to establishing substantial and continuing contacts with the State of Arkansas by 

intentionally marketing, distributing, licensing, commercializing, operating, and maintaining their 

digital and AI platforms, including Grok, and its associated technologies for use by Arkansas 

residents. Defendants have derived substantial commercial benefit from those activities, and 

directing their products and services into Arkansas with the expectation that they would be used 

within this State and within this judicial district. Plaintiff's claims arise directly from those contacts 

because the photographs depicting Plaintiff Jane Doe were taken in Arkansas, uploaded to Grok 

from Arkansas, and used through Grok to generate, possess, and district CSAM, causing injuries 

to Plaintiff in Arkansas. Additionally, this Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant 

to the nationwide service of process provision found in 18 U.S.C. § 2255(c)(I). 

19. Venue is proper under 28 U .S.C. § 1391 (b) because Defendants purposefully 

conducted business within this District, including marketing, licensing, distributing, 

commercializing, and operating Grok and its related AI technologies for use by residents of this 

District. 

III. PARTIES 

20. Plaintiff Jane Doe is a ten ( I 0) year-old female who resides in Arkansas, and who 

was a minor during the relevant time period. 

21. x.Al LLC is a Nevada limited liability company wholly owned subsidiary of x.AI 

Corp. 

22. x.AI Corp. is a Nevada Corporation and wholly owned subsidiary ofx.AI Holdings 

LLC. 
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23. x.AI Holdings LLC is a Nevada corporation, and as of February 2, 2026, a wholly 

owned subsidiary of SpaceX Corp. 

24. X Corp. is a Nevada corporation with its principal place of business in Bastrop, 

Texas. Its indirect parent company is xAI Holdings LLC. 

25. xAI owns the generative Al model known as Grok, and the image and video 

generators Grok Imagine, (collectively referred to herein as "Grok"). 

IV. FACTS 

26. This action arises from Defendants' conscious decision to design, market, and 

monetize an artificial intelligence platform with limited safeguard than those employed by other 

AI developes, despite the well know and foreseeable risk that such Al technology could be used to 

create sexually explicit deep fakes and child sex abuse material. 

27. It has been long and well known within the AI industry that robust safeguards were 

always needed to protect against some of the most vile creatures who walk this earth---child 

predators-to prevent them from using AI to create and disseminate illegal and exploitative images 

and videos of innocent children. This is well known. In total disregard of such industry knowledge, 

Defendants developed and marketed Grok, including its "Spicy Mode," specifically aimed to 

disregard industry standards and norms, and allow the creation of sexualized images and videos. 

Very early on Defendants were well aware that Grok could be used to create sexualized deep fakes. 

Defendants knew, or at minimum, should have known that Grok would be used to exploit real 

children, like ten year old Jane Doe. 

A. xAI and Grok 

28. xAI is an artificial intelligence company founded by Elon Musk in 2023 to develop 

and commercialize frontier generative artificial intelligence technologies capable of competing 
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with the world's most advanced AI systems. From the day that Elon Musk announced xAI, he told 

the world that his artificial intelligence would be different from every other Al on the market: it 

would not be safe, cautious, or filtered, it would be "rebellious." xAI built Grok, wired it directly 

into the X platform, gave it the ability to generate images and video of real people on command, 

and then sold the less-restricted, "Spicy," version of that technology as a premium, revenue­

generating product, even after regulators, journalists, and victims around the world began 

documenting the predictable result. 

29. On November 4, 2023, Defendants announced their new chatbot, Grok. 

Defendants' Grok and/or Grok Imagine is a generative Al model capable if generating and editing 

images and videos from text based prompts. Grok's technical lineage moved quickly from 

prototype to flagship product. Defendants' team trained an initial 33-billion-parameter model, 

Grok-0, within months of the company's founding, then iterated through Grok-I, Grok-2, and 

Grok-3 before releasing Grok-4 and, on July 8, 2026, Grok-4.5, each successive model trained on 

xAl's purpose-built supercomputing infrastructure. 

30. From the outset, Defendants designed Grok to run through the social media 

platform X, formerly Twitter, a platform Musk owns and controls. Defendants have described 

Grok's unique and fundamental advantage of having real-time access to posts and data flowing 

through X, unlike competitor chatbots trained only on static datasets. 

31. Regular users can prompt generative Al models, like Grok and Grok Imagine, to 

create "deepfakes," images/videos where an Al model has a digitally altered real person's body, 

voice, or likeness, making someone do or say something that never happened. Defendants' Grok 

is capable of digital undressing, a process where a user inputs an image of someone in clothing 

9 

Case 4:26-cv-00750-LPR     Document 1     Filed 07/23/26     Page 9 of 46



and then Grok generates an image or video with that person nude, undressed, undressing, or in 

sexually explicit attire. 

32. When a user prompts generative AI, like Defendants Grok, to create an image or 

video, the Al model pulls from what it has learned through the course of its global training and 

continued input it receives from all of the sources it pulls, in order to create entirely new content 

of its own.2 The Al model continues to undertake an iterative process and refine the visual static 

to create a coherent image or video that fits the prompt of input, and parameters provided by its 

training. These images and videos are new and unique, and a direct product of the Al system that 

generated them. 

33. Defendants' platforms, X Premium and X Premium+ subscribers receive automatic 

access to Grok bundled into their platform subscription, tying the chatbot's growth directly to X's 

subscriber base. In March 2025, Musk folded the two companies together entirely. He sold X to 

xAI in an all-stock transaction that valued X at $33 billion formally merging the company that 

makes Grok with the platform that supplies its real-time data, its user base, and, critically, the 

public feed in which any user can invoke Grok. 

34. Since its inception, Defendants' Grok has continued to spark controversy and create 

issues of tantamount concern involving deep fakes, CSAM, and other lascivious content of the most 

offensive nature. 

35. While other Al companies, tailored and trained and built in safeguards to prevent 

their own proprietary Al from generating this type of highly offensive, obscene, defamatory, and 

child pornographic materials, Defendants ignored all warnings and continued to tout their Al, 

including Grok, as honest and free-all the while, Grok continued to make this material, largely 

2 Franceschelli, Giorgio, et al., Training Foundation Models as Data Compression: On Information, Model 
Weights and Copyright law, https://arxiv.org/abs/2407 .13493 (Mar. 12, 2025 ). 
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uncensored. Defendants instructed the public on how to use Grok in Spicy Mode to generate illicit 

content: 

f:!'I Grok ~ 19 
~ @grok 

0 

To access Spicy mode in Grok Imagine via the X app, go to Settings > 

Privacy and safety > Content you see, and enable display of sensitive 
media/NSFW content-it's opt-in for adults 18+. Tl en, message me {grok) 
with a prompt like "Generate a spicy video of {description]" to trigger the 
mode. We require explicit confirmation for NSFW requests to ensure 
responsible use. What would you like to create? 

(1 Ask Grok 

11 :19 AM· 'o•: 3, 2~25 • 34.3K V~vs 

t1 9 
3 

36. Between December 29, 2025 and January 8, 2026, The Center for Countering 

Digital Hate analyzed a sample of200,000 images of 4.6 million images produced by Grok during 

that time, and applying statistics, estimated that Defendants' Grok generated 3 million sexualized 

images-more than 50% of the total-including 23,000 that appeared to depict children during 

that short, less than two-week, time period. 4 

37. By January 2026, these types of issues with Defendants' platforms, including Grok 

and Grok Imagine, had grown so rampant that Attorney Generals from 35 states issued a formal 

letter to Defendants expressing their deep concern about Defendants' "artificial-intelligence 

produced deepfake nonconsensual intimate images (NCII) of real people, including children." See 

3 Grok (@grok)https://x .com/grok/status/ 1985396372900925660, X (Nov. 3, 2025). 
4 Grok Floods X With Sexualized Images of Women and Children, CENTER FOR COUNTERING DIGITAL 
HATE, https://counterhate.com/research/grok-tloods-x-with-sexualized-images/ (Jan. 22, 2026). 
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Exhibit A, January 23, 2026, Letter to xAI authored and endorse by 35 State Attorney Generals. 

That letter states, among other matters, 

Grok merits special attention given evidence that it both (1) promoted and 
facilitated the production and public dissemination of such images, and (2) made 
it all as easy as the click of a button. We strongly urge you to be a leader in this 
space by further addressing the harms resulting from this technology .... you 
claim to have implemented technical measures to prevent the @Grok account 
"from allowing the editing of images of real people in revealing clothing such as 
bikinis." But we are concerned that these efforts may not have completely solved 
the issues .... 

For several years, both states and industry members have worked to curtail so­
called "nudify" tools. These AI tools have been sought out by some internet users 
to embarrass, intimidate, and exploit people by taking away their control over 
how their bodies and likenesses are portrayed ... 

Grok was not only enabling these harms at an enormous scale but seemed to be 
actually encouraging this behavior by design. xAI purposefully developed its text 
models to engage in explicit exchanges and designed image models to include a 
"spicy mode" that generated explicit content, resulting in content that sexualizes 
people without their consent. The company has repeatedly used such capabilities 
as selling points for Grok. The ability to create nonconsensual intimate images 
appeared to be a feature, not a bug ... 

Grok allowed users to alter innocuous images of women, without their knowledge 
or consent, depicting them in suggestive and sexually explicit scenarios and 
"undressing" them to show them in bikinis, underwear, or nothing at all. Grok­
generated nonconsensual intimate images are being used to harass public figures 
and ordinary social media users alike. Most alarmingly, Grok has even altered 
images of children to depict them in minimal clothing and sexual situations. Grok 
users have reportedly produced photorealistic images of "very young" people 
engaged in sexual activity. And many of these images have been made available 
for the world to see on the public X platform .... 

38. See Exhibit A (internal citations omitted). At all times, Defendants were specifically 

aware of the grave and actual dangers posed by their AI, yet they continued to fail to implement 

safeguards to prevent further dangers of this exact variety. 

39. Had Defendants implemented safeguards, filters, and other security mechanisms, 

Plaintiff Jane Doe would never have been victimized. 

B. Plaintiff Jane Doe 
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40. Jane Doe is a ten ( I 0) year old girl in Arkansas who likes to play with Barbies, run 

around her neighborhood, and spend time with her family. Like many young girls of that age, she 

is shy and blissfully ignorant to the harsh realities of the world in which we live in. 

41. In Spring 2026, Plaintiff Jane Doe's parents, Jane and John Roe, hired a well known 

photographer in Bentonville, Arkansas to take family portraits of Jane Doe. The photographer took 

many photographs of Jane Doe, with her parents supervision, in local areas around her home. The 

family thought that was it. 

42. On June I 0, 2026, parents John and Jane Roe were contacted by the local police 

authorities, who alerted them that they received a tip that as of April 22, 2026, photographs of their 

daughter, Jane Doe, were being input into Grok, and Defendants' Grok was generating and 

disseminating CSAM images and videos using Jane Doe's images-the photographs that were 

professionally taken-as its reference. According to the authorities, Defendants' Grok was used 

by this predator for weeks to create CSAM of Jane Doe by inputting real images taken of her as 

the primary source. In addition to hundreds of images and videos of Jane Doe, Defendants' Grok 

was used by this predator to create thousands of images and videos of other children as well, 

whereby the predator input real images of other real children. 

43. Based upon information and belief, Defendants' Grok generated and disseminated 

hundreds, if not thousands, of CSAM images and videos of Plaintiff Jane Doe over the course of 

several weeks. Based upon information and belief, these images and videos showed Jane Doe's 

entire IO-year old body, nude, including her genitals, and without any clothes. Grok's images and 

videos portrayed I 0-year old Jane Doe engaged in various sex acts, and showed her undressing 

until she was entirely nude. 

13 

Case 4:26-cv-00750-LPR     Document 1     Filed 07/23/26     Page 13 of 46



44. Had Defendants heeded to the words of the extensive Attorney Generals, among 

others, and implemented safeguards and other security mechanisms that they knew at all times 

how to implement, this harm would never have occurred. 

45. Jane Doe's family has been completely devastated by these violations. They can't 

sleep, they can't eat, this has caused such extreme stress that Jane Roe has been forced to start 

medication. It has been the most traumatic event to occur in their lifetime. 

46. The harm that Plaintiff has suffered to date from Defendants' production of Al-

generated CSAM is severe and continuing. The consequences of this will never cease-Plaintiff 

will live the rest of her life knowing that CSAM images and videos exist of her in the ether. 

C. Defendants' Grok generated Child Sex Abuse Material is Illegal 

4 7. Title 18 U .S.C. § 2256(8) defines child pornography ( aka CSAM), 5 as "any visual 

depiction, including any photograph, film, video, picture, or computer or computer-generated 

image or picture, whether made or produced by electronic, mechanical, or other means, of sexually 

explicit conduct, where-{A) the production of such visual depiction involves the use of a minor 

engaging in sexually explicit conduct; (8) such visual depiction is a digital image, computer image, 

or computer-generated image that is, or is indistinguishable from, that of a minor engaging in 

sexually explicit conduct; or (C) such visual depiction has been created, adapted, or modified to 

appear that an identifiable minor is engaging in sexually explicit conduct." 18 U.S.C. § 2256(8). 

48. "An identifiable minor" includes a person who was "a minor at the time the visual 

depiction was created, adapted, or modified; or whose image as a minor was used in creating, 

adapting, or modifying the visual depiction; and who is recognizable as an actual person by the 

5 Plaintiffs employ CSAM with the same meaning as 18 U .S.C. § 2256( 8) sets forth for "child pornography." Plaintiffs 
use the term CSAM to recognize the severity of the crime depicted in the material and avoid re-victimizing the 
survivors. 
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person's face, likeness, or other distinguishing characteristic, such as a unique birthmark or other 

recognizable feature[.]" 18 U .S.C. § 2256(9). 

49. Title 18 U.S.C. §§ 2252A(a)(2) proscribes the knowing distribution of "child 

pornography," and § 2252A(a)(5)(B) proscribes the knowing possession of "child pornography." 

Production with the intent to distribute "child pornography" under 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(7) 

proscribes "knowingly produc[ing] with intent to distribute, or distribut[ing], by any means, 

including a computer, in or affecting interstate or foreign commerce, child pornography that is an 

adapted or modified depiction of an identifiable minor." 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(7). 

50. Real child pornography is not protected speech under the First Amendment. 

Osborne v. Ohio, 495 U.S. 103 (1990); New York v. Ferber, 458 U.S. 747 (I 982). Nor is morphed 

child pornography-"any visual depiction . . . whether made or produced by electronic, 

mechanical, or other means, of sexually explicit conduct, where ... such visual depiction has been 

created, adapted, or modified to appear that an identifiable minor is engaging in sexually explicit 

conduct"-protected speech. United States v. Hotaling, 634 F.3d 725 (2d Cir. 2011 ); United States 

v. Mecham, 950 F.3d 257 (5th Cir. 2020); Doe v. Boland, 698 F.3d 877 (6th Cir. 2012). See also 

Shoemaker v. Taylor, 730 F.3d 778, 786-87 (9th Cir. 2013). 

51. Defendants' Grok generated CSAM images and videos of Jane Doe qualifies as the 

production of child-pornography § 2252A(a)(7) because it involves the morphing, editing, 

adaption, or modification of the images and videos of a real child, fully retaining her identifiable 

features to produce sexually explicit content. This production was with the intent of distributing 

the resulting CSAM to the requesting customer through a licensee application. 

52. The hundreds of images and videos of Jane Doe depicting her completely nude 

and/or engaged in sex acts, constitute CSAM pursuant to 18 U .S.C. § 2256(8), because Grok 
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morphed, edited, adapted, and/or modified the original image files to depict the simulated 

lascivious exhibition of Jane Doe's genitals and engaging in sex acts. Jane Doe's body was 

manipulated to produce sexually suggestive content, and posed in an unnatural, i.e. sexual, way 

given the setting of the original images. The sole purpose behind such morphing, morphing, 

modification, and alteration was to create sexual content and to elicit a sexual response in the 

viewer. 

53. Defendants' Grok started producing and transmitting these images and videos on 

or about April 22, 2026, and Grok continued to generate additional images and videos until the 

predator was arrested on or about June I 0, 2026. 

54. Jane Doe has learned from the local authorities, as well as from news media, that 

Defendants' Grok was used to create thousands ofCSAM images and videos of Jane Doe and other 

child victims whereby the perpetrator input real life photographs of children into Defendants' Grok 

to generate CSAM. The scope of harm is not fully identified at this time, and will continue. 

55. Jane Doe and her family have suffered and will continue to suffer severe emotional 

distress as a result of the production and distribution of this Grok generated CSAM. Her family 

feels severe and acute anxiety over who has presently viewed these files online, who may 

eventually view these files, and their normal daily activities have been severely detrimentally 

impacted by this, including development of overwhelming anxiety, depression, fear, and stress. 

Though Jane Doe still currently remains in the dark about much of this, her parents, Jane and John 

Roe have difficulty sleeping, eating, and have been living in constant fear that these CSAM images 

and videos will persist and exist through Jane Doe's lifetime-there is no way to be certain that 

they are fully eliminated, ever. Child predators could continue to possess, and trade these images 

and videos, or use those already created to further modify them with Al. Jane Doe could suffer 
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reputational damages and harm from this as the CSAM materials do not make clear that they are 

not her-they look exactly like her, but show her engaged in sex abuse that never actually occurred. 

These CSAM images and videos could be trafficked, traded, and maintained by pedophiles for 

eternity. 

56. For the rest of their lives, Jane Doe and her parents John and Jane Roe will live 

each day in constant anxiety of not knowing whether someone they encounter has seen this 

invasive and sexually explicit content of their child Jane Doe. 

V. CAUSES OF ACTION AS AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS 

57. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every preceding and 

succeeding paragraph as though set forth fully at length herein. 

A. Federal Statutory Claims 

COUNTl 

Masha's Law: Production of Child Pornography-18 U.S.C. §§ 2255{a), 2251(a) 

58. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every preceding and 

succeeding paragraph as though set forth fully at length herein. 

59. Plaintiff brings this Count pursuant to Masha's Law based on Defendants' violation 

of 18 U.S.C. § 225l(a), which prohibits the use of a minor to engage in sexually explicit conduct 

for the purpose of producing any visual depiction of such conduct or for the purpose of transmitting 

a live visual depiction of such conduct. 

60. I 8 U .S.C. § 2255(a) provides that any person who, while a minor, suffered a 

personal injury as a result of a violation of specified provisions of 18 U.S.C. Chapter I IO (Sexual 

Exploitation and Other Abuse of Children) may sue the perpetrator, and any person who knowingly 
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received, distributed, or possessed a visual depiction of that minor produced or possessed in 

violation of those provisions, in the minor's own name for the damages sustained. 

61. Defendants' AI technology was used to generate, produce, and transmit CSAM 

images and videos of Plaintiff Jane Doe, to depict her (a minor) engaged in sexually explicit 

conduct. 18 U.S.C. § 225l(a). Defendants' Grok produced this CSAM on Defendant xAl's own 

servers. Defendants designed and released their Al technology with capabilities of producing 

CSAM, and at the time that the CSAM of Jane Doe was produced, Defendants had knowledge of 

the broad use of Grok to create, generate, and transmit CSAM, exactly of the nature that was done 

in this case. 

62. Plaintiff Jane Doe was a minor at all times relevant to the conduct alleged in this 

Complaint. Defendants' Grok image and vide-generation functionality was used to generate, and 

thereafter to distribute, retain, and/or fail to remove, one or more visual depictions of Plaintiff 

engaged in sexually explicit conduct, using Plaintiff's likeness without consent, in a manner that 

constitutes a predicate violation of§ 2251 and/or § 2252A. 

63. To establish liability under§ 2255(a), Plaintiff must show: (a) Plaintiff was a minor 

at the time of the injury-causing conduct; (b) Plaintiff suffered a personal injury; (c) the injury 

resulted from a violation of one of the predicate provisions enumerated in § 2255(a); and (d) the 

named defendant is a 'perpetrator' of that violation or a person or entity that knowingly received, 

distributed, or possessed the unlawful depiction, within the meaning of the statute and applicable 

case law construing 'perpetrator' and knowing conduct in the context of platforms and developers 

of generative technology. 
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64. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' violations of the predicate offenses 

identified above, Plaintiff has suffered severe emotional distress, reputational harm, humiliation, 

invasion of privacy, and other damages to be proven at trial. 

65. Section 2255(a) entitles a prevailing minor plaintiff to the greater of actual damages 

or liquidated damages in the amount of $150,000, together with punitive damages and reasonable 

attorneys' fees and costs. Plaintiff seeks all remedies available under § 2255(a), (b), and (d). 

Plaintiff intends to prove actual damages as a result of Defendants' conduct. Plaintiffs intend to 

seek statutory liquidated damages in the amount of $150,000 per violation against Defendants, as 

well as the cost of the action, including reasonable attorney's fees and other litigation costs 

reasonably incurred, prejudgment and post-judgment interest, and such other relief as the Court 

deems appropriate, pursuant to both 18 U.S.C. §§ 2255(a) and 2252A(f). 

66. Defendants' conduct, as described above, was intentional, willful, wanton, reckless, 

malicious, fraudulent, oppressive, extreme, and outrageous, and displayed an entire want of care 

and a conscious and depraved indifference to the consequences of its conduct, including to the 

health, safety, and welfare of Plaintiff, and warrants an award of punitive damages in an amount 

sufficient to punish Defendants and deter others from like conduct. 

COUNT2 

Masha's Law: Production with the Intent to Distribute Child Pornography 

18 U.S.C. §§ 2255(a), 2252A(a)(7) 

67. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every preceding and 

succeeding paragraph as though set forth fully at length herein. 

68. Plaintiff brings this Count pursuant to Masha's Law based on Defendants' violation 

of I 8 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(7), which prohibits the knowing production with intent to distribute, or 
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distribution, by any means, including a computer, in or affecting interstate or foreign commerce, 

child pornography that is an adapted or modified depiction of an identifiable minor. 

69. Defendants' AI technology produced CSAM, using Plaintiff's real images to depict 

them as "minor[s] engaging in sexually explicit conduct," 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a). Defendant xAI 

then distributed the AI-generated CSAM images and videos from Defendant xAI servers, or 

through third-party licensees, over the internet, a means of interstate commerce, to customers, 

including customers paying for this premium feature, and to customers of third-party middlemen 

licensees. In each instance, Defendants created their AI technology with capabilities that made 

distributing such CSAM possible. 

70. In all instances, the real images and videos uploaded into Defendants' image-

generation base models were not unlawful CSAM but only became unlawful content after 

Defendants' AI morphed the files to produce and distribute images or videos of Plaintiff as 

"minor[s] engaging in sexually explicit conduct." 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a). 

71. Plaintiffs suffered personal injury as a result of Defendants' violation of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 2252A(a)(7). 

72. 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(f)(l) provides that "[a]ny person aggrieved by reason of the 

conduct prohibited under subsection (a) or (b)" may commence a civil action and seek relief 

including "(A) temporary, preliminary, or permanent injunctive relief; (B) compensatory and 

punitive damages; and (C) the costs of the civil action and reasonable fees for attorneys and expert 

witnesses." I 8 U .S.C. § 2252A(f). 

73. Title 18 U.S.C. § 2255, entitled "Civil Remedy for Personal Injuries," provides that 

any person who is a victim of a violation of 18 U .S.C. § 2252A and who suffers personal injury as 
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a result of such violation shall recover the actual damages such person sustains or liquidated 

damages in the amount of$150,000 per victim, and reasonable attorney's fees. 

74. Plaintiff intends to prove actual damages as a result of Defendants' conduct. At 

minimum, Plaintiff intends to seek statutory liquidated damages in the amount of $150,000 per 

violation against Defendants, as well as the cost of the action, including reasonable attorney's fees 

and other litigation costs reasonably incurred, prejudgment and post-judgment interest, and such 

other relief as the Court deems appropriate, pursuant to both 18 U.S.C. §§ 2255(a) and 2252A(t). 

75. Defendants' conduct, as described above, was intentional, willful, wanton, reckless, 

malicious, fraudulent, oppressive, extreme, and outrageous, and displayed an entire want of care 

and a conscious and depraved indifference to the consequences of its conduct, including to the 

health, safety, and welfare of Plaintiff, and warrants an award of punitive damages in an amount 

sufficient to punish Defendants and deter others from like conduct. 

COUNT3 

BENEFICIARY LIABILITY Under the TVPRA- 18 U.S.C. §§ 1591, 1594, 1595 

76. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each and every preceding and 

succeeding paragraph as though set forth fully at length herein. 

77. Plaintiff brings this Count pursuant to The Trafficking Victims Protection 

Reauthorization Act ("TVPRA"), which criminalizes sex trafficking of children and by force, 

fraud, or coercion, 18 U.S.C. § 1591; criminalizes attempt and conspiracy to violate§ 1591, 18 

U.S.C. § 1594; and creates a private civil remedy for victims, 18 U.S.C. § l 595(a), which permits 

suit against (i) the perpetrator of the underlying trafficking violation, or (ii) any person or entity 

that knowingly benefits, financially or by receiving anything of value, from participation in a 

venture which that person knew or should have known has engaged in an act in violation of Chapter 

77. 
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78. Here, Defendants knowingly benefited, financially or by receiving anything of 

value from participation in a venture through its membership services and pay to play Grok Spicy 

Mode, which was used in this case. That venture engaged in an act in violation of§ 1591 and 

Defendants knew, or should have known in the exercise of reasonable care, of that violation. 

79. Plaintiff alleges, on information and belief and subject to further development in 

discovery, facts supporting the elements above, including the manner in which Defendants' product 

was allegedly used to solicit, recruit, entice, or advertise for a sex act, or otherwise to further a 

trafficking venture between Defendants and the perpetrator here. 

B. Arkansas Statutory Claims 

COUNT4 

VIOLATION OF THE ARKANSAS SEXUALLY EXPLICIT DIGITAL FORGERY 
ACT-Ark. Code Ann.§§ 5-14-139, 16-118-119 

80. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

81. Ark. Code Ann. § 5-14-139 makes it unlawful to knowingly create or distribute 

"deepfake visual material" depicting an identifiable person, without that person's consent, in a state 

of nudity or engaging in sexual contact, sexual intercourse, deviate sexual activity, or sexually 

explicit conduct, where an ordinary person viewing the material would conclude it depicts the 

identifiable person engaging in that conduct. "Deepfake visual material" is defined as a 

photograph, image, or video that appears authentic to an ordinary person but was generated, 

modified, or adapted using technology to falsely depict a person's appearance, voice, or conduct. 

82. Ark. Code Ann. § l 6-1 l 8-119(b) creates a private civil action for a person injured 

by reason of a violation of§ 5-14-139 against (i) the provider or developer of the image-generation 

technology used to create the deepfake visual material, or (ii) any person or entity that caused or 
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was responsible for the creation of the deepfake visual material in violation of§ 5-14-139. The 

statute authorizes actual damages, compensatory damages, punitive damages, injunctive relief, and 

any other appropriate relief, and mandates an award of reasonable attorneys' fees and costs to a 

prevailing plaintiff. Ark. Code Ann. § l 6- l l 8-l l 9(b )(3). 

83. Defendants are the provider and/or developer of the Grok image and video 

generation technology used, without Plaintiff's consent, to knowingly create deepfake visual 

material depicting Plaintiff- an identifiable, real person - in a state of nudity and/or engaged in 

sexually explicit conduct, such that an ordinary person viewing the material would conclude it 

depicted Plaintiff engaging in that conduct. 

84. Plaintiff did not consent to the creation, retention, or distribution of the deepfake 

visual material depicting her, and no exemption under § 5-14-139( d) applies, because Defendants' 

own generative technology, not merely a third party operating independently of that technology, 

created the unlawful depiction. 

85. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' violation of§ 5-14-139, Plaintiff 

has been injured within the meaning of§ 16-l l 8- l I 9(b) and is entitled to actual, compensatory, 

and punitive damages, injunctive relief, and an award of attorneys' fees and costs. 

COUNTS 

VIOLATION OF ARKANSAS'S VULNERABLE VICTIM CIVIL REMEDY -ARK. 
CODE ANN.§ 16-118-118 

86. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

87. The Justice for Vulnerable Victims of Sexual Abuse Act, codified at Ark. Code Ann. 

§ 16-118-118, permits a "vulnerable victim"6 to bring a civil action, notwithstanding any 

6 Defined to include a person who was a minor at the time he or she was a victim of sexual abuse. 
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otherwise-applicable statute of limitation, against any party who committed sexual abuse against 

the vulnerable victim or whose tortious conduct caused the vulnerable victim to be a victim of 

sexual abuse. The statute authorizes actual damages, compensatory damages, punitive damages, 

injunctive relief, and any other appropriate relief. 

88. Plaintiff was a minor, and therefore a "vulnerable victim" as defined by § 16-118-

118, at the time of the conduct alleged herein. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants' Grok's creation, 

generation, and dissemination of sexually explicit deepfake material constitutes, or was tortious 

conduct that caused her to be a victim of, "sexual abuse" as that term is used and defined for 

purposes of this section, and Plaintiff will develop through discovery and, if necessary, expert 

testimony, the basis for treating Defendants' conduct as sexual abuse or as tortious conduct causing 

her to be a victim of sexual abuse within the meaning of the Act. 

89. Defendants' tortious conduct, including the negligent design, deployment, and 

moderation of generative technology that produced and disseminated sexually explicit material 

depicting Plaintiff as a minor, caused Plaintiff to become a victim of sexual abuse within the 

meaning of§ 16-118-1 I 8(b )(I). 

90. Plaintiff is entitled to actual, compensatory, and punitive damages, injunctive relief, 

and such other relief as the Court deems appropriate under § 16-118-118( d). 

COUNT6 

VIOLATION OF THE FRANK BROYLES PUBLICITY RIGHTS PROTECTION ACT 
OF 2016-ARK. CODE ANN.§§ 4-75-1101-1113 

91. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

92. Ark. Code Ann. § 4-75-1104 grants every individual a property right m the 

commercial use, by any medium, of that individual's name, voice, signature, photograph, or 
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likeness, and prohibits such commercial use without the individual's prior consent. Ark. Code Ann. 

§ 4-75-1108 makes unauthorized commercial use of a protected likeness actionable, and § 4-75-

1109 authorizes a civil action for damages, including actual damages and any profits from the 

unauthorized use that are attributable to that use and not taken into account in computing actual 

damages. 

93. Defendants used Plaintiffs photograph and/or likeness, through Defendants' 

generative technology Grok to create sexually explicit depictions of Plaintiff, and that use occurred 

in connection with, and furthered the commercial exploitation of, Defendants' Grok product and 

subscription offerings, without Plaintiffs prior consent. 

94. Plaintiff maintains, or maintained at all relevant times, a domicile or residence in 

the State of Arkansas, satisfying the Act's applicability requirement. Ark. Code Ann. § 4-75-

1113(b). 

95. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' unauthorized commercial use of 

Plaintiffs likeness, Plaintiff has suffered damages, and Defendants have been unjustly enriched by 

profits attributable to that unauthorized use, in amounts to be proven at trial. 

COUNT7 

VIOLATION OF THE ARKANSAS PRODUCT LIABILITY ACT 

ARK. CODE ANN.§§ 16-116-101-107 

96. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

97. The Arkansas Product Liability Act broadly governs any "product liability action," 

defined to include all actions brought for or on account of personal injury, death, or property 

damage caused by or resulting from the manufacture, construction, design, formula, preparation, 

assembly, testing, packaging, labeling, or marketing of any product, including actions grounded in 
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strict liability m tort, negligence, breach of warranty, or failure to adopt reasonable safety 

measures. 

98. Defendants' Grok generative-AI product was, at all relevant times, designed, 

developed, tested, marketed, and distributed by Defendants. Plaintiff pleads the following defect 

theories in the alternative, within this single statutory product-liability count: 

99. Design Defect: Defendants designed and released image- and video-generation 

functionality that was capable of producing sexually explicit depictions of identifiable real minors 

from ordinary prompts, without reasonably available technical safeguards - such as facial­

recognition-based refusal, age-estimation filtering, or output-side CSAM detection - that were 

feasible at the time of design and would have prevented or materially reduced the risk of the harm 

alleged. 

I 00. Failure to Warn: Defendants failed to warn users, minors, parents, or the public of 

the known or knowable risk that Defendants' generative technology could be used to create non­

consensual sexually explicit depictions of identifiable, real individuals, including minors. 

IO I. Failure to Incorporate Reasonable Safety Features: Defendants failed to 

incorporate reasonably available safeguards - including content-moderation classifiers, prompt­

filtering, output-filtering, and reporting mechanisms to the National Center for Missing & 

Exploited Children or law enforcement - that other providers of comparable generative-AI 

products had adopted or could feasibly have adopted, and that would have prevented or mitigated 

the harm to Plaintiff. 

I 02. Each of the foregoing defects existed at the time the product left Defendants' 

control, rendered the product unreasonably dangerous within the meaning of the Act, and was the 

proximate cause of Plaintiff's injuries. 
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COUNTS 

VIOLATION OF THE ARKANSAS DECEPTIVE TRADE PRACTICES ACT 

ARK. CODE ANN.§ 4-88-101 ET SEO. 

103. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

104. The Arkansas Deceptive Trade Practices Act ("ADTPA") prohibits deceptive and 

unconscionable trade practices in connection with the advertisement or sale of goods and services, 

including, as relevant here, knowing misrepresentations concerning the characteristics, safety, or 

quality of a product, and the concealment, suppression, or omission of a material fact in connection 

with the sale or advertisement of a product with intent that others rely upon the concealment, 

suppression, or omission. 

105. Plaintiff alleges that Defendants represented to users and the public that Grok 

incorporated safeguards against the generation of non-consensual sexually explicit imagery of real, 

identifiable individuals, including safeguards specifically directed at protecting minors, while 

knowing that those representations were false, misleading, or materially incomplete, and/or that 

Defendants omitted material facts concerning the product's known capacity to generate such 

imagery, with the intent that users and the public rely on that omission. 

106. To the extent this claim sounds in fraud, Plaintiff will identify with the pa1ticularity 

required by Ark. R. Civ. P. 9(b) the specific statements, the speaker, the time and place of each 

statement or omission, and the manner in which each was false or misleading. 

I 07. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' deceptive trade practices, Plaintiff 

has suffered ascertainable loss and other damages recoverable under Ark. Code Ann. § 4-88-113. 

C. Arkansas Common Law Claims 
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COUNT9 

STRICT PRODUCTS LIABILITY 

108. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

109. Arkansas recognizes strict liability in tort for products that are placed in the stream 

of commerce in an unreasonably dangerous condition, as incorporated into and applied through 

the Arkansas Product Liability Act. A product is unreasonably dangerous when it is dangerous to 

an extent beyond that which would be contemplated by the ordinary consumer who purchases or 

uses it, with the ordinary knowledge common to the community as to its characteristics. 

110. Defendants' Grok product, as designed, developed, tested, and released by 

Defendants, was unreasonably dangerous under any or all of the following theories, pleaded in the 

alternative: 

111. Unreasonably Dangerous Design: the product's generative capabilities permitted 

the creation of sexually explicit depictions of identifiable real minors without reasonably available 

design alternatives that would have prevented that outcome. 

112. Failure to Warn: Defendants failed to provide adequate warnings of the product's 

capacity to generate non-consensual sexually explicit depictions of real, identifiable individuals, 

including minors. 

113. Failure to Adopt Reasonably Available Safety Measures: Defendants failed to 

adopt safety measures, including input and output content moderation, that were reasonably 

available and would have prevented or mitigated the harm. 

114. As a direct and proximate result of the product's unreasonably dangerous condition, 

Plaintiff suffered the injuries and damages alleged herein. 
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COUNT 10 

NEGLIGENCE 

115. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

116. Defendants owed Plaintiff a duty to exercise reasonable care in the design, 

development, testing, training, deployment, implementation, safety engineering, monitoring, and 

content moderation of the Grok product, and in Defendants' post-sale conduct with respect to 

unlawful content generated by that product, given the reasonably foreseeable risk that the product's 

generative capabilities could be used to create and disseminate non-consensual sexually explicit 

depictions of real, identifiable minors. 

117. Defendants breached that duty ofreasonable care. Plaintiff pleads a comprehensive 

negligence count comprising the following breaches, among others to be developed in discovery: 

negligent design; negligent development; negligent testing; negligent training of the underlying 

models; negligent deployment; negligent implementation; negligent safety engineering; negligent 

monitoring; negligent content moderation; negligent post-sale conduct; negligent failure to 

implement reasonable safeguards against the generation of non-consensual sexually explicit 

depictions of identifiable minors; negligent failure to timely remove the unlawful content once its 

existence was known or should have been known to Defendants; and negligent failure to timely 

report the unlawful content to appropriate authorities, to the extent a common-law duty to report 

or a duty voluntarily assumed by Defendants is established by the record. 
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118. These breaches all arise from, and are properly pleaded as, breaches of a single 

overarching duty of reasonable care owed by a developer and operator of generative-AI 

technology, rather than as separate and independent negligence counts. 

119. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' negligence, Plaintiff suffered severe 

emotional distress, reputational injury, invasion of privacy, and other damages in an amount to be 

proven at trial. 

COUNT 11 

NEGLIGENT UNDERTAKING {RESTATEMENT {SECOND) OF TORTS §§ 323, 324A) 

120. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

121. Arkansas recognizes the tort of negligent undertaking, under which a party who 

voluntarily undertakes to render services that it should recognize as necessary for the protection of 

another person or that person's things is subject to liability for physical harm resulting from the 

failure to exercise reasonable care in performing that undertaking, where the failure to exercise 

such care increases the risk of harm, the undertaking is to perform a duty owed by another to the 

third person, or the harm is suffered because of reliance on the undertaking. 

122. Defendants voluntarily undertook to moderate content generated by and 

disseminated through the Grok product; to detect child sexual abuse material and other unlawful 

sexually explicit depictions of identifiable individuals; to identify and prevent the generation of 

unlawful images depicting minors; to protect minors from exploitation through Defendants' 

generative technology; and to report illegal content to appropriate authorities, including through 

public representations describing Defendants' safety and moderation practices. 
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123. Defendants performed each of these undertakings negligently, including by failing 

to detect, prevent, or timely remove the sexually explicit depiction of Plaintiff, thereby increasing 

the risk of harm to Plaintiff and/or causing Plaintiff and others to rely to their detriment on 

Defendants' representations regarding the safety of the Grok product. 

124. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' negligent performance of these 

voluntarily assumed undertakings, Plaintiff suffered the injuries and damages alleged herein. 

COUNT 12 

APPROPRIATION OF NAME AND LIKENESS/ MISAPPROPRIATION OF IDENTITY 

125. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

126. Arkansas recognizes the common-law tort of invasion of privacy by appropriation 

of another's name or likeness, one of the four categories of invasion-of-privacy claims recognized 

under Arkansas law and the Restatement (Second) of Torts § 652C. Liability attaches where a 

defendant appropriates to its own use or benefit the name or likeness of another. 

127. Defendants appropriated Plaintiff's likeness by using it, without consent, as the 

basis for generating sexually explicit depictions of Plaintiff through the Gro, for Defendants' own 

use and commercial benefit. 

128. Plaintiff did not consent to this use of her likeness, and Defendants' appropriation 

of Plaintiff's likeness was undertaken for Defendants' benefit, including the benefit of promoting 

engagement with, and subscription revenue from Grok. 

129. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' appropriation of Plaintiff's likeness, 

Plaintiff has suffered damages in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT 13 
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FALSE LIGHT INVASION OF PRIVACY 

130. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

131. Arkansas recognizes the tort of false-light invasion of privacy, consistent with the 

Restatement (Second) of Torts§ 652E, which imposes liability where a defendant gives publicity 

to a matter that places another before the public in a false light, the false light would be highly 

offensive to a reasonable person, and the defendant acted with knowledge of or reckless disregard 

for the falsity of the depiction and the false light in which the other would be placed. 

132. Defendants' Grok generative technology was used to publicize fabricated, sexually 

explicit depictions portraying Plaintiff as engaging in sexual conduct that never in fact occurred, 

placing Plaintiff before the public, or before persons with access to the Grok product, in a false 

light that would be highly offensive to a reasonable person. 

133. Defendants knew, or acted with reckless disregard as to whether, the depictions 

were false and would place Plaintiff in a highly offensive false light. 

134. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants' conduct, Plaintiff has suffered 

damages, including emotional distress, reputational harm, and injury to her standing in the 

community, in an amount to be proven at trial. 

COUNT 14 

OUTRAGE <INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS) 

135. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

136. Arkansas recognizes the tort of outrage when (a) Defendants intended to inflict 

emotional distress, or knew or should have known that emotional distress was the likely result of 
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their conduct; (b) the conduct was extreme and outrageous, utterly intolerable in a civilized 

community; (c) Defendants' conduct was the cause of Plaintiffs distress; and (d) the emotional 

distress sustained was so severe that no reasonable person could be expected to endure it. 

13 7. Plaintiff grounds this claim in Defendants' alleged conduct in designing, marketing, 

and continuing to maintain and monetize a generative-Al product that Defendants knew, or 

recklessly disregarded a known risk, was capable of producing non-consensual sexually explicit 

depictions of identifiable real minors - and in continuing to make that functionality available, 

without adequate safeguards, after Defendants knew or should have known of that capacity and of 

its use to generate the depiction of Plaintiff at issue in this case. 

138. This conduct, if proven, exceeds the bounds of decency tolerated in a civilized 

community and goes beyond conduct that merely supports Plaintiffs negligence claim above. 

139. As a direct and proximate result of this extreme and outrageous conduct, Plaintiff 

has suffered severe emotional distress of a nature and degree that no reasonable person should be 

expected to endure. 

DAMAGES 

140. Plaintiff repeats, realleges, and incorporates by reference each and every allegation 

set forth in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth herein. 

141. Plaintiff seeks all damages and other relief authorized by federal and Arkansas law, 

including compensatory damages, statutory damages, enhanced damages where authorized by law, 

punitive damages, disgorgement and restitution where authorized, attorney's fees and costs where 

recoverable by statute, prejudgment and post-judgment interest, permanent injunctive and 

equitable relief requiring the implementation of reasonable safety measures and other appropriate 
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remedial actions, together with all further legal and equitable relief to which Plaintiff may be justly 

entitled. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

142. Jane Doe did not choose to become sexually explicit content. She is I 0-year old 

child. Defendants' technology made that choice for her, and Defendants' business made money 

from it. Photographs of a real child were turned, by a machine Defendants built, trained, priced, 

and shipped, into an image of her being sexually abused. These images and videos cannot be 

recalled, they can be copied infinitely, and Plaintiff will have to live with the existence this CSAM 

for the rest of her life. That is not a glitch. It is the foreseeable output of a product Defendants 

designed without the safeguards they knew how to build, released without adequately testing for 

this precise and predictable harm, and continued to operate and monetize after every warning sign 

told them exactly what would happen to children like Jane Doe. Of tantamount concern is that 

Defendants knew of the exact type of harm that occurred in this case well before these injuries and 

this harm ever happened, and they did absolutely nothing about it. 

143. No verdict can undo what was done to Plaintiff. It cannot restore the childhood 

image of herself that Defendants' product stole and defiled, and it cannot erase what now exists 

somewhere, permanently, because Defendants built a machine that would create it and did not 

build or implement the safeguards that would have stopped it. Congress enacted Masha's Law, and 

the Arkansas General Assembly enacted the Digital Forgery Act and the Vulnerable Victims Act, 

precisely so that when a child is sexually exploited through technology, the law does not stand by 

and call it innovation. Plaintiff asks this Court and jury to hold Defendants to that law, in full, and 

to make clear that no company gets to treat a child's body and identity as an acceptable cost of 

doing business. 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

144. WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Jane Doe respectfully requests that this Court enter 

judgment in her favor and against Defendants,jointly and severally, and award the following relief: 

a. Compensatory and actual damages, in an amount to be proven at trial, for Plaintiffs 

severe emotional distress, psychological injury, reputational harm, invasion of 

privacy, humiliation, loss of enjoyment of life, and all other damages caused by 

Defendants' conduct; 

b. Statutory damages under 18 U.S.C. § 2255(a), in the greater of $150,000 or 

Plaintiffs actual damages; 

c. Punitive damages, in an amount sufficient to punish Defendants for their knowing, 

reckless, and/or intentional conduct and to deter Defendants and other developers 

of generative-Al technology from similar conduct in the future; 

d. Restitution and disgorgement of all profits, revenue, and other benefits unjustly 

retained by Defendants that are attributable to the unauthorized use of Plaintiffs 

likeness and to the conduct alleged herein; 

e. Permanent injunctive relief requiring Defendants to: (i) identify, remove, and 

permanently delete all copies of the unlawful depictions of Plaintiff within 

Defendants' possession, custody, or control, and use commercially reasonable 

efforts to effect removal from all downstream platforms to which the material was 

disseminated; (ii) implement reasonable technical safeguards sufficient to prevent 

the generation of non-consensual sexually explicit depictions of identifiable real 

individuals, including minors; and (iii) refrain from further use of Plaintiffs name, 

image, or likeness without her express written consent; 
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f. Reasonable attorneys' fees and costs of suit, as mandated by Ark. Code Ann. § 16-

118-1 I 9(b )(3) and as authorized under 18 U.S.C. § 2255(a) and 18 U.S.C. § 1595, 

and under any other applicable statute pleaded herein; 

g. Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest as allowed by law; 

h. A trial by jury on all issues so triable; and 

1. Such other and further relief, at law or in equity, as this Court deems just and proper. 

JURY DEMAND 

Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Plaintiff hereby demands a 

jury trial for all claims so triable. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 

:~E POrt~ LLP 

Derek H. Potts 
Arkansas Bar No. 2006131 
J. Ryan Fowler 
Arkansas Bar No. 2014109 
Emily B. Marlowe (Pro Hae Vice Pending) 
Texas Bar No. 24076206 
rfowlerfrt potts-law .com 
emarlowe(ci:potts-la\v.com 
<lpotts<a potts-law .com 
3737 Buffalo Speedway, Suite 1900 
Houston, Texas 77098 
Phone (713) 963-8881 
Fax (913) 583-5388 

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS 
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The undersigned 35 state attorneys general are deeply concerned about artificial­

intelligence produced deepfake nonconsensual intimate images (NCII) of real people, 

including children, wherever it is made or found. We know that Grok, your artificial intelligence 

chatbot, is not the only Al platform that is, or was, capable of creating these disturbing 

images and materials. And we realize there are bad actors beyond xAl's control that use 

Grok's features for improper purposes, including creating NCII. But Grok merits special 

attention given evidence that it both (1) promoted and facilitated the production and public 
dissemination of such images, and (2) made it all as easy as the click of a button. We strongly 

urge you to be a leader in this space by further addressing the harms resulting from this 

technology. 

We recognize that xAI has implemented measures intended to prevent Grok from 

creating NCII and appreciate your recent meeting with several undersigned attorneys 

general to discuss these efforts. You have offered us and the public assurances that you are 

removing the nonconsensual material that has been created, are investigating potential 

violations of laws prohibiting child sexual abuse material, and are making reports to law 

enforcement where appropriate.1 Further, you claim to have implemented technical 

measures to prevent the @Grok account "from allowing the editing of images of real people 

in revealing clothing such as bikinis."2 But we are concerned that these efforts may not have 

completely solved the issues.3 We call for you to immediately take all available additional 

1 See, e.g., https://x.com/Safety/status/2007648212421587223; 
https://x.com/Safety/status/2011573102485127562. 
2 l}t_tp_~L/x.com/Safety/status/2011573102485127562 
3 James Titcomb and Matthew Field, Elon Musk's X stops bikini bot undressing women, The 
Telegraph (Jan. 13, 2026), https://www.telegraph.eo.uk/business/2026/01/13/musks-x-stops-bikini­
bot- undressing-women/; Robert Hart and Jess Weatherbed, X hasn't really stopped Grok Al from 
undressing women in the UK, The Verge (Jan. 14, 2026), 
https://www.theverge.com/news/861894/grok-still-undressing- in-uk; Matt Burgess, Elon Musk's 
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steps to protect the public and users of your platforms, especially the women and girls who 
are the overwhelming target of NCll. 4 

For several years, both states and industry members have worked to curtail so-called 

"nudity" tools. These Al tools have been sought out by some internet users to embarrass, 

intimidate, and exploit people by taking away their control over how their bodies and 

likenesses are portrayed. 

Grok was not only enabling these harms at an enormous scale but seemed to be 

actually encouraging this behavior by design. xAI purposefully developed its text models to 

engage in explicit exchanges and designed image models to include a "spicy mode" that 

generated explicit content, resulting in content that sexualizes people without their consent. 5 

The company has repeatedly used such capabilities as selling points for Grok.6 The ability to 
create nonconsensual intimate images appeared to be a feature, not a bug. 

It became clear almost immediately that this tool was ripe for abuse.7 Grok allowed 

users to alter innocuous images of women, without their knowledge or consent, depicting 

them in suggestive and sexually explicit scenarios and "undressing" them to show them in 
bikinis, underwear, or nothing at all. 8 Grok-generated nonconsensual intimate images are 

being used to harass public figures and ordinary social media users alike. 9 Most alarmingly, 

Grok 'Undressing' Problem Isn't Fixed, WIRED (Jan. 15, 2026), https://www.wired.com/story/elon­
musks-grok-undressing-problem-isnt-fixed/ 
4 Ashny Young, NCII: 90% of victims of the distribution of non-consensual intimate imagery are 
women, Cyber Rights Organization (accessed Jan. 8, 2026), ht!Q?://cyberights.org/ncii - 90-of­
victims-of-the--distribution-of-non-consensual- intimate-imagery-are--women/. 
5 Jess Weatherbed, xA/'s new Grok im~ge and video generator has a 'spicy' mode, The Verge (Aug. 5, 
2025), https://www.theverge.com/news/718795/xai-grok- imagine-video-generator-spicy- mode; 
Grace Kay, Behind Grok's 'sexy' settings, workers review explicit and disturbing content, Business 
Insider (Sept. 21, 2025), https://www.businessinsider.com/elon--musk-grok--explicit --content-data -­
annotation-2025·-9. 
6 Bruna Horvath, xAI teases Grok video generator, NBC News (July 29, 2025), 
https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/elon-musk/grok-video-generator-will - spicy- mode-says-xai ­
employee-rcna221807. 
7 Jess Weatherbed, Grok's 'spicy' video setting instantly made me Taylor Swift nude deepfakes, The 
Verge (Aug. 5, 2025), https://www.theverge.com/report/718975/xai-grok-imagine-taylor-swifty­
deepfake- nudes. 
8 A.J. Vicens and Raphael Satter, Elon Musk's Grok Al floods X with sexualized photos of women and 
minors, Reuters (Jan. 4, 2026), httgs://www.reuters.com/legal/litigation/grok-says-safeguard­
lapses- led-images-minors--minimal-clothing-x-2026-0l-02/. 
9 Ben Goggin and Bruna Horvath, The mother of one of Elon Musk's children says his Al bot won't 
stop creating sexualized images of her, NBC News (Jan. 6, 2026), 
https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/elon-musk/mother-one-elon-musks-children-says-ai-bot-wont-­
stop-creating-sexualiz- rcna252416; Laura Cress, Woman felt 'dehumanized' after Musk's Grok Al 
used to digitally remove her clothes, BBC (Jan. 2, 2026), 
https://www.bbc.com/ news/artic les/c98p1r4e6m8o; Josephine Walker, Elon Musk's Grok under fire 
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Grok has even altered images of children to depict them in minimal clothing and sexual 

situations.10 Grok users have reportedly produced photorealistic images of "very young" 

people engaged in sexual activity.11 And many of these images have been made available for 
the world to see on the public X platform. 

Grok facilitated the creation of nonconsensual intimate images at an astonishing 

scale. Wired reported recently that "[e]very few seconds, Grok is continuing to create images 

of women in bikinis or underwear in response to user prompts on X .. .. On Tuesday, at least 

90 images involving women in swimsuits and in various levels of undress were published by 

Grok in under five minutes[.]"12 One analysis of 20,000 images generated by Grok between 

Christmas and New Years found that over half of those images depicted subjects-even 

those appearing to be children-in minimal attire.13 Another analysis determined that Grok 
was producing vastly more nonconsensual intimate images than the most popular 

"nudifying" websites. 14 Troublingly, it appears you have failed to fully honor user requests to 

remove this nonconsensually created content from X-despite the fact that you will soon be 

obligated to do so by federal law.15 

As several of us conveyed to you in our recent discussion, halting this kind of abusive 
and illegal behavior is an utmost priority for the undersigned Attorneys General. The creation 

and dissemination of child sexual abuse material is a crime. In many states, this is true even 

where the material has been manipulated or is synthetic.16 Various state and federal civil and 

for generating explicit Al images of minors, Axios (Jan. 2, 2026) 
bJJQ_~://www.axios.com/2026/0l/02/elon- musk- grnk-ai-child-abuse- images-stranger-things. 
10 Mary Cunningham, Grok chatbot allowed users to create digitally altered photos of minors in 
"minimal clothing", CBS News (Jan. 2, 2026), https://www.cbsnews.com/news/grok-safeguard­
lapses-minors-min imal-cloth ing-ai/; River Page, Grok is Making Porn from People's Pictures, The 
Free Press (Jan. 5, 2026), https://www.thefp.com/p/grok-is-making-porn--from-peoples--pictures; 
Amelia Gentleman et al., Grok Al still being used to digitally undress women and children despite 
suspension pledge, The Guardian (Jan. 5, 2026), 
b..tms://www.theguard ian.com/technology/2026/ian/05/elon-musl<-grok-ai-digita lly-undress­
images- of-women-children. 
11 Matt Burgess and Maddy Varner, Grok Is Generating Sexual Content Far More Graphic Than What's 
On X, WIRED (Jan. 7, 2026), https://www.wired.com/sto 1·y/grok-is-generating-sexual-content-fa1·­
more-graphic-than-whats-on- x/. 
12 Matt Burgess and Maddy Varner, Grok Is Pushing Al 'Undressing' Mainstream, WIRED (Jan. 6, 2026), 
https://www.wired.com/story/grok-is-pushing- ai-undressing-mainstream/. 
13 Paul Bouchaud, Flash Report: Grok, Al Forensics (Jan. 6, 2026), 
https://www.linkedin.com/posts/ aiforensics grok-ai-images--activity-7 414252 00878 3646720- j7 AO. 
14 Cecilia D'Anastasio, Musk's Grok Al Generated Thousands of Undressed Images Per Hour on X, 
Bloomberg (Jan. 7, 2026), https://www.bloombe1·g.com/news/art icles/2026-01- 07 /musk-s-grok--a i­
generated-thousands-of-undressed-irnages-per-hour-on-x. 
15 See 47 U.S.C. § 223a. 
16 See, e.g., 18 U.S.C. § 2256(8)(8), (C); State Laws Criminalizing Al-generated or computer-edited 
Child Sexual Abuse Material (CSAM), Enough Abuse (Aug. 15, 2025), https://enoughabuse.org/wp-
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criminal laws also forbid the creation of nonconsensual intimate images and provide 

remedies to victims.17 Our offices are committed to addressing these issues: in addition to 

investigations and prosecutions in this area, we have called on payment processors and 

search engines to mitigate the creation of nonconsensual intimate images 18 and advocated 

for legislation to prevent Al-powered child exploitation.19 

Some Al companies have worked to prevent their models from generating explicit 

imagery that is nonconsensual or exploitative. And we recognize that xAI has recently taken 

similar steps. But having created these NCII tools, and allowing them to run rampant for a 

time, you must do more than disable their use. These already produced and publicized NCII 

images still exist in most, if not all, cases on X platforms causing immeasurable harm to the 

victimized children and non-consenting adults. 

You are investing tens of billions of dollars into developing powerful Al tools. In doing 

so, it is your obligation to comply with the law and devote sufficient attention and resources 

to avoiding the kind of widespread harms and abuses we are seeing now. 

We call for you to promptly tell us how you intend to: 

• take all necessary measures to ensure that Grok is no longer capable of 

producing NCII (including nonconsensual images that fall short of depicting full 

nudity or graphic sexual conduct but depict people in bikinis, underwear, 

revealing clothing, or suggestive poses) and child sexual abuse material; 

• eliminate such content that has already been produced; 

• suspend users that have created these materials; 
• where applicable, report these creators and users to the relevant authorities; 

• grant X users control over whether their content can be edited by Grok, 

including at a minimum the ability to easily prohibit the @Grok account from 

responding to their posts or editing their images when prompted by another 

user; and 

• ensure that the safeguards you recently announced do not merely place NCII 
creation behind a paywall, but actually mitigate its production throughout X 

and the Grok platform. 

content/uploads/2025/08/State-Laws- Criminalizing-Al-or-Computer- Generated- CSAM-latest-
8.15.25.pdf. 
17 See, e.g., 47 U.S.C. § 223(h)(2); Nonconsensual Distribution of Intimate Images, Cyber Civil Rights 
Initiative (accessed Jan. 8, 2026), htt~/ cybercivi lrights.org/nonconsensual-d istribution-of­
intimate-images/. 
18 Letters from Nat. Ass'n of Attys. General to Payment Processors and Search Platforms regarding 
NCII (Aug. 22, 2025), https://www.naag.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/L TRS- Combined­
Payment-and-Seach-Platform-FINAL.pdf. 
19 See, e.g., Letter from Nat. Ass'n of A ttys. General to Congressional Leaders regarding Al Exploitation 
of Children (Sept. 5, 2023), https://www.naag.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/54-St ate-AGs­
Urge-Study-of-Al- and-Harmful - lmpacts-on-Chi ldren.pdf. 
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While other companies are also responsible for allowing NCII creation, xAl's size and 

market share make it a market leader in artificial intelligence. Unique among the major Al labs, 

you are connecting these tools directly to a social media platform with hundreds of millions 

of users. So your actions are of utmost importance. The steps you take to prevent and 

remove NCII will establish industry benchmarks to protect adults and children against 

harmful deepfake nonconsensual intimate images. 

We appreciate your willingness to discuss these important issues with state 

attorneys general. We look forward to continuing dialogue on these matters. 

William Tong Jeff Jackson 
Connecticut Attorney General North Carolina Attorney General 

Dave Sunday Derek Brown 
Pennsylvania Attorney General Utah Attorney General 

Gwen Tauiliili-Langkilde Kris Mayes 
American Samoa Attorney General Arizona Attorney General 
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Phil Weiser 
Colorado Attorney General 

Brian Schwalb 
District of Columbia Attorney General 

Raul Labrador 
Idaho Attorney General 

Kris Kobach 
Kansas Attorney General 

Aaron M. Frey 
Maine Attorney General 

Kathleen Jennings 
Delaware Attorney General 

Anne E. Lopez 
Hawaii Attorney General 

Kwame Raoul 
Illinois Attorney General 

Russell Coleman 
Kentucky Attorney General 

Anthony G. Brown 
Maryland Attorney General 
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Dana Nessel 
Michigan Attorney General 

Aaron D. Ford 
Nevada Attorney General 

Jennifer Davenport (Acting) 
New Jersey Attorney General 

Letitia James 
New York Attorney General 

Edward Manibusan 

~ 

Northern Mariana Islands Attorney General 

Keith Ellison 
Minnesota Attorney General 

John M. Formella 
New Hampshire Attorney General 

Raul Torrez 
New Mexico Attorney General 

Drew H. Wrigley 
North Dakota Attorney General 

Gentner Drummond 
Oklahoma Attorney General 
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Dan Rayfield Peter F. Neronha 
Oregon Attorney General Rhode Island Attorney General 

Marty Jackley Gordon C. Rhea 
South Dakota Attorney General U.S. Virgin Islands Attorney General 

Charity Clark Jay Jones 
Vermont Attorney General Virginia Attorney General 

Nick Brown Joshua L. Kaul 
Washington Attorney General Wisconsin Attorney General 

Keith Kautz 
Wyoming Attorney General 
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