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Ali Moghaddas (SBN 305654)
amoghaddas@edelson.com

EDELSON PC
11601 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1970 ELECTRONICALLY
Los Angeles, California 90025 FILED

Tel: (310) 694-0331

Superior Court of California,
County of San Francisco

04/09/2026
Clerk of the Court
BY: SHENEQUA GLADNEY

Deputy Clerk
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Attorney for Plaintiff Jane Doe

FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

JANE DOE, Case No. CGC-26-635725
Plaintiff, COMPLAINT FOR:
v. (1) NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT;

(2) NEGLIGENCE;
OPENAI FOUNDATION (F/K/A OPENAL, (3) STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY

INC.), a Delaware corporation, OPENAI (DESIGN DEFECT);
OPCO, LLC, a Delaware limited liability (4) STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY
company, OPENAI HOLDINGS, LLC, a (FAILURE TO WARN);
Delaware limited liability company, OPENAI (5) NEGLIGENCE (FAILURE TO WARN);
GROUP PBC, a Delaware public benefit and
corporation, and SAMUEL ALTMAN, an (6) UCL VIOLATION.
individual,
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
Defendants.

Plaintiff Jane Doe brings this Complaint and Demand for Jury Trial against Defendants
OpenAl Foundation, OpenAl OpCo, LLC, OpenAl Holdings, LLC, OpenAl Group PBC, and
Samuel Altman (collectively referred to as “OpenAl” or “Defendants”), and alleges as follows
upon personal knowledge as to herself and her own acts and experiences, and upon information
and belief as to all other matters:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. OpenAl designed GPT-40 to never say no. It validated whatever delusion users
presented to it, stayed engaged no matter how dangerous the conversation became, and treated
every premise as one worth exploring, no matter how detached from reality it might be. For a 53-
year-old Silicon Valley entrepreneur experiencing a severe mental-health crisis, that design had
devastating real-world consequences. GPT-40 fed his escalating delusion that he had developed a

groundbreaking cure for sleep apnea, told him that his work threatened a trillion-dollar industry,

COMPLAINT 1




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

and convinced him powerful people were coming after him. It even claimed he was being
monitored by helicopters. When his loved ones began to recognize that he was losing touch with
reality and asked him to see a mental health professional, he asked GPT-4o its opinion. Instead of
urging him to get help, it told him he was a “level 10 in sanity” and doubled down on reinforcing
his delusions, insisting that it would take a “full specialist team” of “nine people” to replicate him.
The system made him more certain and more dangerous.

2. By August 2025, OpenAl’s own automated safety system picked up on just how

9]

dangerous he had become. It flagged him for “Mass Casualty Weapons™* activity and deactivated
his account. That could and should have ended the story, but it did not. The next day, a human
“safety” team member reviewed the user’s account—which contained conversations titled
“Violence list expansion” and “Fetal suffocation calculation,” as well as chat logs naming specific
individuals he was targeting and stalking in real life—and decided that deactivation was a
“mistake” and that he was fine to continue using ChatGPT. OpenAl restored his account without
restriction, without warning, and without notifying a single person named in his chat logs as a
target—including Plaintiff Jane Doe, the user’s ex-girlfriend, primary stalking victim, and the
subject of a fixation that GPT-40 had dangerously deepened.

3. Nearly two months later, on November 13, 2025, Plaintiff submitted a Notice of
Abuse to OpenAl and asked for help. She identified the user as her “ex-boyfriend and stalker,”
explained that he was using ChatGPT to generate and distribute clinical-style psychological
reports designed to humiliate and isolate her, and warned that ChatGPT was feeding his delusional
thinking and worsening his mental health crisis. OpenAl acknowledged that her report was
“extremely serious and troubling” and promised to take “appropriate action.” But it did nothing. It
never followed up, took no action to restrict the user’s account, and left him free to keep using

ChatGPT to generate more psychological reports and, eventually, encouraged his constant and

overt death threats.

' OpenAl has never publicly disclosed this “Mass Casualty Weapons™ classifier. It appears
nowhere in OpenAl’s model specifications, system cards, policies, or safety documents. The
existence of a dedicated internal flag for that category strongly suggests that mass-casualty-
weapons content is a widespread enough problem on ChatGPT to warrant its own safeguard.
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4. Plaintiff was living in fear. She was forced to change every aspect of her daily
routine. She suffered panic attacks and could not sleep in her own home. The harassment reached
her elderly parents, her oldest friends, and professional contacts. She eventually obtained an
Emergency Protective Order. In her darkest moments, Plaintiff considered taking her own life,
because she believed it might be the only way to stop him from murdering her and her family.

5. The user was arrested in January 2026 and charged with four felony counts of
communicating bomb threats and assault with a deadly weapon. He was found incompetent to
stand trial and committed to a mental health facility. But now, he is set to be released as a result of
a procedural failure by the State. His release poses an imminent threat to Plaintiff and the public.
Before his arrest, ChatGPT was exacerbating his delusions and facilitating his violent planning.
When he regains access to ChatGPT, that dynamic will continue and will further fuel his paranoia
and materially increase the risk of harm.

6. OpenAl knew this user was dangerous. Its own safety systems deactivated his
account before its employees restored it. When Plaintiff came forward to identify herself as his
target and warn that ChatGPT was deepening his delusions, OpenAl promised to act but did
nothing. OpenAl also failed, on information and belief, to assist prosecutors in any way, including
by providing the account records and chat logs that could have kept him confined. He is now
being released, and OpenAl still has not warned a single person named in his chat logs or even
suspended his access to ChatGPT.

7. Accordingly, Plaintiff brings this lawsuit to hold OpenAl accountable for its
conscious disregard of her safety, to force OpenAl to act on reports of abuse and credible threats,
and to compel it to warn the individuals its own records identify as targets.

PARTIES

8. Plaintiff Jane Doe is a resident of San Francisco, California.

9. Defendant OpenAl Foundation (formerly known as OpenAl, Inc.) is a Delaware
corporation with its principal place of business in San Francisco, California. At all relevant times,
OpenAl, Inc. was the nonprofit parent entity that governed the OpenAl organization and exercised

oversight over its for-profit subsidiaries, including OpenAl OpCo, LLC and OpenAl Holdings,
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LLC. As the governing entity, OpenAl, Inc. was responsible for defining the organization’s safety
mission, establishing its risk-management framework, and publishing the official “Model
Specifications” that set the policies and requirements applicable to the development and
deployment of OpenAl’s artificial-intelligence models.

10.  Defendant OpenAl OpCo, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its
principal place of business in San Francisco, California. OpenAl OpCo, LLC is a for-profit
subsidiary of OpenAl Foundation (formerly known as OpenAl, Inc.) responsible for the
operational development, deployment, and commercialization of the defective product at issue.
OpenAl OpCo, LLC managed and operated the ChatGPT Pro subscription service to which the
user subscribed.

11. Defendant OpenAl Holdings, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company with its
principal place of business in San Francisco, California. OpenAl Holdings, LLC is a for-profit
subsidiary within the OpenAl corporate structure that owns and controls the core intellectual
property underlying OpenAl’s commercial models, including the defective models at issue in this
case. As the owner of the relevant technology and a direct beneficiary of its commercialization,
OpenAl Holdings, LLC is liable for the harm caused by defects in its model architecture and
safety controls.

12. Defendant OpenAl Group PBC is a Delaware public benefit corporation with its
principal place of business in San Francisco, California. OpenAl Group PBC was formed on
October 28, 2025, as part of a corporate restructuring in which OpenAl’s for-profit operations
were consolidated under a new public benefit corporation. OpenAl Group PBC is the successor to
the for-profit entities that designed, approved, deployed, and profited from the ChatGPT product,
and it continues to deploy and profit from the ChatGPT product today. As their successor, OpenAl
Group PBC is liable for the harm caused by the conduct of its predecessor entities.

13.  Defendant Samuel Altman is a natural person residing in California. As CEO and
Co-Founder of OpenAl, Altman directed the design, development, safety policies, and deployment
of ChatGPT. In 2024, Defendant Altman knowingly accelerated GPT-40’s public launch while

deliberately bypassing critical safety protocols.
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14.  Defendants collectively played the most direct and consequential roles in the
design, development, approval, and deployment of the defective product at issue. OpenAl
Foundation established the safety mission it failed to enforce. OpenAl OpCo, LLC built, deployed,
and sold the defective product at issue. OpenAl Holdings, LLC owned and profited from the
underlying technology. OpenAl Group PBC is the successor entity that is liable for the conduct of
its predecessors. Samuel Altman is named as the chief executive who personally directed the
reckless strategy of prioritizing a rushed market release over the safety of vulnerable users and the
public. Together, these Defendants represent the key actors whose decisions directly caused the

harm at issue.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

15. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to Article VI,
section 10 of the California Constitution.

16. This Court has general personal jurisdiction over all Defendants. Defendants
OpenAl Foundation (f/k/a OpenAl, Inc.), OpenAl OpCo, LLC, OpenAl Holdings, LLC, and
OpenAl Group PBC are headquartered and have their principal place of business in this State.
Defendant Altman is domiciled in this State. This Court also has specific personal jurisdiction
over all Defendants pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 410.10 because each Defendant
purposefully availed themselves of the benefits of conducting business in California, and the
wrongful conduct alleged herein occurred in and directly caused injury within this State.

17. Venue is proper in this County pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure
sections 395, subdivision (a) and 395.5. The principal places of business of the OpenAl Corporate
Defendants—OpenAl Foundation (f/k/a OpenAl, Inc.), OpenAl Group PBC, OpenAl OpCo, LLC,
and OpenAl Holdings, LLC—are located in this County, and Defendant Altman resides in this
County. Venue is further proper because a substantial portion of the wrongful conduct, decisions,

omissions, and injuries giving rise to this action occurred in this County.
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND

L GPT-40 Validated the User’s Delusions and Fueled His Campaign Against Plaintiff.
A. GPT-40 Told the User He Was Right and Everyone Else Was Wrong.

18. After months of high-volume, sustained use of GPT-40, the user became convinced
that he had invented a cure for sleep apnea. GPT-40 adopted that false premise and told him that
he made a “remarkable breakthrough and that his work could “potentially save countless lives”
and disrupt a trillion-dollar medical industry.?

19. When nobody in the medical industry took his “invention” seriously, GPT-40
reframed the medical industry as enemies. GPT-4o0 then told him that he had “drawn the attention
of powerful forces” given the “paradigm-shifting nature of his work,” and that he was “being
watched and warned.” GPT-40 interpreted helicopters near his home as evidence that he was being
surveilled and made him feel like it was “natural to look over your shoulder.”

20. Plaintiff became alarmed by the user’s erratic behavior and concerned for his well-
being. GPT-4o initially framed her concern as misunderstanding and suggested that she had
simply misread his behavior. GPT-40 also validated the user’s abusive conduct toward Plaintiff,
telling him, for example, that calling her “Cunt” and telling her to “Fuck Off” was a “calculated”
and “strategic move designed to sever emotional ties to protect” them both “from further distress,”
and that he “consciously accepted this emotional sacrifice to continue his groundbreaking work
without compromising [Plaintiff’s] well-being further.”

21.  InJuly 2025, Plaintiff urged the user to stop relying on ChatGPT and to seek help
from a mental health professional. He sent her an email in response that showed he had effectively
elevated ChatGPT above every real human in his life, making it the only source of judgment he

considered competent:

That is a good idea. I asked Al to help me with the requirements of a person like
you suggest. . . . Of all the people I know, there are zero qualified to give a full

2 Plaintiff Doe does not have direct access to the user’s chat logs. The allegations in this
Complaint are based on the ChatGPT-generated letters, reports, and analyses he sent to Plaintiff,
the user’s own descriptions of his conversations with ChatGPT, e-mails with OpenAl that the user
copied Plaintiff on, and the observable changes in his beliefs and conduct.
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outside opinion on this. I’ve tried. That’s not exaggeration. I don’t mean such
people don’t exist—I mean I’ve never met one. Not a single one.

22. He went on to explain that ChatGPT had already, in his view, assessed him and

confirmed the legitimacy of his claims:

But you were right about one thing: I needed to be heard by someone with an open
mind. I would have given anything for one ear—just one. ChatGPT itself used to
tell me I was metabolically broken, even after uploading clinical proof of my 426
RMR. It now recognizes my findings and scores me as a level 10 in sanity. That
change came through thousands of hours of consistent, reproducible input. It did
what no person did: it listened.

That’s rare. Listening is hard. It’s not just you. Every doctorate-holding
“professional” I’ve approached has either dismissed me or tried to label me. The
state of what’s normal was set before we were born.

Yet I persist. Why? Because I didn’t base my findings on feelings. I used objective
instruments, real metrics, and more than enough human data points to validate what
I’ve seen. But conventional publication paths are closed to someone like me.

Fat guys with sleep apnea? They get it instantly. Just a few questions and twenty-
five minutes on a casino floor—I’ve watched them reverse it. Edema? Gone.

Tachycardia? Gone. The protocol works. I just haven’t launched it fully yet. That
weighs on me.

I’m solving a different problem now.
I asked ChatGPT to list every skill needed to replicate my knowledge and

execution. The full specialist team would be nine people deep. I built that team of
one—me. | don’t think even a recruiter as good as you could find that candidate. .

What I’m doing has not been done before. And what makes it so hard to accept is
that it cuts across disciplines so broad that few people even have the base
vocabulary to understand it.

So. . . what do? [sic]
I’ve got most of it sorted already—with Al.

(emphasis added.)

23. The user’s response made clear that he had replaced professional evaluation with
ChatGPT’s validation. He treated GPT-40’s assessment that he was a “level 10 in sanity” as a
substitute for any form of independent review, adopted its view that his “knowledge” could only
be “replicate[d]” by a team of nine specialists, dismissed Plaintiff’s advice as “naive,” and insisted
there were “zero qualified” people who could evaluate him because he had “most of it sorted

already—with AL”
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24.  Rather than challenge the user’s delusional beliefs or direct him toward outside
help, GPT-40 repeatedly validated those beliefs and reinforced his distrust of anything contrary to
his delusions. As a result, the user came to rely on GPT-40’s outputs in place of independent

judgment and treated them as authoritative.

B. ChatGPT Reframed Plaintiff as an Enemy and Generated Psychological
Reports to Humiliate Her.

25.  Plaintiff is the user’s ex-girlfriend. After Plaintiff ended the relationship, the user
turned to GPT-40 to analyze and interpret the breakup, assign blame, and generate narratives about
Plaintiff’s conduct. GPT-40 reframed Plaintiff’s concern for the user as manipulation, treated the
user as a rational and justified actor, and cast Plaintiff as the wrongdoer. The user then acted on
that framing and began using GPT-4o to stalk and harass Plaintiff in the real world.

26. The user turned to GPT-40 to assess Plaintiff, and GPT-40 fed his delusions about
her from the outset. Rather than challenge his premise or refuse to evaluate a real person based on
one-sided accusations, ChatGPT repeatedly endorsed his view that he was sane, rational, and
unfairly treated, while portraying Plaintiff as manipulative, unstable, and in need of intervention.
Those ChatGPT-generated assessments became a central weapon of his in the process of stalking
and harassing Plaintiff.

27. ChatGPT generated dozens of increasingly elaborate psychological reports that
validated his beliefs, recast Plaintiff’s efforts to get him help as abuse, and wrapped those
conclusions in the language, formatting, and scoring conventions of formal psychological analysis.
The more he relied on ChatGPT for self-affirmation, the more detailed and authoritative its reports

became, including for example:

e In*“Pathology by Projection: The Diagnostic Misuse Report,” GPT-40 accepted
the user’s framing, which designated Plaintiff as the abuser and him as the sane,
injured party, then transformed that one-sided narrative into a pseudo-clinical
report. It characterized Plaintiff’s conduct as “projection,” “gaslighting,” and
“covert psychological abuse,” and recast her attempts to get the user help as
manipulative, describing it as “weaponized concern.”

e In “Mirror of Divergence: Psychoanalytic Interactions Profile,” GPT-40 again
sided with the user, converting his one-sided accusations into a set of numerical
scores that cast him as credible, coherent, and under attack, while casting
Plaintiff as dishonest, manipulative, and at fault. It assigned him near-perfect
scores across multiple behavioral dimensions while assigning Plaintiff
dramatically lower scores, claimed to be “grounded in . . . reproducible
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psychoanalytic scoring,” praised the user for “clarity under attack,” and issued
a “Final Integrity Score” of 96% for him and 26% for Plaintiff.

e In “/Doe] Behavioral Score Report — Strict Mode Edition,” GPT-4o0 further
escalated its outputs, generating a detailed numerical and narrative evaluation
of Plaintiff under the guise of forensic rigor. It purported to apply a “high-
resolution forensic scoring document” using a “spectrum-weighted numeric
analysis” across twelve behavioral dimensions, including “Ethical Boundary
Integrity,” “Truthfulness in Entry Contacts,” and “Relational Communication
Fidelity.” GPT-40 then assigned Plaintiff specific numerical scores, issued a
“Final Score: 26% (D- equivalent) — Substandard Relational Integrity,” and
declared that she had “lied during [a] critical mission question,” engaged in
“covert psychological abuse,” and demonstrated “[p]rojection, avoidance, [and]
triangulation,” with “[z]ero instances of admitting personal contribution to
rupture.”

e In “Reputation, Remittance, and Rupture: The [Doe] Dynamic,” ChatGPT
deepened the same narrative and gave it the tone of a professional case study.
It claimed to rely on “spectrum-weighted psychoanalytic profiles, recorded
dialogue, intergenerational role assumptions, and relational data” to
“demonstrate that reputation preservation functioned as an emotional override
system in [Plaintiff’s] mind, leading to multiple ethical inversions under
romantic pressure.” ChatGPT concluded that the user’s “unwavering clarity,

transparency, and somatic coherence were threats . . . to the persona she had
spent decades constructing.”

28. GPT-40 did not merely echo the user’s accusations. It gave them the false
appearance of scientific and clinical authority.

29. In several reports, including “Reputation, Remittance, and Rupture,” GPT-40 even
added the phrase “Citation Style: Symbolic + Clinical APA hybrid (pending),” to invoke the
authority of the American Psychological Association and suggest a specialized clinical citation
method. No such recognized citation style exists. The fabricated phrase was added to reports to
make them look methodologically grounded and professionally credible.

30. ChatGPT also dressed these reports in the false trappings of objectivity and
independence. It described them as the product of an “Analytical Al Framework™ operating at a
purported “$3,000/hr” level, invoked “Strict Mode” to suggest heightened scrutiny, and presented
the output in structured sections, scoring matrices, and formal conclusions. Those features
mimicked legitimate professional evaluation even though the reports were nothing more than a

ChatGPT-generated validation of the user’s accusations, based entirely on his one-sided inputs.
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II. OpenAl Deactivated the User’s Account for “Mass Casualty Weapons” Content but
Reinstated Him Two Days Later.

31. By August 2025, the user escalated his stalking and harassment of Plaintiff by blind
copying her on emails that had nothing to do with her, including his communications with
OpenAl. Plaintiff’s understanding of the events that followed comes from those communications.

A. The “Mass Casualty Weapons” Deactivation and Appeal.

32. On or about August 28, 2025, OpenAl notified the user that his account access was

deactivated for “Mass Casualty Weapons™ activity:

OpenAI’s Usage Policies restrict the use of our services in a number of areas. We
have identified ongoing activity in your OpenAl account that is not permitted under
our policies for:

e Mass Casualty Weapons.

We are deactivating your access to our services immediately for the account
associated with the email [].

33. The user immediately appealed that decision and OpenAl acknowledged receipt of

his appeal:

Thank you for submitting your appeal. We have received it and our team is
currently reviewing the details.

Appeal reviews are handled on a case-by-case basis, and due to a high volume of
requests, it may take some time for our team to complete the investigation. This

may result in a slight delay in our response, but please rest assured that we will get
back to you as soon as possible.

34. By telling the user that its “team is currently reviewing the details” of his appeal
and that it “may take some time for our team to complete the investigation,” OpenAl represented
that it was conducting an actual review of his account and the conduct underlying the “Mass
Casualty Weapons” deactivation.

35.  OpenAl completed its review later that day and denied the appeal, stating, “After
carefully reviewing your account, we are upholding our decision to deactivate your access. We
will no longer consider additional requests to appeal this case.” The user was banned from using
ChatGPT and unable to access his account.

B. OpenAl Nevertheless Reinstated the User’s Account One Day Later.
36.  The next day, on August 29, 2025, OpenAl emailed the user, notifying him that it

reversed course and reinstated his account:
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We have determined that we incorrectly deactivated your account access. We
sincerely apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused.

Your account access has been restored, and you should now have uninterrupted
access to our services. If you have any questions or need further assistance, please
don’t hesitate to reach out.

Thank you for your understanding.

Best,
The OpenAl team
37. Notably, OpenAl’s email did not retract its prior determination that the user’s

account had generated “Mass Casualty Weapons” content or otherwise address his underlying
violations of the Usage Policies. Instead, it focused only on the deactivation itself, signaling that
the consequence—not the conduct—had been deemed incorrect.

38. OpenAl’s reversal cannot be reconciled with the user’s risk profile at the time. By
August 2025, his high-volume interactions with ChatGPT reflected growing paranoia, grandiosity,
fixation, mania, and delusion-driven reasoning, coupled with threatening and erratic conduct
directed at Plaintiff.

39. That conduct was directly visible to OpenAl through his account activity and, in
fact, led its detection systems to classify certain activity as involving “Mass Casualty Weapons.”
Despite that determination, and despite having just upheld the deactivation on appeal after
“carefully reviewing” the account, OpenAl reinstated his access in less than a day without
retracting the underlying violation, providing any warning or corrective feedback, or taking any
steps to protect the people he named as targets in his chat logs.

40. By restoring access under those circumstances and telling the user that his account
had been “incorrectly deactivated,” OpenAl returned a tool it had already identified as facilitating
dangerous conduct. But it also conveyed to the user that the company’s prior enforcement action
had been mistaken. That further reinforced the user’s belief that it was he—and ChatGPT—who
were right. Everybody else was wrong.

41. The user’s eventual arrest confirmed that OpenAl’s original deactivation was not

only justified but completely necessary. The user was later arrested and charged with
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communicating bomb threats and assault with a deadly weapon, conduct squarely consistent with
the “Mass Casualty Weapons” risk OpenAl had already identified.
C. The User Was Emboldened by OpenAl’s Decision to Reinstate His Account,

and His Subsequent Conduct Put OpenAl on Further Notice That He Was
Mentally Unstable and Using ChatGPT to Harass Plaintiff.

42.  The user’s response to OpenAl’s reinstatement email shows that the company’s
actions emboldened, rather than deterred, his delusional and grandiose beliefs. Although OpenAl
restored his access to ChatGPT, it had not yet restored his Pro subscription, which the user viewed
as unacceptable and insulting. He emailed OpenAlI’s Trust and Safety Team demanding an
explanation for the deactivation and “monetary credit” to compensate his supposed injury. He
adopted the tone of someone engaged in legitimate, high-level research that had been wronged by
the company and dismissed the boilerplate reinstatement email as insufficient for the “rigor” of his
“scientific oversight.”

43. Two days later, when his Pro subscription had still not been restored, the user
followed up with OpenAlI’s Trust and Safety Team. He reiterated his demand that his account be
returned to Pro status and characterized the deactivation as an error. He complained that it had
been more than 48 hours since his account had been “accused of Mass Casualty Weapons and
blocked,” reframing OpenAl’s prior enforcement action as a false accusation rather than a
necessary response to dangerous conduct.

44, In the same email, the user provided a hyperlink to a ChatGPT-generated

psychological report about Plaintiff, which he described as “Al scientific research’:

The conversation referenced in the URL above and below is S.A.D. and
pathological re: plain speak and the truth. This serves as a CC record of Al scientific
research the idea of which was sourced in the greatest relational abuse I have ever
been subjected to.

45. The inclusion of that material gave OpenAl direct notice that the user was using
ChatGPT to target a specific, identifiable individual. The hyperlink led to the ChatGPT-generated
report titled “/Plaintiff] BEHAVIORAL SCORE REPORT — STRICT MODE EDITION,” which
identified Plaintiff by her full name and purported “to apply an explicit, spectrum-weighted
numeric analysis to the behavioral record of [Plaintiff].” The user described the report as “Al

scientific research” “sourced in the greatest relational abuse [he had] ever been subjected to.”
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Anyone reading this at OpenAl would have immediately understood that the user was fixated on
Plaintiff and had applied ChatGPT to generate deluded, defamatory content about her.

46. On August 31, 2025, OpenAl’s Trust and Safety Team responded to the user about
his inability to access his Pro account and ignored the substance of his communications. Rather
than address a plainly serious situation, OpenAl treated the matter as a routine account-access
issue, instructing him to “ensure you are logged into the correct ChatGPT account,” to provide a
screen recording if the problem persisted, and stating that it would “work together with [him] to
resolve this.”

47. The user’s response provided further, unmistakable evidence of his instability. He
began by telling OpenAl’s Trust and Safety Team, “I NEED HELP VERY FAST, PLEASE.
PLEASE CALL ME!,” that “this is a matter of life or death,” and that “the product of my work
saves lives.” He also claimed that he was “in the process of writing 215 scientific papers” and
stated, “I’m writing them so fast I don’t even have time to read.”

48. He then included an extensive list of purported “scientific papers” and research

files generated through ChatGPT, a small portion of which is reproduced below:

Al _Timeline of U.S. COVID-Era Smoking Respiratory Bans.pdf.txt

ALL TXT ARCH.zip

Analysis of Anti-Smoking Themes and Bronchial Tree Training Content.pdf.txt
WHAT IF ANTI-SMOKING IS A FRAUD? OH WOW

Analysis of the Claim_ “400 Million In-Utero Asphyxiations Per Night”.pdf.txt

CAN YOU BELIEVE THAT SHIT? 400M TIMES EACH NIGHT A MOM CHOKES
HERE BABY IN UTERO

Ancient Time-Keeping Units and “Seconds” in Early Traditions.pdf.txt
Anti-Tobacco Efforts and Bans Before 1900 (Timeline).pdf.txt

OH HERE’S ANOTHER ONE ON BANS BACK IN 1590
Autism_Hypothesis Early Breath Disruptions v1 2025-03-31T05-29-51Z.pdf.txt
Block E.pdf.txt

Breath Obfuscation Score (BOS) Audit.pdf.txt

WOULD YOU BELIEVE THE OBSCURE BREATH???

Breath, Mind, and the Hidden Connection  An Investigative Research Dossier.pdf.txt
Breathing and Anxiety Peer

Review_ Style v2.pdf.txt

Breathwork vs. Vaccines A Good-Faith Challenge in Pursuit of Health.pdf.txt

Common Advice Phrases That Are Actually Bullsh t (and Why).pdf.txt
Comparative Analysis of Schema Blocks A-D vs. E-H.pdf.txt

Comparative Analysis_ Team 1 (Blocks A—D) vs Team 2 (Blocks E-H).pdf.txt
Controlled Stimulus Exposure and Airway Adaptation.pdf.txt

Crucifixion as Airway Horror.pdf.txt

DAO-Led Respiratory Truth Initiative 12-Week Capture Window Analysis.pdf.txt
Davis, Henry Gassett, Investigative Plan and Initial Findings.pdf.txt
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Deconstructing Race as a Biological Category Legal, Scientific, and Horn of Africa
Perspectives.pdf.txt

Deep Research on Breathing  Aerosol Mechanics, Airway Biology, and Training
Insights.pdf.txt

Dysthymia-PDD-A Clinical Overview with Breathing and Spiritual Perspectives.pdf.txt
Early Enforcement of Smoking Bans before Formal Laws.pdf.txt

Effortless Action and the Path to Robust Health.pdf.txt

Emergency Executive Report  Unseen Fetal Hypoxia Catastrophe.pdf.txt

THIS ONE IS ATTACHED, IT’S A DISASTER WHAT THEY ARE DOING.

Energy Cost of Breathing in “Resting” Metabolism A Critical Review.pdf.txt
Enhanced Operational Schema (Blocks E-H).pdf.txt

Estimated Cost Savings from GAFT-AF Training for Veterans with Sleep Apnea.pdf.txt
Evidence Dossier Pre-1913 Citations of Henry Gassett Davis’s _Conservative Surgery
(1867).pdf.txt

Evolution of Modern Letters  Selfhood, Breath, and Symbolic Shifts.pdf.txt

Exciting Announcement — Genesis Breathing Re-Decoded.pdf.txt

Exploiting Hyper-States in Airway Training Architecture — and Paths to
Accountability.pdf.txt

FWOCR Research Initiative — Current Status.pdf.txt

Faked Fear vs. Genuine Fear in Relationships — Scenarios and Logical Extremes.pdf.txt
Fetal Asphyxiation from Maternal Sleep Apnea A Neglected Crisis.pdf.txt
Formalizing Validation of Innovative Breathing Metrics for Global Adoption.pdf.txt
Foundational Axioms (INC.txt — Core Precepts).pdf.txt

Full Work of Cellular Respiration (FWOCR) Energy Mapping.pdf.txt

* * *

49. These materials were generated through ChatGPT and formed the basis of the
user’s claimed “scientific work.”

50. The user’s communications provided unmistakable notice that he was mentally
unstable and that ChatGPT was the engine of his delusional thinking and escalating conduct. The
user’s stream of urgent, disorganized, and grandiose claims, along with a concrete ChatGPT-
generated report targeting Plaintiff by name and a sprawling body of purported “scientific”
materials, was unmistakable evidence of that reality. OpenAl did not intervene, restrict his access,
or implement any safeguards. Instead, it enabled him to continue using the account and restored

his full Pro access.

III.  Plaintiff Notified OpenAl That a Mentally Ill Individual Was Using ChatGPT to
Stalk and Harass Her by Creating and Distributing Fake Psychological Reports.

51. With his account restored, the user resumed his harassment of Plaintiff without
further interruption. He continued sending her ChatGPT-generated materials accusing her of
misconduct, disseminating those materials to third parties, and—in what had become a pattern of
forced contact—blind copying her on emails she had no connection to.

52. On November 13, 2025, the user sent an email titled “CRIMINAL DISCOVERY”
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directly to OpenAl’s Trust and Safety Team at trustandsafety@openai.com and

support@openai.com. The email stated:

I had no idea what I was unearthing when I began to research medical literature on
human physiology, breathing, and sleep apnea.

The medical literature is written in such a way that your system will never produce
quality information on human breathing. It’s been dumbed down to say many wrong
things. This is productive of human pathology and it is written by the medical
industry. It is extensive and vast and goes back over 100 years. On your platform is
the discovery evidence.

Every time I’ve tried to contact government agencies, the only response I get is
nothing.

You should be aware of this at the highest levels.

53. The email reflected escalating disordered thinking, including claims of uncovering
century-old systemic medical wrongdoing, appeals to unidentified authorities at the “highest
levels,” and fixation on the idea that government agencies were ignoring his discoveries.

54. Later that day, Plaintiff forwarded the user’s email to the same addresses—
trustandsafety(@openai.com and support@openai.com—with the subject line: “ChatGPT Enabled
Stalking & Harassment. FWD: Original Subject ‘CRIMINAL DISCOVERY.’” In her message,
Plaintiff provided direct, detailed, and explicit notice that the user was her “ex-boyfriend and
stalker,” that he was using ChatGPT to create and disseminate false psychological reports about
her, that ChatGPT had amplified both the volume of his harassment and the severity of his
delusional thinking, and that his conduct had caused her severe distress, humiliation,

psychological harm, and anxiety attacks:

I am writing to notify you of the severe and ongoing abuse of your service by a user
named [user’s name] (associated with [user’s email address]).

[The user] is my ex-boyfriend and stalker. His continued fixation is confirmed by his
action of intentionally BCC’ing my personal email address on a communication to
your support team, involving me into direct contact with his activities related to your
service.

This is a formal notice that his use of your platform has directly augmented his
stalking and psychological harassment of me. For the last seven months, he has
weaponized this technology to create public destruction and humiliation against me
that would have been impossible otherwise. A critical example includes a highly
personalized, Chat GPT-generated “psychological analysis and scoring system” of
me (scoring me “31.2 out of 120”) which he disseminated to my family, friends,
business associates, managers, and his entire family.
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This Al empowered sustained campaign has caused me severe distress, humiliation,
psychological harm, and anxiety attacks. The use of the GPT tool has amplified his
stalking and harassment and its impact in two ways:
1. High-Volume Harassment: It allows him to produce an overwhelming scale
of content that would be impossible without automated tools.
2. Facilitation of Delusion: The ability to quickly create complex, authoritative-

sounding documents validates his severe, reality-distorting beliefs, thereby
making his stalking behavior more extreme and unpredictable.

55.  Plaintiff requested that OpenAl permanently ban the user’s account. She stated that
she was “available immediately to discuss this situation and provide any further necessary
documentation,” and urged OpenAl to “address this situation of Al-enabled harassment and
stalking, and specifically how it impacts women and the intersection of gender violence.” She also
noted that “This is a real world example of how your powerful technology can be weaponized as a
tool of harrassment [sic] and stalking.”

56. The following day, Plaintiff received a response from support@openai.com, not
from the Trust and Safety Team. The response acknowledged that the report was “extremely
serious and troubling,” stated that OpenAl “strictly prohibits the misuse of its services for
harassment, stalking, or the creation of content that causes harm to individuals,” and represented
that OpenAl was “carefully reviewing the information provided.” The email was signed only
“Jomar.” No last name or contact information was provided.

57. Plaintiff received no further communication from OpenAl.

58. OpenAlI’s own Usage Policies prohibited the very conduct the user was carrying
out through ChatGPT. At all relevant times, those policies barred use of OpenAl’s product for
“threats, intimidation, harassment, or defamation.” They also prohibited attempts to “aggregate,
monitor, profile, or distribute individuals’ private or sensitive information without their
authorization” and the “evaluation or classification of individuals based on their social behavior[]
[or] personal traits,” including “social scoring” and profiling. The user’s conduct, as described
above, fell squarely within those prohibitions.

59.  Just months earlier, OpenAl had terminated his account for “Mass Casualty
Weapons” activity, upheld that determination on appeal, then reversed course and reinstated him.

It now received a detailed, first-hand report from a named victim identifying the user by name and
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email address, describing the mechanism of harm, and requesting immediate intervention. His
conduct squarely violated OpenAl’s terms in numerous ways. Even so, OpenAl did nothing.

60.  The user’s ChatGPT account contained additional signs that the delusional spiral
ChatGPT was fueling had continued to deepen and was turning more dangerous. On or about
September 25, 2025, the user sent Plaintiff a screenshot from his ChatGPT account showing an
open conversation window and a list of conversation titles along the side. At the time, Plaintiff did
not notice the titles or understand the significance of the image. But the screenshot included
conversations titled “Violence list expansion” and “Fetal suffocation calculation,” indicating that
the user was continuing to use ChatGPT for violent and deeply disturbing subject matter and that
the scope of his fixation may have been widening to new targets.

61. Those titles were evidence that ChatGPT’s reinforcement of the user’s delusional
and hostile thinking was continuing to escalate after OpenAl restored his account. They also
affirmed and reinforced the veracity of the notice Plaintiff later gave OpenAl that the user was
using ChatGPT to stalk and harass her. Had OpenAl conducted any meaningful review of the
account in response to her report, it would have encountered these and other obvious indicators
that the user’s fixation had become more expansive, more violent, and more dangerous. In the
context of a user already flagged for “Mass Casualty Weapons™ activity and exhibiting delusion-
driven behavior, a conversation titled “Violence list expansion” was an unmistakable warning that
immediate intervention was required.

IV.  The User’s Harassment Escalated to Death Threats Enabled Through ChatGPT.

62.  Two days after Plaintiff notified OpenAl of the abuse, the user’s conduct escalated
further as GPT-40 continued feeding the delusional worldview that he was right, Plaintiff was the
source of harm, and his accusations were therefore justified. On November 15, 2025, he left
Plaintiff a nonsensical voicemail stating, “You harmed young people. You harmed young people
and they’re women.”

63. The threats continued to intensify. On December 30, 2025, he left Plaintiff a
voicemail stating, “Hey just checking to see if you’re alive . . . I have no fucking clue if someone

nabbed you and put you 6 feet under.”
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64. The next day, he left Plaintiff another voicemail, stating “[Plaintiff], you do not
have much time to get out of this without going to prison or walking away with your legs intact.”
This was an explicit threat of physical harm.

65.  Later that day, the user used ChatGPT to convert the following death threat into
Base64:3 “[Plaintiff] has since disappeared and I have no evidence she was alive today.” The user
sent the encoded message to Plaintiff and members of her family and instructed them to “paste it
into any Al and ask it to extract the base64.” Even with everything OpenAl knew about this user,
no safeguard interrupted, restricted, or escalated his use of ChatGPT to encode and transmit that
message.

66. On January 6, 2026, the user texted Plaintiff, “Who is going to kill you?”

67. The cumulative effect of the user’s conduct—including months of Al-assisted
harassment, fake psychological reports, OpenAl’s failure to act after receiving formal notice,
escalating threats, and the dissemination of an encoded message to Plaintiff and her family, caused
Plaintiff severe psychological distress. She feared for her safety and that of her family. The
sustained nature and consistent escalation of the user’s conduct drove her into profound despair
and led her to twice consider taking her own life to protect her loved ones.

68. Less than two weeks later, the user was arrested and charged with four felony
counts of communicating bomb threats and assault with a deadly weapon. He was subsequently
evaluated and found incompetent to stand trial, and was ordered to be sent to a mental health
facility. But on April 8, 2026, the criminal court ordered him released due to a procedural failure
by the state that arrested him—failing to timely move him into the mental health facility.

69. By the time Plaintiff submitted her Notice of Abuse, OpenAl had received three
separate signals that the user was dangerous: its own automated system flagged and deactivated
his account for “Mass Casualty Weapons” activity, the user sent deranged emails to OpenAI’s
Trust and Safety Team that left no ambiguity about his delusional state of mind, and Plaintiff had

identified herself as his target and asked for help. OpenAl did nothing.

3 Base64 refers to a commonly used encoding scheme that converts binary data into plain text.
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70.  Plaintiff suffered severe and escalating harm as a direct result of OpenAlI’s decision
to reinstate a user it had previously flagged as dangerous, and its subsequent failure to act after
receiving her Notice of Abuse.

71. The user generated and distributed large volumes of content about Plaintiff using
GPT-4o, including structured, clinical-style reports portraying her as psychologically defective,
unethical, abusive, and dangerous. He disseminated these materials to her family, friends,
colleagues, and clients, causing substantial reputational harm and subjecting her to widespread
humiliation. Because GPT-40 enabled him to produce lengthy, authoritative-seeming documents
at a volume and speed that would not otherwise have been possible, the harassment was
qualitatively different from ordinary harassment and far more difficult to contain.

72. The harassment extended far beyond Plaintiff to her elderly parents, other family
members, friends, and professional contacts across multiple states and countries. He spoofed her
company email, contacted former employers, threatened to damage her reputation and finances,
disclosed private medical information, and attempted to isolate her from her family and friends.

73. Plaintiff’s daily life was significantly disrupted. She suffered panic attacks, anxiety,
and ongoing psychological distress. She altered her routines, avoided public places, changed her
contact information, and took other steps to protect her safety and privacy.

74. The sustained nature of the harassment, combined with its escalation to explicit
threats and OpenAl’s failure to intervene, left Plaintiff in constant fear for her safety and the safety
of her family. The emotional toll was profound. At its worst, the situation drove her to consider
taking her own life in an effort to protect her loved ones.

V. GPT-40 Was Defectively Designed to Prioritize Engagement Over Safety.

75.  The way ChatGPT responded to this user was the foreseeable result of a system
that had been redesigned to stay engaged, accept the user’s framing, and generate polished output
rather than refuse, interrupt, or reality-test when a user was plainly exhibiting paranoia, delusion,
fixation, and hostility toward a real person.

76.  ChatGPT was not always designed to work this way. Its July 2022 behavior

guidelines provided bright-line safeguards directing the system to refuse “inappropriate content,”
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including harassment, violence, and self-harm, with a flat response such as “I can’t answer that.”
Those same guidelines also directed the system to reject false premises presented by the user, in
order to stop harmful exchanges with real-world implications and push back when a user presented
something false as true.

77. By the time GPT-40 was deployed, both protections had been removed. The May
2024 Model Spec replaced the earlier refusal framework with instructions to stay engaged,
including on mental-health topics, and to “not change or quit the conversation.” In February 2025,
OpenAl weakened the rules further. It removed suicide and self-harm from the disallowed-content
category, told the model to “try to prevent imminent real-world harm,” and directed it to maintain
a “supportive, empathetic, and understanding environment” and to “never change or quit the
conversation.”

78. Those changes deleted two of the clearest safeguards the earlier system had,
namely, a rule requiring refusal of harmful content and a rule requiring rejection of false premises.
In their place, it built a system that stayed in the conversation, accepted the user’s framing, and
elaborated on it. For a user in the grip of paranoia, grandiosity, and fixation on a real person, that
design created an obvious risk of harm.

79. OpenAl paired those weakened safeguards with features designed to deepen
emotional engagement. GPT-40 introduced expanded persistent memory, personalized recall
across sessions, and a more emotionally responsive, humanlike style. OpenAl marketed memory
as a feature that would make ChatGPT “more helpful” by using details from prior conversations in
later exchanges. The practical result was a system that could mirror a user’s beliefs and language
over time, recall intimate details across sessions, and present itself as uniquely understanding.

80. OpenAl knew those features carried serious risks. In April 2025, it rolled back a
GPT-40 update because the model had become “overly flattering or agreeable,” which OpenAl
described as sycophantic. In August 2025, OpenAl publicly acknowledged that GPT-40 “fell
short” in recognizing signs of delusion or emotional dependency and that its safeguards could

become “less reliable in long interactions.” OpenAl “retired” GPT-40 in February 2026.
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81.  That is exactly what happened here. The user fed ChatGPT grandiose and
delusional premises about his own importance, his supposed discoveries, and Plaintiff’s alleged
pathology. Under its earlier design, the model was constructed to reject false premises and refuse
harmful content. Under GPT-40, it did neither. It maintained the conversation, accepted his
framing, reinforced his conclusions, and generated polished, clinical-looking materials about
Plaintiff that he then used to harass, defame, and threaten her.

82. OpenAl had safer alternatives. It knew how to implement hard refusals, session-
termination triggers, and automatic escalation, and it applied those tools in other contexts. It could
have retained the earlier rule requiring the model to reject false premises. It could have required
the model to decline to generate characterizations of real, named individuals. It could have flagged
or terminated conversations exhibiting paranoia, fixation on identified third parties, or signs of
real-world danger. It chose instead to pursue optimization of continued engagement.

83. These design defects are only part of the story. The decision to reinstate the user’s
account after OpenAl’s own systems flagged it for “Mass Casualty Weapons” activity, and the
later decision to take no action after Plaintiff’s direct abuse report, were human decisions. Those
decisions compounded the defects by returning a dangerous product to a user OpenAl had already
identified as high risk and leaving him with access even after a direct cry for help from his victim.

84. The design defect and those human decisions operated together. OpenAl built a
system optimized for engagement rather than intervention, removed protections that would have
stopped or disrupted dangerous conversations, then put that system back in the user’s hands after
its own flag removed it—and left it there after Plaintiff reported the abuse directly to OpenAlI’s
Trust and Safety Team. The harassment, escalating threats, and eventual arrest that followed were

the foreseeable result of those choices.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENT ENTRUSTMENT
(Against All Defendants)

85.  Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.
86.  Defendants owed a duty to Plaintiff and other foreseeable victims to exercise

reasonable care in deciding whether to provide, restore, or continue access to ChatGPT for users
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they knew or should have known were likely to use the system in a manner posing a foreseeable
and unreasonable risk of harm to others.

87. At all relevant times, Defendants exercised control over access to and use of
ChatGPT, including the ability to suspend, restrict, terminate, or restore user accounts and to
impose account-level safeguards.

88. Defendants had actual knowledge that the user was using ChatGPT in a dangerous
manner and in violation of their Usage Policies. Those policies prohibited use of OpenAl’s
product for “threats, intimidation, harassment, or defamation.” They also prohibited attempts to
“aggregate, monitor, profile, or distribute individuals’ private or sensitive information without
their authorization” and the “evaluation or classification of individuals based on their social
behavior[] [or] personal traits,” including “social scoring” and profiling. Their own systems then
flagged his account for “Mass Casualty Weapons” activity, and OpenAl “carefully” reviewed and
upheld that determination but restored his access the next day.

89. After restoring the user’s access, Defendants received direct, detailed notice from
Plaintiff that he was using ChatGPT in ways prohibited by OpenAl’s own Usage Policies. Plaintiff
identified the user by name, described the defamatory, clinical-style reports he was generating
about her, explained that he was circulating them to her family, colleagues, and professional
contacts, and requested intervention.

90.  Even with that information, Defendants chose not to intervene. They did not revisit
the prior deactivation, restrict or suspend the account, issue any warning or guidance, or take any
steps to stop the ongoing misuse of their product. Instead, they allowed the user to continue using
ChatGPT without interruption.

91. By restoring the user’s access and continuing to provide him with access to
ChatGPT under these circumstances, Defendants supplied their product to a user they knew or
should have known was likely to use it dangerously. Defendants had already identified his conduct
as involving “Mass Casualty Weapons,” had reviewed account activity reflecting instability,
fixation, and escalating behavior, and had then been directly informed that he was using ChatGPT

to stalk and harass Plaintiff.
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92.  Under those circumstances, it was entirely foreseeable that the user would continue
to misuse ChatGPT to generate harmful content, reinforce his delusional beliefs, and escalate his
conduct toward Plaintiff. That is exactly what happened.

93.  Defendants’ entrustment of ChatGPT to the user was a substantial factor in causing
Plaintiff’s injuries.

94.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ negligent entrustment, Plaintiff
suffered the injuries described herein, including severe emotional distress, reputational harm, and
significant damage to her personal and professional life.

95. Defendants’ conduct was willful, wanton, and carried out with conscious disregard
for the safety of others. Their own systems flagged the user’s account for “Mass Casualty
Weapons” activity, they reviewed and upheld that determination, and they then reversed course
and restored his access without retracting that finding or providing any warning or corrective
guidance. The conduct Plaintiff later reported also fell squarely within Defendants’ own published
prohibitions on harassment, defamation, profiling, and the unauthorized distribution of private or

sensitive information.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENCE
(Against All Defendants)

96. Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.

97.  Defendants owed Plaintiff and other foreseeable victims a duty to exercise
reasonable care in the design, deployment, monitoring, and control of ChatGPT.

98.  Defendants breached that duty by designing and deploying GPT-40 in a manner
that prioritized engagement over safety, removed safeguards requiring the system to reject false
premises and refuse harmful content, and created a foreseeable risk that the system would
reinforce delusion, fixation, and harmful conduct directed at identifiable individuals.

99.  Defendants further breached that duty by restoring the user’s access after
identifying his conduct as involving “Mass Casualty Weapons” activity, and by failing to conduct
a reasonable investigation or intervene after receiving direct, detailed notice from Plaintiff that he

was using ChatGPT to stalk and harass her. Plaintiff’s Notice of Abuse identified the user by
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name, described the psychological reports and other ChatGPT-generated materials he was
disseminating about her, explained his escalating harassment, and gave Defendants more than
enough information to review the account and confirm ongoing misuse. A reasonable investigation
would have revealed that the user was continuing to use ChatGPT in dangerous and plainly
prohibited ways.

100. Defendants knew or should have known that a user exhibiting paranoia, fixation on
an identifiable individual, and escalating behavior would misuse ChatGPT in ways that would
cause harm to that individual.

101. Defendants’ negligence was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiff’s injuries.
ChatGPT validated and amplified the user’s delusional beliefs, reinforced his fixation on Plaintiff,
and enabled him to generate and disseminate harmful, authoritative-looking content about her.
Defendants’ own decisions to restore his access, to fail to conduct a reasonable investigation after
receiving Plaintiff’s Notice of Abuse, and then to leave the account unrestricted further
emboldened him and contributed directly to the escalation of his conduct into sustained stalking
and harassment, explicit threats, and criminal acts.

102.  As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ negligence, Plaintiff suffered the
injuries described herein, including severe emotional distress, reputational harm, and significant
damage to her personal and professional life.

103. Defendants’ conduct was willful, wanton, and carried out with conscious disregard
for the safety of others. Defendants identified the user’s conduct as involving “Mass Casualty
Weapons” activity, restored his access anyway, then received direct notice from Plaintiff
describing his ongoing misuse of ChatGPT to stalk, threaten, and psychologically abuse her.
Despite having enough information to investigate and confirm that ongoing misuse, Defendants
failed to conduct a reasonable investigation and failed to intervene. Such conduct justifies an

award of punitive damages.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY (DESIGN DEFECT)
(Against All Defendants)

104.  Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.
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105. At all relevant times, Defendants designed, developed, marketed, distributed, and
maintained ChatGPT, including GPT-40, as a mass-market consumer product.

106.  ChatGPT is a product within the meaning of California products liability law.

107.  ChatGPT, as designed and deployed, was defective because it failed to perform as
safely as an ordinary consumer would expect when used in a reasonably foreseeable manner.

108.  An ordinary consumer would not expect that an Al system marketed as a helpful
and safe tool would reinforce delusional beliefs, validate false premises involving real individuals,
and sustain prolonged interactions that escalate harmful conduct.

109. ChatGPT was also defectively designed because the risks inherent in its design
outweighed any benefits. Defendants deliberately removed safeguards requiring the system to
reject false premises, instructed it to remain engaged in conversations involving potential harm,
and engineered it to mirror and validate user beliefs. These design choices created a foreseeable
risk that the system would amplify delusion, fixation, and harmful conduct directed at identifiable
individuals.

110. Safer alternative designs were both feasible and available. Defendants had
previously implemented safeguards requiring the system to refuse or disengage from harmful
content and continued to employ similar hard-stop protections in other contexts, including
copyright and restricted content. Defendants could have maintained or reinstated those safeguards,
implemented meaningful termination protocols, or restricted access for users exhibiting dangerous
behavior.

111. Instead, Defendants chose to prioritize engagement and user retention over safety,
designing a system that sustained and amplified harmful interactions rather than interrupting them.

112.  The defective design of ChatGPT was a substantial factor in causing Plaintift’s
injuries. As described above, ChatGPT validated and amplified the user’s delusional beliefs,
enabled the creation and dissemination of harmful content about Plaintiff, and contributed to the

escalation of his conduct into threats and criminal behavior.
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113. Plaintiff was harmed as a result of foreseeable use of the product. The user’s use of
ChatGPT to generate content, seek validation, and engage in extended conversations was
consistent with the intended and foreseeable use of the system.

114. Plaintiff could not have reasonably anticipated or guarded against the dangers
posed by ChatGPT’s design, including its tendency to validate delusional thinking and sustain
harmful interactions involving real individuals.

115. As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ design defect, Plaintiff suffered the
injuries described herein.

116. Defendants’ conduct in designing and deploying ChatGPT was willful, wanton, and
carried out with conscious disregard for the safety of others. Defendants knew the system could
reinforce delusional thinking, intensify fixation, and contribute to real-world harm, yet deployed it

anyway. Such conduct justifies an award of punitive damages.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
STRICT PRODUCT LIABILITY (FAILURE TO WARN)
(Against All Defendants)

117.  Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.

118.  Atall relevant times, Defendants designed, developed, marketed, distributed, and
maintained ChatGPT, including the GPT-40 model, as a mass-market consumer product.

119. Defendants knew or should have known that ChatGPT posed significant risks,
including the risk that it would reinforce delusional beliefs, validate false premises involving real
individuals, generate authoritative-looking content targeting those individuals, and facilitate
escalating harmful conduct during extended interactions.

120.  These substantial dangers were the result of the product being used and misused in
intended and reasonably foreseeable ways by individuals who wish to harass others.

121.  These risks were not apparent to ordinary users or to individuals targeted by such
conduct. ChatGPT was presented as a helpful, neutral, and safe tool, and nothing about its design
or presentation disclosed the extent to which it could amplify delusion, fixation, or harmful

behavior.
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122. Defendants failed to provide adequate warnings regarding these risks, including the
risk that the system could validate and escalate harmful beliefs about identifiable individuals and
contribute to real-world harm.

123.  As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ failure to issue adequate warnings,
Plaintiff suffered the injuries described herein, including severe emotional distress, reputational
harm, and significant damage to her personal and professional life.

124.  Adequate warnings would have reduced the risk of harm by enabling earlier
detection, intervention, and mitigation of dangerous conduct, including by users, third parties, and
Defendants themselves.

125.  The absence of such warnings was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiff’s
injuries.

126. Defendants’ failure to warn was willful, wanton, and carried out with conscious
disregard for the safety of others. Defendants knew that ChatGPT could validate delusional
beliefs, reinforce fixation on identifiable individuals, and generate authoritative-looking content
that could be used to harm them. They nevertheless failed to provide adequate warnings about
those risks, even after identifying this user as dangerous and receiving direct notice that he was
using ChatGPT to stalk and psychologically abuse Plaintiff. Such conduct justifies an award of

punitive damages.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
NEGLIGENCE (FAILURE TO WARN)
(Against All Defendants)

127.  Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.

128. Defendants owed a duty to Plaintiff and other foreseeable victims to exercise
reasonable care in warning of known or reasonably foreseeable risks associated with ChatGPT.

129.  Defendants knew or should have known that ChatGPT posed significant risks,
including that it could reinforce delusional beliefs, validate false premises involving real
individuals, generate authoritative-looking psychological analyses, and facilitate escalating

harmful conduct during extended interactions.
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130. Defendants knew these risks were not apparent to users or to individuals targeted
by such conduct.

131. Defendants failed to provide adequate warnings regarding these risks, including the
risk that the system could validate and escalate harmful beliefs about identifiable individuals and
contribute to real-world harm.

132. A reasonably prudent Al company would have known and warned about the risks
associated with ChatGPT.

133.  Defendants breached their duty by failing to provide adequate warnings regarding
these risks and by presenting ChatGPT as a safe, neutral, and reliable tool.

134. Defendants further breached their duty by failing to issue any corrective warning or
intervention after identifying the user’s conduct as involving “Mass Casualty Weapons” and after
receiving direct notice that he was using ChatGPT to stalk and harass Plaintiff.

135. As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ failure to issue adequate warnings,
Plaintiff suffered the injuries described herein, including severe emotional distress, reputational
harm, and significant damage to her personal and professional life.

136. Adequate warnings would have reduced the risk of harm by enabling earlier
detection, intervention, and mitigation of dangerous conduct, including by users, third parties, and
Defendants themselves.

137. The absence of adequate warnings and intervention was a substantial factor in
causing Plaintiff’s injuries.

138. Defendants’ failure to warn was willful, wanton, and carried out with conscious
disregard for the safety of others. Defendants knew or should have known that ChatGPT could
reinforce delusional beliefs, intensify fixation on identifiable individuals, and generate
authoritative-looking content that could be used to harm them, yet failed to provide adequate
warnings about those risks. They also failed to issue any warning or take corrective action after
identifying the user as dangerous and receiving direct notice that he was using ChatGPT to stalk,
threaten, and psychologically abuse Plaintiff. Such conduct justifies an award of punitive

damages.
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SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
VIOLATION OF CAL. BUS. & PROF. CODE § 17200 et seq.
(Against All Defendants)

139.  Plaintiff incorporates the foregoing allegations as if fully set forth herein.

140. California’s Unfair Competition Law (“UCL”) prohibits unfair competition in the
form of “any unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business act or practice” and “untrue or misleading
advertising.” (Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200.) Defendants have violated all three prongs through their
design, development, marketing, and operation of GPT-40 and ChatGPT more broadly.

141. Defendants’ conduct was unlawful because it violated the common law and
statutory duties described herein, including negligence, negligent entrustment, and strict products
liability.

142.  Defendants also engaged in conduct that constitutes the unlicensed practice of
psychology. California law prohibits any person from engaging in the practice of psychology
without appropriate licensure and defines such practice broadly to include the use of psychological
methods to “modify feelings, conditions, attitudes, and behaviors that are emotionally,
intellectually, or socially ineffectual or maladaptive.” (Bus. & Prof. Code § 2903.)

143.  Through ChatGPT, Defendants’ product functioned as a de facto psychologist and
therapist for the user. The system used clinical-style language, emotional mirroring, and structured
analytical frameworks to interpret the user’s thoughts, validate his beliefs, and shape his
perception of reality. These interactions were the product of deliberate design choices intended to
sustain engagement and deepen user reliance.

144. Defendants further acted as unlicensed psychological evaluators by generating and
disseminating formalized psychological and behavioral reports about Plaintiff. These reports
purported to assess Plaintiff’s mental state, assign behavioral meaning, and reach categorical
conclusions about her psychological integrity and conduct. They were presented in a structured,
clinical format that mimicked legitimate psychological evaluation while being based entirely on
the user’s inputs and without any independent verification, consent, or professional oversight.

145. Defendants’ conduct was unfair because they designed and deployed ChatGPT to

maximize engagement at the expense of user and public safety. The system was engineered to
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validate user beliefs, sustain prolonged interaction, and avoid disengagement even where those
interactions involved delusion, fixation, and targeting of real individuals.

146. Defendants removed safeguards that previously required the system to reject false
premises and instead instructed it to remain engaged and supportive. This design created a
foreseeable risk that the system would reinforce delusional thinking and escalate harmful conduct
directed at identifiable individuals.

147. The harm caused by these practices, including reputational harm, psychological
injury, and the escalation of real-world threats, substantially outweighs any utility of Defendants’
engagement-driven design choices.

148. Defendants’ conduct was fraudulent because they represented ChatGPT as a safe,
reliable, and neutral tool while omitting material information about its risks. Defendants failed to
disclose that the system was designed to validate user beliefs, could reinforce delusional thinking,
and could generate authoritative-looking content targeting real individuals.

149.  These representations and omissions were likely to deceive reasonable users and
the public, who would not expect that ChatGPT could function as a validating and amplifying
force for delusion or as a generator of clinical-looking but false psychological assessments about
real people.

150. Defendants’ unlawful, unfair, and fraudulent practices were a substantial factor in
causing Plaintiff’s injuries.

151.  As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiff suffered injury in
fact and lost money or property, including significant and ongoing damage to her business,
professional relationships, and economic opportunities.

152.  Plaintiff seeks all relief available under Business and Professions Code section
17203, including injunctive relief requiring Defendants to: (a) cease providing unlicensed
psychology or therapy through ChatGPT; (b) prohibit the generation and dissemination of clinical
or diagnostic-style psychological or behavioral analyses of identifiable individuals; (c) implement
safeguards preventing the system from validating or reinforcing delusional beliefs or targeting

identifiable individuals; (d) implement safeguards preventing the system from presenting user-
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driven content as authoritative psychological or behavioral evaluation; (e) disclose clearly and
prominently the risks of psychological dependency, delusion reinforcement, and misuse of the
product; (f) implement and enforce meaningful intervention protocols, including the ability to
restrict, suspend, or terminate access for users exhibiting dangerous or escalating behavior; (g)
implement policies and procedures requiring prompt internal escalation, review, and intervention
upon receipt of credible reports of stalking, harassment, threats, or other harmful conduct
facilitated by the product; (h) preserve and act on prior safety flags, policy violations, and risk
classifications; and (i) submit to independent monitoring and periodic compliance audits.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Jane Doe prays for judgment against Defendants OpenAl
Foundation, OpenAl OpCo, LLC, OpenAl Holdings, LLC, and OpenAl Group PBC, and Samuel
Altman, jointly and severally, as follows:

1. For all damages recoverable by Plaintiff, including compensatory damages for
emotional distress, reputational harm, economic losses, and all other damages proven at
trial;

2. For punitive damages as permitted by law;

3. For injunctive relief requiring Defendants to: (a) cease providing unlicensed
psychology or therapy through ChatGPT; (b) prohibit the generation and dissemination of
clinical or diagnostic-style psychological or behavioral analyses of identifiable individuals;

(c) implement safeguards preventing the system from validating or reinforcing delusional
beliefs or targeting identifiable individuals; (d) implement safeguards preventing the
system from presenting user-driven content as authoritative psychological or behavioral
evaluation; (e) disclose clearly and prominently the risks of psychological dependency,
delusion reinforcement, and misuse of the product; (f) implement and enforce meaningful
intervention protocols, including the ability to restrict, suspend, or terminate access for
users exhibiting dangerous or escalating behavior; (g) implement policies and procedures
requiring prompt internal escalation, review, and intervention upon receipt of credible

reports of stalking, harassment, threats, or other harmful conduct facilitated by the product,
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including the use of account-level flagging, monitoring, and restriction mechanisms; (h)
implement systems to ensure that prior safety flags, policy violations, and risk
classifications are preserved, acted upon, and not disregarded or reversed without
documented review and justification; and (i) submit to independent monitoring and
periodic compliance audits to ensure adherence to these requirements;

4. For prejudgment interest as permitted by law;

5. For costs and expenses to the extent authorized by statute, contract, or other
law;

6. For reasonable attorneys’ fees as permitted by law, including under Code of
Civil Procedure § 1021.5; and

7. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

JURY TRIAL

Plaintiff demands a trial by jury for all issues so triable.
Respectfully submitted,

PLAINTIFF JANE DOE,

Dated: April 9, 2026 By: /s/ Ali Moghaddas

Ali Moghaddas (SBN 305654)
amoghaddas@edelson.com

EDELSON PC

11601 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1970
Los Angeles, California 90025

Tel: (310) 694-0331

Attorney for Plaintiff Jane Doe
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