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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

DESIGNATION FORM

Place of Accident, Incident, or Transaction: Lancaster Country Day School, 725 Hamilton Road, Lancaster, PA 17603

RELATED CASE IF ANY: Case Number: Judge:
1. Does this case involve property included in an earlier numbered suit? Yes I:I
2. Does this case involve a transaction or occurrence which was the subject of an earlier numbered suit? Yes I:I
3. Does this case involve the validity or infringement of a patent which was the subject of an earlier numbered suit? Yes I:I
4. s this case a second or successive habeas corpus petition, social security appeal, or pro se case filed by the same Yes I:I
individual?
5. Is this case related to an earlier numbered suit even though none of the above categories apply? Yes I:I

If yes, attach an explanation.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the within case [ ] is / [X is not related to any pending or previously terminated
action in this court.

Civil Litigation Categories

Federal Question Cases: B. Diversity Jurisdiction Cases:

1. Indemnity Contract, Marine Contract, and All Other Contracts) ] 1. Insurance Contract and Other Contracts
2. FELA Lo, Airplane Personal Injury

3. Jones Act-Personal Injury L] 3. Assault, Defamation

4. Antitrust L] 4. Marine Personal Injury

5. Wage and Hour Class Action/Collective Action L] 5. Motor Vehicle Personal Injury

6. Patent [ 6. Other Personal Injury (Please specify):

7. Copyright/Trademark L 7. Products Liability

8. Employment ] 8. All Other Diversity Cases: (Please specify)
9. Labor-Management Relations

10. Civil Rights

11. Habeas Corpus

12. Securities Cases

13. Social Security Review Cases

14. Qui Tam Cases

15. Cases Seeking Systemic Relief *see certification below*
16. All Other Federal Question Cases. (Please specify): 18 U.S.C. Sections 2255, 2256 and 2252A (childhood sexual abuse & Title IX (sex based discriminatior.

X 10000 0000O00oog =

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, that the remedy sought in this case [ does / M does not have implications
beyond the parties before the court and [_] does / [] does not seck to bar or mandate statewide or nationwide enforcement of a state or
federal law including a rule, regulation, policy, or order of the executive branch or a state or federal agency, whether by declaratory
judgment and/or any form of injunctive relief.

ARBITRATION CERTIFICATION (CHECK ONLY ONE BOX BELOW)
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief:
Pursuant to Local Civil Rule 53.2(3), this case is not eligible for arbitration either because (1) it seeks relief other than money damages; (2) the

money damages sought are in excess of $150,000 exclusive of interest and costs; (3) it is a social security case, includes a prisoner as a party, or alleges a
violation of a right secured by the U.S. Constitution, or (4) jurisdiction is based in whole or in part on 28 U.S.C. § 1343.

I:I None of the restrictions in Local Civil Rule 53.2 apply and this case is eligible for arbitration.

NOTE: A trial de novo will be by jury only if there has been compliance with F.R.C.P. 38.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

CASE MANAGEMENT TRACK DESIGNATION FORM

Jane Doe Student Plaintiffs 1-13, minors, ° - CIVIL ACTION
et al :
V.
Lancaster Country Day School, et al : NO.

In accordance with the Civil Justice Expense and Delay Reduction Plan of this court, counsel for
plaintiff shall complete a Case Management Track Designation Form in all civil cases at the time of
filing the complaint and serve a copy on all defendants. (See § 1:03 of the plan set forth on the reverse
side of this form.) In the event that a defendant does not agree with the plaintiff regarding said
designation, that defendant shall, with its first appearance, submit to the clerk of court and serve on
the plaintiff and all other parties, a Case Management Track Designation Form specifying the track
to which that defendant believes the case should be assigned.

SELECT ONE OF THE FOLLOWING CASE MANAGEMENT TRACKS:
(a) Habeas Corpus — Cases brought under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 through § 2255. ()

(b) Social Security — Cases requesting review of a decision of the Secretary of Health
and Human Services denying plaintiff Social Security Benefits. ()

(c) Arbitration — Cases required to be designated for arbitration under Local Civil Rule 53.2. ()

(d) Asbestos — Cases involving claims for personal injury or property damage from
exposure to asbestos. ()

(¢) Special Management — Cases that do not fall into tracks (a) through (d) that are
commonly referred to as complex and that need special or intense management by
the court. (See reverse side of this form for a detailed explanation of special

management cases.) ()
(f) Standard Management — Cases that do not fall into any one of the other tracks. £x)
June 15, 2026 Nadeem A. Bezar, Esq. Plaintiffs
Date Attorney-at-law Attorney for
215-772-1000 215-792-5524 nadeem.bezar@klinespecter.com
ﬂ_lephone FAX Number E-Mail Address

(Civ. 660) 10/02

American LegalNet, Inc. N
www.FormsWorkFlow.com )
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Civil Justice Expense and Delay Reduction Plan
Section 1:03 - Assignment to a Management Track

(a) The clerk of court will assign cases to tracks (a) through (d) based on the initial pleading.

(b) In all cases not appropriate for assignment by the clerk of court to tracks (a) through (d), the
plaintiff shall submit to the clerk of court and serve with the complaint on all defendants a case management
track designation form specifying that the plaintiff believes the case requires Standard Management or
Special Management. In the event that a defendant does not agree with the plaintiff regarding said
designation, that defendant shall, with its first appearance, submit to the clerk of court and serve on the
plaintiff and all other parties, a case management track designation form specifying the track to which that
defendant believes the case should be assigned.

(c) The court may, on its own initiative or upon the request of any party, change the track
assignment of any case at any time.

(d) Nothing in this Plan is intended to abrogate or limit a judicial officer's authority in any case
pending before that judicial officer, to direct pretrial and trial proceedings that are more stringent than those
of the Plan and that are designed to accomplish cost and delay reduction.

(e) Nothing in this Plan is intended to supersede Local Civil Rules 40.1 and 72.1, or the
procedure for random assignment of Habeas Corpus and Social Security cases referred to magistrate judges
of the court.

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT CASE ASSIGNMENTS
(See §1.02 (e) Management Track Definitions of the
Civil Justice Expense and Delay Reduction Plan)

Special Management cases will usually include that class of cases commonly referred to as "complex
litigation" as that term has been used in the Manuals for Complex Litigation. The first manual was prepared
in 1969 and the Manual for Complex Litigation Second, MCL 2d was prepared in 1985. This term is
intended to include cases that present unusual problems and require extraordinary treatment. See §0.1 of the
first manual. Cases may require special or intense management by the court due to one or more of the
following factors: (1) large number of parties; (2) large number of claims or defenses; (3) complex factual
issues; (4) large volume of evidence; (5) problems locating or preserving evidence; (6) extensive discovery;
(7) exceptionally long time needed to prepare for disposition; (8) decision needed within an exceptionally
short time; and (9) need to decide preliminary issues before final disposition. It may include two or more
related cases. Complex litigation typically includes such cases as antitrust cases; cases involving a large
number of parties or an unincorporated association of large membership; cases involving requests for
injunctive relief affecting the operation of large business entities; patent cases; copyright and trademark
cases; common disaster cases such as those arising from aircraft crashes or marine disasters; actions brought
by individual stockholders; stockholder's derivative and stockholder's representative actions; class actions or
potential class actions; and other civil (and criminal) cases involving unusual multiplicity or complexity of
factual issues. See §0.22 of the first Manual for Complex Litigation and Manual for Complex Litigation
Second, Chapter 33.

American LegalNet, Inc. 3
www.FormsWorkFlow.com
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

JANE DOE PLAINTIFFS 1-13, minors, by and through
their parents and natural guardians, JANE DOE PARENT
PLAINTIFES 1-18;

and

JANE DOE PARENT PLAINTIFFS 1-18, individually;
Plaintiffs,
V.
LANCASTER COUNTRY DAY SCHOOL
and

N.S., a minor, by and through his parents and natural
guardians, K.S. and W.S.;

and
K.S.and W.S.;
and

W.D., a minor, by and through his parents and natural
guardians, B.D. and D.D.;

and
B.D.and D.D,;
and

JOHN DOE AI COMPANIES 1-10,
Defendants.

Civil Action No.

COMPLAINT

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
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COMPLAINT

1. This case arises from an extended, catastrophic institutional failure. For months,
dozens of minor female students at Lancaster Country Day School (“LCDS” or “the School”) were
forced to go to high school while “deepfake” nude images of them were circulating within the
school community. The two perpetrators, N.S. and W.D., used Al image-generation platforms to
create approximately 350 sexually explicit deepfake images of at least 59 minor girls, sourcing the
underlying photographs from school photos, yearbooks, Instagram, TikTok, and FaceTime chats.
The images depicted the victims’ real faces morphed onto pornographic depictions of nude female
bodies.

2. This humiliating ordeal ruined the girls’ high school experience and inflicted
emotional harm they will carry with them for the rest of their lives. It also caused severe emotional
distress for the girls’ parents, who were powerless to stop these Al-generated pornographic images
of their daughters from spreading.

3. For months, LCDS knew that Al-generated pornography was spreading through the
School but did nothing to protect its female students. What’s worse, LCDS actively obstructed the
investigation and covered up what was happening, thus depriving its students and their parents of
the ability to protect themselves or report these crimes to law enforcement. As a direct result of
LCDS’s failure to act, the abuse continued unabated for several months. When questioned by
concerned parents about the School’s failure to act, Lindsay Deibler-Wallace, Assistant Head of
Upper School, told the parents that “boys will be boys.”

4. The victims’ suffering is profound and ongoing. Among other things, they have

suffered anxiety and panic attacks, depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, an inability to focus
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on schoolwork, loss of trust, a persistent fear that the images may resurface in ways beyond their
control, and physical manifestations of this emotional distress.
5. Plaintiffs bring this Complaint to seek justice, including compensatory and punitive

damages, and all other available relief, for the injuries caused by the Defendants’ unlawful

conduct.
THE PARTIES
A. Plaintiffs
6. Jane Doe Plaintiffs 1-13 (the “Student Plaintiffs”) were, at all relevant times, minor

female students at Lancaster Country Day School. The Student Plaintiffs appear in this action
through their parents and natural guardians, the Jane Doe Parent Plaintiffs. Their identities are
withheld from this public filing to protect their privacy. The Student Plaintiffs may be contacted
through their undersigned counsel. Plaintiffs will promptly move the Court for leave to proceed
under pseudonyms given the risk of severe harm should the victims’ names become public. Doe

v. Megless, 654 F.3d 404 (3d Cir. 2011); Doe v. Evans, 202 F.R.D. 173 (E.D. Pa. 2001).

7. Jane Doe Parent Plaintiffs 1-18 (the “Parent Plaintiffs”) are the parents and natural
guardians of the Student Plaintiffs. They bring claims on behalf of their daughters and in their
individual capacity for the harms they suffered as a result of Defendants’ conduct, including severe
emotional distress arising from the victimization of their minor children. Their identities are
withheld from this public filing to protect their privacy and that of their daughters. The Parent
Plaintiffs may be contacted through their undersigned counsel. Plaintiffs will promptly move the
Court for leave to proceed under pseudonyms given the risk of severe harm should the victims’
names become public. Doe v. Megless, 654 F.3d 404 (3d Cir. 2011); Doe v. Evans, 202 F.R.D. 173

(E.D. Pa. 2001).
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B. Defendants

8. Defendant Lancaster Country Day School (“LCDS”) is a private, independent,
coeducational PreK—12 school located at 725 Hamilton Road, Lancaster, Pennsylvania 17603. At
all times material hereto, this Defendant was engaged, through its actual agents, ostensible agents,
servants, partners and/or employees, in the provision of education services to Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs
are asserting negligence claims against this Defendant. A claim is also being asserted against this
Defendant for the negligence of its actual agents, apparent agents, ostensible agents, servants,
partners, and/or employees, including teachers, counselors, school administrators, and other staff,

all of whom were acting within the scope of their employment, including but not limited to:

e Matthew Micciche, Head of School

e Jennifer Gabriel, Head of Upper School

e Lindsay Deibler-Wallace, Assistant Head of Upper School
e Megan Reed, Assistant Head of School

e LJ Bloom, President of the Board until November 2024

e Angela Alhadeff, President of the Board beginning November 2024

9. At all relevant times, LCDS received and accepted federal financial assistance,
including but not limited to participation in federal programs and the receipt of federal funds
through the E-Rate program administered by the Federal Communications Commission, the
federal Paycheck Protection Program, and other federally funded programs. LCDS is therefore a
recipient of federal financial assistance for purposes of Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972,20 U.S.C. § 1681 et seq., and other applicable federal statutes.

10. Defendant N.S. is a minor male who was, at all relevant times, a student at LCDS.

He is sued by and through his parents and natural guardians, W.S. and K.S. (collectively, the “S.

4
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Parents”). The S. Parents are also sued in their individual capacities for their own negligence in
supervising their minor child and for parental liability. Their initials are used in this filing in lieu

of their full names to protect the identity of minor Defendant N.S.

11. Defendant W.D. is a minor male who was, at all relevant times, a student at LCDS.
He is sued individually and by and through his parents and natural guardians, D.D. and B.D.
(collectively, the “D. Parents”). The D. Parents are also sued in their individual capacities for their
own negligence in supervising their minor child and for parental liability. Their initials are used in

this filing in lieu of their full names to protect the identity of minor Defendant W.D.

12. Defendants John Doe Al Companies 1 through 10 (the “Al Company Defendants™)
are currently unknown entities, including corporations, limited liability companies, partnerships,
or other business organizations, that own, operate, develop, maintain, and/or distribute one or more
artificial intelligence image-generation platforms, applications, or services that were used by N.S.
and/or W.D. to create, edit, share, and/or disseminate the sexually explicit deepfake images at issue
in this case. These entities’ identities, organizational forms, and places of business are not yet
ascertained and will be identified through discovery. Upon information and belief, one or more of
the AI Company Defendants failed to implement adequate age-verification measures, content-
filtering systems, crime prevention measures, or terms-of-service enforcement mechanisms that
would have prevented minors from using their platforms to generate Child Sexual Abuse Material
(“CSAM”). Plaintiffs reserve the right to amend this Complaint to name these entities upon
identification.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

13.  This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ federal claims pursuant

to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, as those claims arise under the laws of the United States, including Title IX
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of the Education Amendments of 1972, 20 U.S.C. § 1681 et seq.; and 18 U.S.C. § 2255 (civil
remedy for victims of child sexual exploitation).

14. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiffs’ state law claims pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. § 1367, as those claims form part of the same case or controversy as the federal
claims.

15. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) because a
substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claims occurred within the Eastern

District of Pennsylvania and the Defendants reside in this District.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

A. Lancaster Country Day School and Its Mandatory Reporting Obligations

16. LCDS is a private, college-preparatory school that holds itself out as providing a
safe, nurturing, and academically rigorous environment for its students. The School employs
numerous teachers, administrators, counselors, and other staff who work with students on a regular
basis.

17. Under the Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law (“CPSL”), 23 Pa. C.S. §
6311, each of these school employees is a mandated reporter who is required, upon having
reasonable cause to suspect that a child has been or is being subjected to child abuse, to
immediately report that suspicion to the Pennsylvania ChildLine at 1-800-932-0313 and to law
enforcement.

18.  Under 23 Pa. C.S. § 6314, a mandated reporter’s obligation to report is personal
and non-delegable. A mandated reporter may not assume that someone else has made or will make

the required report.
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19. LCDS also participated in Pennsylvania’s Safe2Say Something (“S2SS”) program,
a statewide anonymous safety reporting system funded and operated through the Pennsylvania
Office of the Attorney General. Under S2SS protocols and LCDS’s own stated policies, the School
maintained a designated S2SS team of administrators and counselors who were responsible for
receiving S2SS tips, triaging the reports, coordinating with law enforcement, and managing the
School’s response. By participating in the S2SS program, LCDS voluntarily undertook the
affirmative duty to investigate, report, and appropriately respond to Safe2Say tips it received.
B. The Safe2Say Tip and the School’s Failure to Report

20.  Defendant W.D. matriculated to LCDS as a mid-year admit in 2022. Defendant
W.D. had a history of behavioral issues prior to ever matriculating at LCDS. When W.D. applied
to LCDS, school administrators at W.D.’s prior school contacted administrators at LCDS and
warned them not to admit W.D. because of, among other things, a history of inappropriate behavior
and academic dishonesty. These warnings went unheeded. Indeed, LCDS conducted no additional
investigation after receiving this warning about W.D. Nor did they implement any heightened
supervision, warnings, or other safeguards after allowing W.D. to enter their school community.

21. Defendant W.D.’s misbehavior continued after he was admitted to LCDS. For
example, Defendant W.D. was suspended from LCDS after using a homophobic slur toward a gay
teacher.

22. By November 2023 at the latest, Defendant W.D., aided and abetted by his
classmate Defendant N.S., had begun using artificial intelligence image-generation platforms to
create sexually explicit deepfake images of their minor female classmates. The images were

created using photographs taken from social media and other sources without the victims’
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knowledge or consent. They were distributed using internet services including but not limited to
Discord, again without the victims’ knowledge or consent.

23. Upon information and belief, N.S. and W.D. created the images by taking the
victims’ source images and using Al software to create images where the subjects appear to be
naked. N.S. and W.D. then disseminated these “deepfake” nude images via the internet.

24. In November 2023, an anonymous tip was submitted to LCDS through the S2SS
program. The tip reported that a student was using artificial intelligence technology to generate
nude images of his classmates.

25. The S2SS tip was received by members of the LCDS S2SS team, all of whom were
mandated reporters under Pennsylvania law. The tip described conduct constituting child sexual
abuse under the CPSL and federal law—specifically, the production and/or possession of child
sexual abuse material involving minor students.

26.  Despite receiving this tip, no LCDS administrator or staff member reported the
suspected child abuse to ChildLine, to the Manheim Township Police Department, or to any other
law enforcement agency. The School instead conducted a wholly inadequate internal
“investigation” that consisted of little more than interviewing the accused student, who predictably
denied the allegation.

217. The School did not interview other students, did not review any electronic devices
(school-issued or personal), did not notify the parents of any potential victims, and did not contact
law enforcement.

28.  Asaconsequence of the School’s failure to act, the abuse was permitted to continue
for several months, during which a significant number of additional sexually explicit Al-generated

images of minor female students were created and distributed.
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C. Continued Abuse During the School’s Period of Inaction

29. From November 2023 through at least May 2024, N.S. and W.D. continued to use
artificial intelligence image-generation platforms to create sexually explicit deepfake images of
their minor female classmates.

30. In total, N.S. and W.D. created at least 350 sexually explicit deepfake images
depicting at least 59 minor girls under the age of 18. For certain individual victims, dozens of
separate images were created. The images depicted the victims’ real faces and bodies morphed
onto pornographic, nude depictions and constituted child sexual abuse material under 18 U.S.C.
§§ 2256 and 2252A.

31. The images were shared and exchanged among the perpetrators and, upon
information and belief, were distributed beyond them, including through a Discord group chat and
other messaging platforms.

32. This additional victimization was a direct and foreseeable result of LCDS’s
inaction. Had LCDS taken appropriate action when it first learned of this conduct, the additional
victimization that occurred after November 2023 would never have occurred.

33. On May 29, 2024, the Manheim Township Police Department received a report that
a student at LCDS may be distributing inappropriate photos of classmates. That report—made by
a concerned parent, not the School—was the only police report filed concerning the Al-generated

child sexual abuse material at LCDS.

34.  In the days immediately following, the LCDS upper school was in a state of acute
panic and disruption related to the Al-generated images. The School still failed to expel either

perpetrator.
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35. Between May 2024 and the filing of this action, LCDS engaged in a sustained
pattern of misconduct that obstructed the criminal investigation, discouraged students from
discussing the incident with law enforcement, kept information from parents, and otherwise denied
victims the support and information to which they were entitled. When questioned about the
School’s failure to act, Lindsay Deibler-Wallace, Assistant Head of Upper School, told concerned

parents that “boys will be boys.”

36. LCDS’s negligence was carried out by, among other things, the following
individuals, all of whom oversaw, led, and/or participated in LCDS’ negligent investigation,

response to, and cover-up of the deepfake pornography crisis occurring at the school:

e Matthew Micciche, Head of School

e Jennifer Gabriel, Head of Upper School

e Lindsay Deibler-Wallace, Assistant Head of Upper School
e Megan Reed, Assistant Head of School

e LJ Bloom, President of the Board until November 2024

e Angela Alhadeff, President of the Board beginning November 2024

37. In late 2024, the victims and their parents were brought into the Susquehanna
Regional Police Department to confirm that they are the individuals depicted in the deepfake
pornography. For the first time, these victims and their parents witnessed with their own eyes the
grotesque deepfake images of them that had been circulating in their school for several months.

Viewing these images caused severe emotional distress for both the students and their parents.

38. In March 2025, Defendants N.S. and W.D. pleaded guilty to 59 felony counts of

sexual abuse of children and criminal conspiracy.

10
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D. The AI Company Defendants

39. Upon information and belief, N.S. and/or W.D. used one or more Al image-
generation platforms operated by the John Doe Al Company Defendants to create the sexually
explicit deepfake images at issue. These platforms enabled users to upload real photographs of
individuals and, through Al processing, generate sexually explicit composite images.

40. Upon information and belief, the Al Company Defendants knew or should have
known that their platforms were being used to generate non-consensual intimate imagery and
CSAM involving minors. The AI Company Defendants failed to implement reasonable safeguards
including, without limitation: (a) adequate age-verification systems to prevent minors from
accessing or using the platforms; (b) effective content-moderation systems capable of detecting
and preventing the generation of sexually explicit images of minors; (¢) adequate terms-of-service
enforcement mechanisms; and (d) reporting mechanisms for identifying and reporting CSAM to
the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children (“NCMEC”) as required by 18 U.S.C. §
2258A.

41. The platforms used and the specific identities of the AI Company Defendants are
not yet known or knowable to Plaintiffs through exercise of reasonable diligence and will be
determined through discovery.

42. As adirect and proximate result of Defendants’ conduct, Plaintiffs have
suffered, and continue to suffer, the following damages, injuries, and losses, all or
some of which are ongoing and permanent in nature:

a) Anxiety
b) Depression

c) Post-traumatic stress disorder

11
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d)
€)
f)
g
h)
i)
i),
k)

D

Hypervigilance

Insomnia

Sleep disturbances

Nightmares

Recurrent headaches

Physical manifestations of emotional trauma
Physical illness

Nausea

Vomiting

m) Panic attacks

n)
0)
p)

q)

Dizziness

Rapid heartbeat

Hyperventilation

Loss of appetite/disordered eating
Inability to concentrate

Decline in academic performance
Missed instruction

Impaired educational development

Page 17 of 41

v) Diminished future academic and professional prospects

w) Social withdrawal and isolation from peer relationships

X)
y)
z)

Loss of trust in others
Feelings of guilt and shame

Body dysmorphia

12
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aa) Violation of bodily integrity and personal dignity

bb) Violation of privacy and right to control one's own image and likeness

cc) Humiliation

dd) Shock

ee) Loss of enjoyment of life

ff) Loss of childhood normalcy and innocence

gg) Ongoing and persistent fear that the images may resurface and cause future
harm to their personal, academic, and professional life

hh) Costs of psychological counseling, trauma therapy, and related medical care,
past and future

i1) Such other damages as may be revealed through discovery and proven at trial.

CAUSES OF ACTION

COUNT I - NEGLIGENCE
(Student Plaintiffs v. N.S. and W.D.)

43. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

44.  N.S. and W.D. owed a duty of reasonable care to the Student Plaintiffs and other
female students at LCDS not to engage in conduct that would cause them harm, including
refraining from creating, distributing, or possessing sexually explicit images created using their
classmates’ likenesses without consent.

45. N.S. and W.D. breached that duty by deliberately and repeatedly using Al image-

generation technology to create sexually explicit deepfake images of the Student Plaintiffs and

13
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other minor female students, by collecting and using intimate and non-intimate photographs of
their classmates without consent, and by sharing those images among themselves and others.

46. As a direct and proximate result of N.S.’s and W.D.’s breach of duty, the Plaintiffs
suffered and continue to suffer severe emotional distress, psychological harm, humiliation,
reputational harm, loss of privacy, and other compensable damages.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems

just and proper.

COUNT II - NEGLIGENCE PER SE
(Student Plaintiffs v. N.S. and W.D.)

47.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

48.  Atthe time of the conduct alleged herein, it was a violation of federal law, including
18 U.S.C. §§ 2252A and 2256, to produce, possess, distribute, or receive child sexual abuse
material, including Al-generated images that depict minors engaging in sexually explicit conduct.
It was also a violation of Pennsylvania law, including 18 Pa. C.S. §§ 6312 and 6321, to create,
distribute, or possess sexually explicit images of minors. These statutes were enacted for the
protection of individuals such as the Student Plaintiffs from precisely the type of harm she suffered.

49.  N.S. and W.D. violated these statutes by creating sexually explicit Al-generated
images depicting the Student Plaintiffs and by distributing and/or sharing those images.

50. These violations constitute negligence per se under Pennsylvania law.

51. As a direct and proximate result of these statutory violations, the Student Plaintiffs

suffered and continue to suffer severe and lasting damages as set forth herein.

14
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT III — CIVIL LIABILITY FOR SEXUAL EXPLOITATION OF A MINOR,

18 U.S.C. § 2255
(Student Plaintiffs v. N.S. and W.D.)

52. Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

53. 18 U.S.C. § 2255 provides a civil cause of action for any person who, while a minor,
was a victim of a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A (which prohibits the production, possession,
distribution, and receipt of child pornography, including Al-generated child sexual abuse material)
and who suffers personal injury as a result of such violation, to bring a civil action in an appropriate
district court of the United States and shall recover the actual damages such person sustains and
the cost of the suit, including a reasonable attorney’s fee.

54. The Student Plaintiffs were minors at all relevant times. The images created by N.S.
and W.D. constituted visual depictions of minors engaging in sexually explicit conduct within the
meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 2256, including Al-generated images that are, or are indistinguishable
from, depictions of minors engaging in sexually explicit conduct.

55.  N.S. and W.D. violated 18 U.S.C. § 2252A by producing, possessing, and
distributing child sexual abuse material involving the Student Plaintiffs and other minor victims
and transmitting them using means or facilities of interstate commerce including internet-
connected computers and devices.

56. As a direct and proximate result of those violations, the Student Plaintiffs suffered

personal injuries as alleged herein, including but not limited to severe emotional distress,

15



Case 2:26-cv-04120 Document1l Filed 06/15/26 Page 21 of 41

psychological trauma, and reputational harm. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover actual damages,
costs, attorney’s fees, and the statutory minimum damages provided under 18 U.S.C. § 2255.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT IV — INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(Student Plaintiffs v. N.S. and W.D.)

57.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

58.  Defendants N.S and W.D.’s conduct was intentional and deliberate. They made a
calculated, sustained effort over an extended period to create, collect, and distribute sexually
explicit Al-generated images of their female classmates.

59. The conduct was extreme and outrageous beyond all bounds of decency tolerated
in a civilized society. Creating and distributing hundreds of sexually explicit images of dozens of
high school girls, including images generated from stolen photographs of their classmates, without
their knowledge or consent, and targeting the girls for the purpose of sexual exploitation,
constitutes conduct of the most egregious nature. Defendants even surreptitiously captured images
during private video calls, thus emphasizing the premeditated and outrageous nature of their
conduct.

60. As a direct and proximate result of this extreme and outrageous conduct, the
Student Plaintiffs suffered severe emotional distress and physical sequelae described herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems

just and proper.

16
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COUNT V - NEGLIGENCE
(Student Plaintiffs v. the S. Parents and the D. Parents)

61.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

62. The S. Parents and D. Parents each owed a duty of reasonable care to supervise
their respective minor child and to take reasonable precautions to prevent their child from engaging
in tortious and illegal conduct that could cause harm to third parties.

63.  Upon information and belief, the S. Parents and/or D. Parents knew or should have
known that their child had access to internet-connected devices, Al platforms, and social media
accounts through which the subject conduct was carried out, and that, given their child’s prior
history of concerning behaviors (including prior disciplinary issues known to or knowable by the
parents), there existed a particular need for heightened supervision of their child’s online activities.
Further, the S. Parents and D. Parents were made aware of the children’s conduct after the first
S2SS tip was received, yet failed to adequately supervise their children to prevent further harm
even after being specifically alerted of the wrongful conduct.

64. The S. Parents and D. Parents breached their duty of reasonable supervision by,
among other things: (a) failing to adequately monitor their minor child’s use of internet-connected
devices and Al platforms; (b) failing to install or maintain parental controls or oversight
mechanisms on devices under their household’s control; (c) failing to supervise their child’s online
activities despite knowledge of prior concerning behaviors; and (d) permitting their child
unsupervised access to technology that enabled the creation of the unlawful images.

65. As a direct and proximate result of the parents’ failure to exercise reasonable
supervision over their respective minor child, the Student Plaintiffs suffered and continue to suffer

the damages described herein.

17
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT VI - NEGLIGENCE
(Student Plaintiffs v. Lancaster Country Day School)

66.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

67.  LCDS owed a duty of reasonable care to the Student Plaintiffs and other students
in its care. As a school that stood in loco parentis with respect to its enrolled students, LCDS
assumed a heightened duty to protect students from foreseeable harm and to take reasonable
measures to prevent abuse and exploitation of students entrusted to its supervision.

68.  LCDS breached its duty of care in multiple independent respects, including without

limitation:

(a) Failing to take reasonable measures to protect student victims of Al-generated nude
images;

(b) Failing to implement reasonable policies and procedures to avoid and/or mitigate
harm to students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude
images;

(c) Failing to use reasonable care to ensure that students would not harm classmates
using school-issued devices, on school property, and/or on school internet
connection, including by creating and disseminating Al-generated nude images;

(d) Failing to use reasonable care when hiring, training, and supervising staff to ensure
they take appropriate actions when faced with student-on-student misconduct,

including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

18
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(e) Failing to adequately report the November 2023 S2SS tip regarding Al-generated
nude images of students to law enforcement, ChildLine, or any other appropriate
authority, as required by law and by reasonable institutional practice;

(f) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting and supervising students to ensure
that students will not harm classmates, including by creating and dissemination Al-
generated nude images;

(g) Conducting a wholly inadequate “investigation” of reported misconduct by
students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(h) Failing to notify the parents of any potential victim following the November 2023
report;

(1) Failing to preserve or review electronic evidence on school-issued devices
following receipt of the S2SS tip;

(j) Failing to timely contact law enforcement;

(k) Obstructing law enforcement’s investigation by refusing to provide a school
yearbook and failing to respond to the investigating detective’s requests;

(1) Instructing and discouraging victims and their families from seeking assistance
from law enforcement;

(m)Failing to implement and enforce adequate policies and procedures governing
Safe2Say Something reports and mandatory reporting obligations;

(n) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting students who may pose a danger to
classmates;

(0) Admitting a student with a known prior history of concerning behaviors and

thereafter failing to appropriately monitor that student’s conduct;
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(p) Failing to provide adequate support, counseling, and resources to the victims
following the abuse;

(q) Otherwise failing to use due care under the circumstances.

69. As a direct and proximate result of LCDS’s negligence, the Student Plaintiffs and
other victims suffered and continue to suffer the damages described herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT VII - NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(Student Plaintiffs v. Lancaster Country Day School)

70.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

71. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant Lancaster Country Day School owed a
special duty of care to the Student Plaintiffs by virtue of the school-student relationship, whereby
Defendant assumed responsibility for the safety, supervision, welfare, and protection of students
entrusted to its care during the school day and in connection with school activities.

72. This special relationship gave rise to a duty on the part of Defendant to take
reasonable steps to protect student Plaintiffs from foreseeable harm, including harm arising from
the creation and distribution of sexually explicit imagery generated using the likenesses of its
students, of which Defendant had actual and/or constructive knowledge no later than November
2023.

73.  Defendant breached that duty in multiple independent respects, including without

limitation:
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(a) Failing to take reasonable measures to protect student victims of Al-generated nude
images;

(b) Failing to implement reasonable policies and procedures to avoid and/or mitigate
harm to students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude
images;

(c) Failing to use reasonable care that students would not harm classmates using
school-issued devices, on school property, and/or on school internet connection,
including by creating and disseminating Al-generated nude images;

(d) Failing to use reasonable care when hiring, training, and supervising staff to ensure
they take appropriate actions when faced with student-on-student misconduct,
including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(e) Failing to adequately report the November 2023 S2SS tip regarding Al-generated
nude images of students to law enforcement, ChildLine, or any other appropriate
authority, as required by law and by reasonable institutional practice;

(f) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting and supervising students to ensure
that students will not harm classmates, including by creating and dissemination Al-
generated nude images;

(g) Conducting a wholly inadequate “investigation” of reported misconduct by
students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(h) Failing to notify the parents of any potential victim following the November 2023
report;

(i) Failing to preserve or review electronic evidence on school-issued devices

following receipt of the S2SS tip;
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(j) Failing to timely contact law enforcement;

(k) Obstructing law enforcement’s investigation by refusing to provide a school
yearbook and failing to respond to the investigating detective’s requests;

(1) Instructing and discouraging victims and their families from seeking assistance
from law enforcement;

(m)Failing to implement and enforce adequate policies and procedures governing
Safe2Say Something reports and mandatory reporting obligations;

(n) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting students who may pose a danger to
classmates;

(0) Admitting a student with a known prior history of concerning behaviors and
thereafter failing to appropriately monitor that student’s conduct;

(p) Failing to provide adequate support, counseling, and resources to the victims
following the abuse;

(q) Otherwise failing to use due care under the circumstances.

As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s breach of its duty of care, student

suffered serious and documented emotional distress, the physical symptoms of which

include but are not limited to anxiety, disrupted sleep, loss of appetite, recurrent headaches,

hypervigilance, inability to concentrate, and academic decline.

75.

The emotional distress suffered by the Student Plaintiffs is severe, ongoing, and has

caused physical harm, including the somatic and neurological manifestations described herein,

satisfying

the requirements for recovery under Pennsylvania law.
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT VIII - NEGLIGENCE PER SE
(Student Plaintiffs v. Lancaster Country Day School)

76.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

77. The Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law (“CPSL”), 23 Pa. C.S. §§ 6301 et
seq., imposes mandatory reporting obligations on all school employees, including administrators,
teachers, counselors, and staff. Under 23 Pa. C.S. § 6311, a mandated reporter who has reasonable
cause to suspect that a child has been subjected to child abuse, which expressly includes the
creation of sexually explicit depictions of a child, must immediately report that suspicion to
ChildLine and to local law enforcement.

78. The CPSL’s mandatory reporting provisions were enacted to protect minor children
from precisely the category of harm suffered by the Student Plaintiffs and other victims: the failure
of those in positions of authority and responsibility to take timely action to stop ongoing child
sexual abuse and exploitation. The victims are members of the class the statute was designed to
protect.

79. LCDS’s S2SS team members, administrators, counselors, and other staff who
received or had knowledge of the November 2023 S2SS tip were mandatory reporters under the
CPSL. Upon receiving a credible tip that a student had created nude images of minor female
students using artificial intelligence — conduct constituting child sexual abuse under Pennsylvania
and federal law — these individuals were legally required to immediately report to ChildLine and

to law enforcement.
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80. LCDS and its employees and agents violated the CPSL’s mandatory reporting

provisions at least as early as November 2023, and this failure continued at all relevant times.

81. These statutory violations constitute negligence per se under Pennsylvania law,
establishing breach of duty as a matter of law. As a direct and proximate result of LCDS’s violation
of its mandatory reporting obligations, the Student Plaintiffs and other victims suffered the harm
described herein, including harm that would not have occurred had timely reports been made as
required.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT IX — VIOLATION OF TITLE IX
(Student Plaintiffs v. Lancaster Country Day School)

82.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

83. Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, 20 U.S.C. § 1681(a), provides that
no person shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity receiving Federal
financial assistance.

84. At all relevant times, LCDS received federal financial assistance within the
meaning of Title IX, including through the E-Rate program, the Paycheck Protection Program,
and/or other federal funding programs, and is therefore subject to Title IX’s requirements.

85. The conduct of N.S. and W.D. constituted severe, pervasive, and objectively
offensive sexual harassment of the Student Plaintiffs on the basis of their sex, within the meaning

of Davis v. Monroe County Board of Education, 526 U.S. 629 (1999). The targeted female students
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were exclusively victimized on the basis of their sex. No male students were subjected to this
treatment.

86. This harassment was so severe, pervasive, and objectively offensive that it
effectively deprived the Student Plaintiffs and other victims of equal access to the educational
opportunities and benefits provided by LCDS, including by causing severe anxiety, loss of
concentration, difficulty focusing on schoolwork, decline in academic performance,
disengagement from the school environment, loss of trust in the school environment, and the
persistent psychological burden of knowing that sexually explicit fabricated images of themselves
existed and could resurface.

87. LCDS had actual notice of the harassment no later than November 2023, when the
S2SS tip was received by the School.

88. LCDS’s response to the reported harassment was unreasonable in light of the
known circumstances and constituted deliberate indifference. Specifically, LCDS failed to take
any meaningful investigative steps after receiving the S2SS tip; failed to report the perpetrators to
law enforcement; failed to remove the perpetrators from the school environment; failed to prevent
further distribution of harmful material; failed to notify victims, their parents, or law enforcement;
declared the investigation “concluded” without any meaningful inquiry; actively discouraged
victims from seeking law enforcement assistance; obstructed the police investigation by
withholding information and the school yearbook; and failed to implement any anti-harassment
measures or remedial steps that would have prevented and/or mitigated the harm.

89.  LCDS’s deliberate indifference caused the Student Plaintiffs to suffer the severe

psychological, educational, and personal harms described herein.
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90. LCDS is liable to the Student Plaintiffs for damages under Title IX, including
compensatory damages for all harm caused by its deliberate indifference to student-on-student
sexual harassment.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT X — CIVIL LIABILITY UNDER 18 U.S.C. § 2255
(Student Plaintiffs v. LCDS and John Doe AI Companies 1-10)

91.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

92. 18 U.S.C. § 2255 provides a civil cause of action for any person who, while a minor,
was a victim of a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A (which prohibits the production, possession,
distribution, and receipt of child pornography, including Al-generated child sexual abuse material)
and who suffers personal injury as a result of such violation, to bring a civil action in an appropriate
district court of the United States and shall recover the actual damages such person sustains and
the cost of the suit, including a reasonable attorney’s fee.

93. The John Doe Al Company Defendants, upon information and belief, provided the
instrumentality through which the CSAM was produced. Electronic service providers, including
providers of Al image-generation services, have a duty under 18 U.S.C. § 2258A to report apparent
CSAM to NCMEC. Upon information and belief, one or more of the AI Company Defendants
failed to comply with this reporting obligation. Additionally, by operating platforms without
adequate safeguards — and by knowingly or recklessly enabling users to generate CSAM — the
Al Company Defendants are liable under applicable federal and state law for their contribution to

the Student Plaintiffs’ injuries.
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94, As a result of these statutory violations, Student Plaintiffs suffered the injuries
described herein.

95. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover actual damages, costs of suit, and reasonable
attorneys’ fees against LCDS and the Al Company Defendants as provided under 18 U.S.C. §
2255.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems
just and proper.

COUNT XI - NEGLIGENCE
(Student Plaintiffs v. John Doe Al Companies 1-10)

96.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as if fully set forth
herein.

97. The AI Company Defendants owed a duty of reasonable care to minor users and to
third-party individuals whose likenesses might foreseeably be processed through their platforms,
to implement reasonable safeguards to prevent their services from being used to generate child
sexual abuse material or other nonconsensual sexual imagery.

98. The risk that Al image-generation platforms would be used to create non-
consensual sexually explicit imagery — including CSAM — was foreseeable, and has been widely
recognized in the technology industry, by law enforcement, and by lawmakers. The Al Company
Defendants knew or should have known of this risk.

99. The Al Company Defendants breached their duty of care by failing to implement
adequate: (a) age-verification systems; (b) content-moderation technology capable of detecting

and blocking the generation of sexually explicit depictions of minors; (c) guardrails to prevent the
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creation of sexually explicit imagery; (d) terms-of-service enforcement mechanisms; and (e)
NCMEUC reporting procedures as required by 18 U.S.C. § 2258A.

100. As adirect and proximate result of the Al Company Defendants’ negligence, N.S.
and W.D. were able to use their platforms to create the sexually explicit deepfake images at issue,
causing the Student Plaintiffs to suffer the damages described herein.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendants for compensatory
damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such other relief as this Court deems

just and proper.

COUNT XII — NEGLIGENCE
(Parent Plaintiffs v. Defendant Lancaster Country Day School)

101.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully set forth
herein.

102.  Atall times relevant hereto, Defendant Lancaster Country Day School owed a duty
of care to Parent Plaintiffs arising from the special relationship between the School and the families
who entrusted their minor children to Defendant’s care, supervision, and protection, and who paid
tuition in exchange for, among other things, Defendant’s express and implied representations
regarding student safety and welfare.

103. Defendant owed a further duty of care to Parent Plaintiffs by virtue of its voluntary
assumption of responsibility for the safety and wellbeing of their minor children during school
hours and school-related activities, and its undertaking to communicate with parents regarding
material threats to their children’s welfare.

104. Defendant breached its duty of care to Parent Plaintiffs by, among other things:

(a) Failing to take reasonable measures to protect student victims of Al-generated nude
images;
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(b) Failing to implement reasonable policies and procedures to avoid and/or mitigate
harm to students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude
images;

(c) Failing to use reasonable care that students would not harm classmates using
school-issued devices, on school property, and/or on school internet connection,
including by creating and disseminating Al-generated nude images;

(d) Failing to use reasonable care when hiring, training, and supervising staff to ensure
they take appropriate actions when faced with student-on-student misconduct,
including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(e) Failing to adequately report the November 2023 S2SS tip regarding Al-generated
nude images of students to law enforcement, ChildLine, or any other appropriate
authority, as required by law and by reasonable institutional practice;

(f) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting and supervising students to ensure
that students will not harm classmates, including by creating and dissemination Al-
generated nude images;

(g) Conducting a wholly inadequate “investigation” of reported misconduct by
students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(h) Failing to notify the parents of any potential victim following the November 2023
report;

(i) Failing to preserve or review electronic evidence on school-issued devices
following receipt of the S2SS tip;

(j) Failing to timely contact law enforcement;
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(k) Obstructing law enforcement’s investigation by refusing to provide a school
yearbook and failing to respond to the investigating detective’s requests;

(1) Instructing and discouraging victims and their families from seeking assistance
from law enforcement;

(m)Failing to implement and enforce adequate policies and procedures governing
Safe2Say Something reports and mandatory reporting obligations;

(n) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting students who may pose a danger to
classmates;

(o) Admitting a student with a known prior history of concerning behaviors and
thereafter failing to appropriately monitor that student’s conduct;

(p) Failing to provide adequate support, counseling, and resources to the victims
following the abuse;

(q) Otherwise failing to use due care under the circumstances.

105. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s breach, Parent Plaintiffs have
suffered damages including but not limited to: costs of psychological counseling and trauma
therapy for their minor children; lost wages and income lost due to time devoted to managing the
crisis caused by Defendant’s failures; loss of their minor children’s services and companionship;
severe emotional distress; and physical injuries including but not limited to anxiety, headaches,
sleep dysregulation, insomnia, hyperventilation, and loss of concentration.

106. Defendant’s breach was the direct and proximate cause of all damages suffered by
Parent Plaintiffs, as the harm was a foreseeable consequence of Defendant’s failure to fulfill its

duties of care.
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WHEREFORE, Parent Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendant Lancaster Country
Day School for compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such

other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

COUNT XIII — NEGLIGENCE PER SE
(Parent Plaintiffs v. Defendant Lancaster Country Day School)

107.  Parent Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

108. Pennsylvania’s Child Protective Services Law, 23 Pa. C.S. § 6311 et seq., imposes
mandatory reporting obligations on school employees and administrators who have reasonable
cause to suspect that a child has been subjected to abuse, including sexual exploitation and the
creation of sexually explicit imagery involving minors.

109. At all times relevant hereto, Defendant’s employees, administrators, and agents
were mandatory reporters under the CPSL and had reasonable cause to suspect, and in fact knew,
that minor students in Defendant’s care had been subjected to abuse within the meaning of the
statute, no later than November 2023.

110. Defendant, through its employees, administrators, and agents, violated the CPSL
by failing to report the known or suspected abuse to law enforcement or child protective services.

111. Parent Plaintiffs are members of the class of persons the CPSL was designed to
protect, namely, legal guardians of children who rely on school mandated reports to report abuse
of their children when those children are within the school’s care, and who suffer ongoing harm
as a direct consequence of the failure to report.

112.  The harm suffered by Parent Plaintiffs is of the type the CPSL was designed to

prevent. Had Defendant fulfilled its mandatory reporting obligations, the abusive images would
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have stopped and the injuries suffered by the Parent Plaintiffs would have been avoided or
mitigated.

113. Defendant’s violation of the CPSL constitutes negligence per se, and Parent
Plaintiffs are entitled to recover all damages proximately caused by that violation, including but
not limited to: costs of psychological counseling and trauma therapy for their minor children; lost
wages and income lost due to time devoted to managing the crisis caused by Defendant’s failures;
loss of their minor children’s services and companionship; severe emotional distress; and physical
injuries including but not limited to anxiety, headaches, sleep dysregulation, insomnia,
hyperventilation, and loss of concentration.

WHEREFORE, Parent Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendant Lancaster Country
Day School for compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such
other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

COUNT XIV — NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS
(Parent Plaintiffs v. Defendant Lancaster Country Day School)

114.  Parent Plaintiffs incorporate by reference all preceding paragraphs as though fully
set forth herein.

115. Defendant owed a duty of care to Parent Plaintiffs arising from the special
relationship between the school and the families whose minor children were entrusted to its care,
and from Defendant’s voluntary assumption of a duty to create a safe environment for students
and to communicate with and inform parents regarding threats to their children’s welfare.

116. Defendant breached its duty of care to Parent Plaintiffs by, among other things:

(a) Failing to take reasonable measures to protect student victims of Al-generated nude

images;
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(b) Failing to implement reasonable policies and procedures to avoid and/or mitigate
harm to students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude
images;

(c) Failing to use reasonable care that students would not harm classmates using
school-issued devices, on school property, and/or on school internet connection,
including by creating and disseminating Al-generated nude images;

(d) Failing to use reasonable care when hiring, training, and supervising staff to ensure
they take appropriate actions when faced with student-on-student misconduct,
including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(e) Failing to adequately report the November 2023 S2SS tip regarding Al-generated
nude images of students to law enforcement, ChildLine, or any other appropriate
authority, as required by law and by reasonable institutional practice;

(f) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting and supervising students to ensure
that students will not harm classmates, including by creating and dissemination Al-
generated nude images;

(g) Conducting a wholly inadequate “investigation” of reported misconduct by
students, including the creation and dissemination of Al-generated nude images;

(h) Failing to notify the parents of any potential victim following the November 2023
report;

(i) Failing to preserve or review electronic evidence on school-issued devices
following receipt of the S2SS tip;

(j) Failing to timely contact law enforcement;
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(k) Obstructing law enforcement’s investigation by refusing to provide a school
yearbook and failing to respond to the investigating detective’s requests;

(1) Instructing and discouraging victims and their families from seeking assistance
from law enforcement;

(m)Failing to implement and enforce adequate policies and procedures governing
Safe2Say Something reports and mandatory reporting obligations;

(n) Failing to use reasonable care when admitting students who may pose a danger to
classmates;

(o) Admitting a student with a known prior history of concerning behaviors and
thereafter failing to appropriately monitor that student’s conduct;

(p) Failing to provide adequate support, counseling, and resources to the victims
following the abuse;

(q) Otherwise failing to use due care under the circumstances.

117.  Upon witnessing the harm suffered by their children, Parent Plaintiffs suffered
severe emotional distress.

118. The emotional distress suffered by the Parent Plaintiffs has resulted in physical
manifestations including but not limited to sleep disruption, anxiety, insomnia, feelings of
numbness, loss of appetite, and headaches.

119. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s breach, Parent Plaintiffs have
suffered damages including but not limited to: costs of psychological counseling and trauma
therapy for their minor children; lost wages and income lost due to time devoted to managing the

crisis caused by Defendant’s failures; loss of their minor children’s services and companionship;
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severe emotional distress; and physical injuries including but not limited to anxiety, headaches,
sleep dysregulation, insomnia, hyperventilation, and loss of concentration.

120. Defendant’s breach was the direct and proximate cause of all damages suffered by
Parent Plaintiffs, as the harm was a foreseeable consequence of Defendant’s failure to fulfill its
duties of care.

WHEREFORE, Parent Plaintiffs demand judgment against Defendant Lancaster Country
Day School for compensatory damages, punitive damages, attorneys’ fees and costs, and such
other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court enter judgment in their favor

and against Defendants, jointly and severally as applicable, and award the following relief:

(a) Compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial for all physical,
psychological, emotional, reputational, and economic harm suffered by the Student
Plaintiffs and Parent Plaintiffs;

(b) The statutory minimum damages provided under 18 U.S.C. § 2255, including the
$150,000 presumed minimum per defendant who violated the applicable federal
statutes;

(c) Punitive and exemplary damages against all Defendants in amounts sufficient to
punish the Defendants’ conduct and deter future similar misconduct;

(d) Pre-judgment and post-judgment interest as provided by law;

(e) Reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of litigation as authorized by 18 U.S.C. § 2255

and Title IX;
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(f) Injunctive relief requiring LCDS to implement and maintain lawful, effective
mandatory reporting policies and training programs;

(g) Injunctive relief requiring the AI Company Defendants to implement adequate
safeguards against the generation of CSAM through their platforms; and

(h) Such other and further relief as this Court deems just and equitable.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury on all issues so triable.

Dated: June 15, 2026

Respectfully submitted,

KLINE & SPECTER, P.C.

Nadeem A. Bezar, Esquire (No. 63577)
Alex Van Dyke, Esquire (No. 334456)
Grace Grimes, Esquire (No. 332232)
1525 Locust Street, 13th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102

(215) 772-0522

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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