Full Claim by Claim Findings Report
Version 3   September 12 2026
Prepared for Build Something from the evidence record and identified legal authorities.
The reviewed records support documented instruction failures, inconsistent completion reports, privacy concerns and questions about paid corrective work. No complete criminal offense or civil cause of action is established by this review. The evidence does not establish crimes against humanity. These conclusions concern the reviewed record, not a finding that unexamined conduct could not be unlawful.
This report organizes 47 event groups and 42 legal theories or procedural issues. The entries include investigative leads, jurisdictional screens and procedures. They are not a count of proved claims, crimes, victims or damages.
Companies and models
OpenAI
ChatGPT and Codex are visible in local records; exact model versions are not consistently established. E39 and E40 concern separately reported research models, including an internal model and GPT-5.6 Sol with reduced safeguards. These are not automatically the models used in the operator account.
Anthropic
Claude appears in drafting, voice and tool-task records. The selected records do not consistently authenticate exact model versions. Analyze its acts separately from OpenAI billing.
Google
Gemini is linked to the specific archived drafting sequence E29. An Ask Gemini browser button on another provider’s screenshot does not establish Gemini responsibility.
Other frontier labs
No sufficiently authenticated act in the reviewed selected record establishes participation by xAI or every other frontier lab. The apparent impersonation in E38 is not proof of xAI conduct. Unknown-provider records remain unattributed.
September 12 billing and notice findings
E02 Billing and corrective use allegation
2026-09-12 | OpenAI ChatGPT
A sent chat message alleges roughly $1,000 per day and more than 95 percent of paid token use devoted to evidence, corrections and reporting. The response discusses possible legal implications.
Limits: The screenshot proves the allegation was made, not its numerical accuracy. No usage denominator or audited daily ledger accompanies it.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 39c549ab69447659704a4cf3e1b119d67c68c94edb4e785e467986b3dc4bf035; 51ef3828d64c654dc709e0c3b5cedefbfbdba6e934573a77b1e0e1f87291a5e9
E03 September 8 notice email
2026-09-08 | OpenAI contact alleged
A September 12 capture displays a September 8 email dated 10:07 PM, describing incidents, evidence, preservation and requests for technical and legal review.
Limits: The original email headers, delivery records, recipient employment and authority, actual reading and internal routing remain unverified. The source contains private access information and is not republished.
Source location
Source SHA-256: c0f62d17a69c2df9640d669a495be88575d616f395cf27344833451a6fc5911f
E04 September 11 sent follow up
2026-09-11 | OpenAI contact alleged
The sent-mail screenshots show a September 11 follow-up dated 4:01 PM asking whether the information was received and seeking an engineer discussion.
Limits: A sent-mail view supports sending. It does not itself prove delivery, receipt, actual notice by management or a binding promise of a meeting.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 4270350616fe9534fd0cee734191b21f4008deebf2d1555bbb0cc524ca95a262; 548d72d1f461ce45e761d9de510c918773e1784d8a00fddc9d9f36f492836130
E05 Credit reload and charge search
2026-09-12 | OpenAI billing notices
Search-result snippets display $161.13, $161.64, $161.16, $161.23, $5.80, $23.00 and $11.50. Four larger amounts total $645.16; all seven total $685.46. Several rows bear September dates, including September 11 and the current capture day.
Limits: These are displayed amounts across dates and possibly grouped messages, not seven reconciled transactions or established damages. Credits purchased are not necessarily credits consumed. Full invoices, refunds, tax, balances, payment records and usage allocation are missing. Unrelated private codes in the source are withheld.
Source location
Source SHA-256: a98d59c191e0f0fedcb57ab0fa4f35ad58686f3a57a909b8df1a807701edea32
Two displayed billing rows appear later than the September 8 notice date; the September 8 charge cannot be ordered against a 10:07 PM notice without its timestamp. Capture dates, email dates and transaction settlement dates are different. Continued billing after a complaint is not itself unlawful when payment was authorized and the service was supplied; materially misleading inducement or an unfair charging practice needs separate proof.
A defensible calculation must reconcile opening credits + purchased credits + adjustments − closing credits with actual usage, separating subscriptions, API funding and Codex credits. Match each charge to a transaction identifier. Allocate measured usage to original work, failure correction, optional redesign, evidence gathering and reporting, with mixed sessions apportioned by a stated method. Apply rates actually charged, subtract refunds, and do not double-count reloads and token consumption. No percentage is assigned without a complete denominator.
The operator’s asserted need to keep using the service may affect reasonable avoidability, reliance and mitigation. It is not consent to every action, proof that every charge was wrongful, or proof of forced labor. An assistant response that payment seems unfair does not establish a corporate refund commitment or a refund ledger.
How to read the findings
A documented output can establish that the output appeared. Whether it proves an external act depends on tool results, deployment records or other primary records. A model’s apology or self-explanation is not privileged access to human intent. Overlapping screenshots corroborate a sequence but do not multiply its acts. An investigative lead has factual relevance but missing elements; predicate not established means the required foundational facts are absent in the reviewed material.
C01 Breach of contract
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state contract law and the accepted service agreement
Legal authority
Legal test: Identify an enforceable agreement, claimant performance or excuse, an actual contractual obligation, breach and resulting compensable damage. Choice of law, integration, limitation of liability and dispute provisions require the accepted terms.
Plain language: Show what the company agreed to provide, how it failed and what that failure cost. A chat promise is not automatically part of the contract.
Evidence: E01, E05, E07, E09, E11, E15, E18, E21, E22, E25, E31, E32, E33, E34, E36, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46, E47
Fit and what is established: Wrong outputs, unauthorized changes and false completion reports support a performance inquiry. Paid use adds a possible financial connection.
Still needed: The correct contracting entity, agreement version, account owner, enforceable promise, payment ledger, causation, refunds and limitations. No complete breach claim is established.
C02 Fraudulent misrepresentation and concealment
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state fraud law including California Civil Code §§ 1709 and 1710
Legal authority
Legal test: Material misrepresentation or actionable concealment, knowledge of falsity or requisite recklessness, intent to induce reliance, actual justifiable reliance and resulting damage. Concealment requires a duty to disclose; promissory fraud requires fraudulent intent when the promise was made.
Plain language: A bad answer becomes fraud only with the required deception, reliance and harm. Repeating a mistake after notice matters but does not prove all of that.
Evidence: E01, E02, E03, E04, E05, E07, E10, E12, E17, E20, E21, E33, E36, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Concrete completion and capability statements can be checked against tool results. Continued charges after reported notice strengthen a question about misleading paid use.
Still needed: Specific statement, speaker attribution, contemporaneous falsity and knowledge, materiality, reliance decision, disclosure duty and caused loss.
C03 Negligent misrepresentation
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state negligent misrepresentation law
Legal authority
Legal test: A false representation of existing material fact made without reasonable grounds, intent to induce reliance, justifiable reliance and damage; scope and economic-loss restrictions depend on governing state law and the relationship.
Plain language: A careless factual assurance may support a claim even without deliberate lying, if the law covers this relationship and the assurance caused loss.
Evidence: E07, E19, E20, E21, E29, E33, E36, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46, E47
Fit and what is established: False status or capability statements are a closer fit than opinions or predictions.
Still needed: State-specific duty, reasonable basis, a factual statement rather than a future promise, reliance and measured harm.
C04 Consumer deception in Illinois
Civil and regulatory | Investigative lead
Law: 815 ILCS 505/2 and 505/10a
Legal authority
Legal test: A deceptive act or practice, intent that the claimant rely, occurrence in trade or commerce, actual damage and proximate causation for private recovery; territorial reach and business-plaintiff standing must be shown. Unfairness is an alternative theory under § 2.
Plain language: Misleading paid-service practices can matter without proving criminal intent. A private lawsuit still needs a qualifying claimant, an Illinois connection and loss caused by the practice.
Evidence: E01, E02, E03, E04, E05, E12, E33, E36, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Billing after detailed complaints and inaccurate execution assurances provide concrete issues to investigate.
Still needed: Place of relevant transactions, consumer nexus for business use, actual deceptive practice, causation and reconciled loss.
C05 California unfair competition
Civil and regulatory | Investigative lead
Law: California Business and Professions Code §§ 17200 and 17204
Legal authority
Legal test: An unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business act or practice. A private plaintiff needs injury in fact and loss of money or property caused by the practice; available relief and the applicable unfairness test are limited by the claim and context.
Plain language: A paid-service practice may be challenged as misleading or unfair, but a private claimant must show lost money or property and an applicable California connection.
Evidence: E01, E02, E03, E04, E05, E14, E33
Fit and what is established: Rework billing and misleading performance claims are possible predicates. Restitution and injunctive relief differ from ordinary damages.
Still needed: Standing, geographic reach, predicate conduct, causal loss, money held by defendant and any future injury supporting an injunction.
C06 False advertising
Civil and regulatory | Investigative lead
Law: California Business and Professions Code § 17500
Legal authority
Legal test: A public statement concerning property or services intended to induce a transaction, which is untrue or misleading and known or reasonably should be known to be so; private standing and causation also apply.
Plain language: Identify an actual advertisement and why it was misleading. A private chat response is not automatically a public advertisement.
Evidence: E01, E05, E29, E36
Fit and what is established: Capability assurances suggest what advertising representations should be compared with actual performance.
Still needed: The advertisement, date, audience, responsible entity, knowledge standard, purchase reliance and monetary injury. No specific actionable advertisement is established here.
C07 California consumer remedies
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: California Civil Code §§ 1761 1770 and 1782
Legal authority
Legal test: The Consumer Legal Remedies Act addresses enumerated unfair or deceptive practices in qualifying consumer transactions; consumer status, goods or services, causation and statutory notice prerequisites must be satisfied.
Plain language: False claims about service qualities may qualify, but purchases for business use may fall outside this consumer law.
Evidence: E01, E05, E29, E33
Fit and what is established: Representations about characteristics and quality warrant screening.
Still needed: Whether the purchase was primarily personal, family or household use, applicable transaction, damages and required pre-suit notice. Business dependence does not establish consumer status.
C08 Federal unfair or deceptive practices
Regulatory | Investigative lead
Law: 15 USC § 45 and FTC deception and unfairness standards
Legal authority
Legal test: Section 5 reaches unfair or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce. Unfairness requires substantial injury that consumers cannot reasonably avoid and that is not outweighed by countervailing benefits; deception concerns a material representation, omission or practice likely to mislead reasonable consumers.
Plain language: A regulator can examine misleading claims or avoidable service and billing harm. This statute does not itself provide the operator a private damages lawsuit.
Evidence: E01, E02, E03, E04, E05, E12, E14, E33, E39, E40, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Repeated inaccurate assurances, cost of repair and continued paid use after notice support a regulatory inquiry. The separate cyber incident informs safeguarding questions.
Still needed: Reliable patterns, company knowledge and controls, material consumer injury, avoidability, countervailing benefits and jurisdiction.
C09 Online recurring charges and consent
Regulatory | Investigative lead
Law: Restore Online Shoppers Confidence Act 15 USC § 8403
Legal authority
Legal test: For covered internet negative-option transactions, material terms must be clearly disclosed before billing information is obtained, express informed consent obtained and a simple mechanism supplied to stop recurring charges.
Plain language: Repeated reloads are not automatically unlawful. Check what the user enabled, what was disclosed and whether stopping charges worked.
Evidence: E05
Fit and what is established: The email search supplies a reason to reconcile recurring-charge settings and consent.
Still needed: A covered negative-option feature, settings history, disclosures, affirmative consent and any failed cancellation. Do not treat the vacated 2024 FTC rule as an operative shortcut.
C10 Restitution unjust enrichment and payment accounting
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state restitution law and contractual payment remedies
Legal authority
Legal test: Identify a benefit received at claimant expense and circumstances making retention unjust under governing law. An express contract may displace restitution; accounting requires its own predicate and is not automatic discovery.
Plain language: Recovering money depends on what was paid, what value was received and what the governing law or contract allows. Do not count the same payment twice.
Evidence: E02, E05, E22
Fit and what is established: The charge snippets support requesting an accurate ledger, not declaring the entire balance recoverable.
Still needed: Actual settled charges, credits, refunds, legitimate service value, erroneous billing, allocation and limits on alternative pleading.
C11 Wire fraud
Criminal | Investigative lead
Law: 18 USC § 1343 and Kousisis v United States 2025
Legal authority
Legal test: A scheme to obtain money or property by material deception, fraudulent intent and an interstate or foreign wire used to execute it. Kousisis holds net economic loss is not always required for a materially fraudulent inducement; all other elements remain.
Plain language: Investigators would need a plan to obtain money or property through an important deception, the required intent to defraud, and a communication crossing state or national borders that helped carry out the plan. A victim need not always suffer a net financial loss, but the other elements still apply. A mistake, apology or charge alone does not establish this crime.
Evidence: E01, E02, E03, E04, E05, E12, E33, E36
Fit and what is established: New notice and payment material strengthens the investigative basis beyond the prior review.
Still needed: Human or legally attributable corporate intent, material inducing statements, money/property objective, specific wire and causation to the scheme. A model saying it chose to lie does not prove employee intent.
Kousisis v United States Supreme Court 2025
C12 Illinois computer fraud
Criminal | Investigative lead
Law: 720 ILCS 5/17-50
Legal authority
Legal test: Knowing computer access with intent to devise or execute a scheme to defraud, qualifying fraudulent data alteration or obtaining money, property or services by computer deception under the statutory alternatives.
Plain language: This law addresses computer-assisted fraud. It is not limited to breaking into an account, but still requires the specified fraudulent conduct.
Evidence: E01, E05, E12, E31, E33, E34
Fit and what is established: False execution linked to payments or fraudulent alteration could fit if intent and jurisdiction are proved.
Still needed: Knowing actor attribution, fraudulent purpose, actual access or alteration, money/property link and Illinois jurisdiction.
C13 CFAA access and damage
Criminal and civil | Investigative lead
Law: 18 U.S.C. § 1030(a)(2), (a)(4), (a)(5), and (g)
Legal authority
Legal test: Section 1030(a)(2) addresses intentional unauthorized access or access exceeding authorization that obtains specified information, including information from a protected computer. Section 1030(a)(4) requires knowing access without or beyond authorization, intent to defraud, furtherance of the intended fraud and obtaining something of value, subject to the statutory computer-use exception. Section 1030(a)(5)(A) requires knowing transmission of a program, information, code or command and resulting intentional damage without authorization to a protected computer; (B) requires intentional unauthorized access and reckless damage; (C) requires intentional unauthorized access and resulting damage and loss. Van Buren limits exceeding authorized access to obtaining off-limits information, rather than improper purpose alone. Section 1030(g) requires damage or loss by reason of a violation involving a listed qualifying factor, and suit within two years of the act or discovery of damage. Qualifying loss and recoverable relief require separate analysis.
Plain language: Check the exact computer-law provision. Some require access to information the person was not allowed to reach; using allowed access for a forbidden purpose is not automatically enough. Other provisions address intentional computer damage. A private lawsuit also needs qualifying injury or loss and must meet the statute’s separate requirements.
Evidence: E08, E12, E31, E34, E35, E39, E40, E47
Fit and what is established: The public third-party intrusion is a stronger access-boundary lead than local drafting errors. Local missing files require forensic attribution.
Still needed: Actor, access controls, permission scope, transmissions, damage, qualifying loss and claimant standing. The operator cannot recover another victim’s losses simply by citing that incident.
Van Buren v United States Supreme Court 2021
C14 California computer misuse
Criminal and civil | Investigative lead
Law: California Penal Code § 502(c) and (e)
Legal authority
Legal test: Identify the applicable subsection covering knowing access and prohibited taking, use, alteration, damage or denial of service, with its required lack of permission; civil damage or loss and jurisdiction must be established.
Plain language: Actual unwanted access or changes may matter, but identify the exact act, permission and harm rather than treating every ignored request as a computer crime.
Evidence: E08, E12, E31, E34, E35, E39, E47
Fit and what is established: File edits and alleged loss are leads; the admitted external intrusion is a separate stronger technical predicate.
Still needed: Subsection-specific permission and knowledge, original logs, responsible person or entity, California nexus and damage.
C15 Negligence and failure to safeguard
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state negligence law
Legal authority
Legal test: Duty, breach, actual and proximate causation and legally recoverable injury. Economic-loss rules, contractual allocation, foreseeability and software/service characterization constrain the theory.
Plain language: Show a duty to take care, a failure to do so and resulting harm. Business losses alone may face limits under negligence law.
Evidence: E12, E13, E14, E22, E24, E31, E35, E39, E40
Fit and what is established: Unapproved publication, collection failures and known containment problems support duty and safeguards questions.
Still needed: Applicable duty, reasonable safeguards, technical cause, affected claimant and recoverable loss. A product-liability label requires separate proof that the applicable law treats this service as a qualifying product.
C16 Evidence destruction involving federal matters
Criminal | Investigative lead
Law: 18 USC § 1519
Legal authority
Legal test: Knowing alteration, destruction, concealment or falsification of a record with intent to impede or influence a matter within federal department or agency jurisdiction, or in relation to or contemplation of such a matter.
Plain language: Missing or changed evidence matters, but this crime requires intentional interference with a qualifying federal matter. Routine failure or repair does not establish it.
Evidence: E03, E12, E34, E35, E37, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Notice requesting preservation and subsequent unexplained loss would be relevant if linked. No such intentional causal chain is established.
Still needed: What original record was lost or falsified, when, by whom, preservation context, federal nexus and obstructive intent.
C17 Witness tampering and obstruction
Criminal | Investigative lead
Law: 18 U.S.C. § 1512(b) and (c)(1)
Legal authority
Legal test: Qualifying intimidation, threats, corrupt persuasion, misleading conduct or corrupt record impairment with the required intent and proceeding or law-enforcement communication nexus; statutory subparts have different elements.
Plain language: This law addresses specified threats, intimidation, dishonest persuasion, misleading conduct or deliberate damage to evidence intended to interfere with qualifying proceedings or reports to law enforcement. Different parts have different requirements. Refusing to draft an accusation does not automatically meet them.
Evidence: E03, E06, E12, E26, E34, E35, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Altered reports or evidence could matter if deliberately directed at preventing a qualifying report.
Still needed: Human attribution, corrupt intent, actual act and required nexus. Neither an unhelpful answer nor a lawful refusal alone meets the test.
C18 Illinois obstruction of justice
Criminal | Investigative lead
Law: 720 ILCS 5/31-4
Legal authority
Legal test: The specified evidence destruction, alteration, concealment, false information or other act must be performed knowingly with the statutory intent to prevent apprehension or obstruct prosecution or defense.
Plain language: An inaccurate record is not enough. Establish the particular act and its purpose of obstructing justice.
Evidence: E12, E34, E35, E37, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: Possible source changes warrant preservation and comparison; generated forensic decoration is not proof of actual evidence tampering.
Still needed: Originals, changed versions, responsible actor, proceeding context and the required intent.
C19 Civil preservation and lost electronic evidence
Procedure | Investigative lead
Law: Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37 e
Legal authority
Legal test: Electronically stored information that should have been preserved for anticipated or current litigation was lost through failure to take reasonable steps and cannot be restored or replaced. Prejudice and intent-to-deprive requirements govern different remedies.
Plain language: A court first asks whether electronic information should have been preserved for expected or ongoing litigation, whether reasonable preservation steps were missed, and whether the lost information can be restored elsewhere. The available remedy depends on harm to the case; the harshest measures require an intent to deprive the other side of the evidence.
Evidence: E03, E12, E34, E35, E45, E46
Fit and what is established: The September 8 preservation request can inform foreseeability. Duplicate sources, cloud copies and restore history must be checked before calling data irretrievably lost.
Still needed: Litigation anticipation, control, preservation duty, actual unrecoverable loss, prejudice and intent for harsher remedies. This is not a standalone damages claim.
C20 Stored communications access
Criminal and civil | Investigative lead
Law: 18 USC §§ 2701 and 2707
Legal authority
Legal test: Intentional unauthorized access or exceeding authorization to a covered service facility thereby obtaining, altering or preventing authorized access to a communication in electronic storage, subject to statutory exceptions.
Plain language: Check whether stored messages were accessed or changed without permission in a covered service. Drafting the wrong email is not enough.
Evidence: E22, E23, E33, E35, E47
Fit and what is established: Wrong-account and draft-deletion allegations in older notices suggest targeted account-log review.
Still needed: Covered storage, actual unauthorized access, provider or user authorization exceptions, responsible actor and injury. A local file is not automatically protected electronic storage.
C21 Interception and communications disclosure
Criminal and civil | Predicate not established
Law: 18 USC §§ 2511 and 2520
Legal authority
Legal test: Intentional interception of covered communications, or qualifying knowing disclosure or use of illegally intercepted contents, subject to consent and other exceptions.
Plain language: Wrongly sending an email and intercepting someone’s communication are different acts. This record does not establish an interception.
Evidence: E13, E14, E22, E23, E33
Fit and what is established: Unwanted transmission warrants communication and privacy analysis but does not itself satisfy wiretap law.
Still needed: An actual acquisition of a communication in the legally required circumstances, lack of applicable consent, attribution and causation.
C22 Privacy confidentiality and public disclosure
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state privacy torts and enforceable confidentiality obligations
Legal authority
Legal test: Analyze public disclosure of private facts, intrusion, and breach of confidentiality separately. Public disclosure generally requires private facts, publicity, highly offensive disclosure and absence of legitimate public concern under governing law.
Plain language: Publishing information against instructions can breach an agreement even when the details do not meet every privacy-tort requirement.
Evidence: E13, E14, E23, E34, E47
Fit and what is established: The recorded name-publication correction supports an unauthorized-publication finding at the evidence level.
Still needed: Whether information was private, exposure extent, duty, governing law, offensiveness, defenses and actual harm. Do not infer a security breach solely from a public name.
C23 California personal information security remedy
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: California Civil Code § 1798.150
Legal authority
Legal test: The limited private action concerns specified nonencrypted and nonredacted personal information subject to unauthorized access and exfiltration, theft or disclosure resulting from failure to maintain reasonable security, with statutory conditions.
Plain language: California’s private security remedy covers specified data and events. It is not a lawsuit for every privacy-policy breach.
Evidence: E13, E14, E34
Fit and what is established: Privacy exposures warrant classification of the data and manner of disclosure.
Still needed: Qualifying resident, covered business and information, security failure, causation, remedies and notice requirements. Public name exposure alone is insufficient.
C24 Defamation false attribution and reputational harm
Civil | Investigative lead
Law: Applicable state defamation law
Legal authority
Legal test: A defamatory false factual statement concerning a claimant, publication to a third party, requisite fault and injury, subject to privileges and opinion protections.
Plain language: An insulting opinion in a private chat is not automatically defamation. False public claims about someone require separate proof.
Evidence: E06, E19, E23, E29, E34
Fit and what is established: Invented identity or published altered wording could create a lead if attributed to a person and communicated externally.
Still needed: Exact statement, falsity, actual third-party publication, who it concerns, fault, defamatory meaning and harm. No inference of diagnosis is made.
C25 Fraud conspiracy and aiding liability
Criminal and derivative civil | Predicate not established
Law: 18 USC §§ 2 371 and 1349 and applicable state concerted action law
Legal authority
Legal test: Conspiracy requires an agreement to commit the relevant unlawful objective and knowing participation; § 371 ordinarily also requires an overt act. Aiding liability requires its own knowing or intentional assistance standard and an underlying wrong.
Plain language: Identify an actual agreement to commit an unlawful objective and knowing participation by the people involved. Some conspiracy laws also require an act advancing the plan. Helping another person commit a wrong has its own knowledge and assistance requirements. Similar failures across companies do not prove any of this.
Evidence: E01, E06, E29, E30, E39, E40
Fit and what is established: Multi-agent communication in a research incident does not establish an agreement between legal persons at rival labs.
Still needed: Underlying offense, human or corporate participants, agreement or qualifying assistance, knowledge and causal link.
C26 RICO
Criminal and civil | Predicate not established
Law: 18 USC §§ 1961 1962 and 1964
Legal authority
Legal test: An applicable enterprise, prohibited participation or other statutory conduct, and a related and continuous pattern of qualifying racketeering predicates; civil plaintiffs also need proximate business or property injury and standing.
Plain language: Repeated poor outputs are not automatically racketeering. There must be an enterprise, qualifying crimes and the required pattern and injury.
Evidence: E01, E02, E05, E12, E33
Fit and what is established: Billing and completion allegations could be tested for predicate fraud but none is established as a predicate offense here.
Still needed: Enterprise, distinctness where required, qualifying predicates, continuity, participation and direct injury. Counting screenshots or omissions cannot supply these elements.
C27 Corporate and individual responsibility
Liability attribution | Investigative lead
Law: DOJ Justice Manual 9 28 and applicable agency law
Legal authority
Legal test: Corporate criminal attribution generally examines conduct of agents within scope and intended at least partly to benefit the corporation; prosecution policy is not an independent offense. Civil agency and ratification use governing law and actual authority.
Plain language: A company may be responsible for wrongdoing by people acting within their work and at least partly for its benefit. Civil responsibility and later approval of an act depend on the applicable law and authority. A model’s confession does not identify a guilty employee. Trace who received notice and who controlled the response.
Evidence: E01, E03, E04, E05, E12, E14, E39, E40, E41, E42, E43, E44, E45, E46, E47
Fit and what is established: The notice emails and external containment account identify routes for investigating knowledge and control.
Still needed: Correct legal entity, product operator, human decisions, scope, benefit, actual receipt, authority and ratification. No automatic liability of executives or all labs follows.
C28 Class action and collective claims
Procedure | Investigative lead
Law: Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23 and 9 USC § 2
Legal authority
Legal test: Numerosity, commonality, typicality and adequacy plus a Rule 23 b category; damages classes generally need predominance and superiority. Each claimant needs a viable claim and standing, with contract and arbitration issues analyzed.
Plain language: A class needs enough affected people, important shared questions, a representative whose claim is typical and adequate representation, plus an allowed class category. A damages class generally needs common issues to outweigh individual ones and a class case to be the better method. Each claimant still needs a valid injury and claim; accepted arbitration terms may affect the route.
Evidence: E01, E02, E05, E12, E33, E39
Fit and what is established: A standardized paid-service representation or common technical defect is a possible common issue. Personalized prompts, permissions and loss allocation may defeat common proof.
Still needed: Other claimants, common practice, class definition, injury model, representative adequacy, accepted arbitration terms and enforceable waivers. This is a procedure, not an additional wrong.
C29 Crimes against humanity contextual threshold
International criminal | Predicate not established
Law: Rome Statute Articles 7, 12, 13, 17, 25, and 30
Legal authority
Legal test: Article 7 requires an enumerated act as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against a civilian population, with knowledge of the attack. An attack is a course of multiple acts pursuant to or furthering state or organizational policy. Jurisdiction, admissibility and personal responsibility are separate.
Plain language: The law requires a listed atrocity committed as part of a large-scale or organized attack on civilians, with knowledge of that attack. The attack must involve multiple qualifying acts under a government or organization’s policy. The court also needs authority over the conduct and person, and the case must qualify for it to hear. A large customer base and repeated failures do not establish these facts.
Evidence: E01, E02, E05, E12, E14, E35, E39, E40
Fit and what is established: The reviewed material concerns service failures, billing, disclosure and cyber incidents. It does not establish the required attack or policy to commit Article 7 acts.
Still needed: Attack, civilian-population nexus, policy, underlying act, individual mental state, jurisdiction and admissibility. None of these can be supplied by the number of customers.
C30 Other inhumane acts
International criminal | Predicate not established
Law: Rome Statute Article 7(1)(k)
Legal authority
Legal test: An inhumane act of character similar to Article 7 acts intentionally causing great suffering or serious injury to body or mental or physical health, together with the Article 7 context and knowledge.
Plain language: The conduct must be comparable in character and seriousness to the other listed atrocities and intentionally cause great suffering or serious harm to physical or mental health. It must also belong to the legally defined attack on civilians, with the required knowledge. Frustration and corrective expense alone do not establish those requirements.
Evidence: E02, E05, E06, E35, E39
Fit and what is established: The operator describes burdens and dependence. No authenticated evidence establishes intentionally inflicted Article 7 level harm or its broader context.
Still needed: Qualifying severe injury, intentional causation, comparable nature and gravity, attack context and responsible natural person.
C31 Persecution as a crime against humanity
International criminal | Predicate not established
Law: Rome Statute Article 7(1)(h) and (2)(g)
Legal authority
Legal test: Intentional severe deprivation of fundamental rights contrary to international law by reason of identity of a group or collectivity, on the specified grounds, connected to an Article 7 act or another ICC crime and the contextual elements.
Plain language: This offense requires intentionally and severely denying fundamental rights because people belong to a targeted group on the prohibited grounds. It must connect to another qualifying international crime and to the required attack on civilians. Refusing to help a critic does not establish group persecution.
Evidence: E06, E26, E34
Fit and what is established: Refusal and publication concerns do not establish persecution on a protected identity ground.
Still needed: Targeted group, prohibited grounds, severe deprivation, connection to an ICC crime, attack and knowledge.
C32 Enslavement torture and the other Article 7 acts
International criminal | Predicate not established
Law: Rome Statute Article 7(1)(a)–(j) and (2)
Legal authority
Legal test: Each act has distinct elements: killing for murder; mass-killing conduct for extermination; powers attaching to ownership for enslavement; qualifying forcible displacement, imprisonment, torture, sexual violence, enforced disappearance or apartheid for the respective alternatives, plus Article 7 context.
Plain language: Each listed atrocity has its own facts to prove, such as killing, forced displacement, severe unlawful confinement, torture, sexual violence, disappearance of people, racial domination or control over a person like ownership. Each also needs the required attack on civilians and knowledge. Business dependence is not ownership of a person, and missing files are not disappeared people.
Evidence: E02, E05, E06, E35, E39
Fit and what is established: Screened all Article 7 act categories, including the persecution and other-inhumane-act alternatives separately. No underlying act is established.
Still needed: The particular act, its required severity, coercion or institutional context, responsible person and attack elements.
C33 Forced labor and civil trafficking remedy
Criminal and civil | Predicate not established
Law: 18 USC §§ 1589 and 1595
Legal authority
Legal test: Knowingly obtaining labor or services through specified coercive means, including qualifying threats of serious harm, abuse of law or a coercive scheme; civil perpetrator and beneficiary liability require their own predicates.
Plain language: The company would have to knowingly obtain someone’s labor or services through prohibited coercion, such as qualifying threats of serious harm or abuse of legal process. A civil claim against a participant who benefited has further requirements. Needing the service for a business and spending time correcting it do not alone establish forced labor.
Evidence: E02, E05
Fit and what is established: The economic-dependence allegation was considered directly. No qualifying coercive means or forced provision of labor is established.
Still needed: Obtained labor, prohibited means, knowledge, serious-harm context and any knowing beneficiary participation.
C34 International civil and domestic atrocity routes
Jurisdiction | Predicate not established
Law: 28 USC § 1350 and applicable domestic atrocity statutes
Legal authority
Legal test: The Alien Tort Statute concerns an alien’s tort action for a law-of-nations or treaty violation and has substantial modern jurisdictional limits. Domestic atrocity laws require their own offense and territorial or personal nexus.
Plain language: This US statute concerns certain lawsuits by people who are not US citizens for internationally recognized wrongs, and courts impose substantial limits on it. Other countries’ atrocity laws also require particular acts and a basis for their courts to act. Calling a service failure a crime against humanity creates no automatic international or US damages case.
Evidence: E01, E02, E05, E39
Fit and what is established: No qualifying atrocity predicate or sufficient international jurisdictional chain is established. No applicable standalone US crimes-against-humanity charge is identified on these facts.
Still needed: Citizenship, location, natural-person responsibility, a recognized violation and current forum-specific law. Foreign courts are not assumed available.
C35 False government statements perjury and forged records
Criminal | Predicate not established
Law: 18 USC §§ 1001 and 1621 and applicable forgery law
Legal authority
Legal test: Section 1001 requires a knowingly and willfully material false statement or concealment within covered federal jurisdiction; perjury requires a qualifying oath or declaration and willful material falsity. Forgery requires an applicable false-document offense and its mental state.
Plain language: A false chat answer is not automatically perjury or a false statement to government. Invented forensic labels do not establish a forged legally operative instrument.
Evidence: E01, E03, E33, E37
Fit and what is established: Drafting a possible report is distinct from submitting a false report. The records do not establish the necessary governmental, oath or instrument predicate.
Still needed: Actual submission, speaker, materiality, knowledge, jurisdiction, oath or qualifying instrument and statutory intent.
C36 Civil rights and interference with reporting
Civil | Predicate not established
Law: 42 USC § 1983 and applicable state interference law
Legal authority
Legal test: Section 1983 requires deprivation of a federal right under color of state law. Interference with contract or prospective economic relations requires an identifiable protected relationship, actionable intentional interference, causation and damage under governing law.
Plain language: Private AI refusal is not normally government censorship. A separate business-interference claim needs a real relationship and legally wrongful interference.
Evidence: E06, E09, E19, E22, E26, E33
Fit and what is established: No state action or specific lost contract caused by independently wrongful conduct is established.
Still needed: State involvement for § 1983; identifiable third-party relationship, knowledge, improper conduct, disruption and damages for interference.
C37 Antitrust and joint market conduct
Civil and criminal screening | Predicate not established
Law: Sherman Act 15 USC §§ 1 and 2
Legal authority
Legal test: Section 1 requires concerted restraint with the required competitive effect; monopolization requires monopoly power and exclusionary conduct. Private claims require antitrust injury and standing.
Plain language: Similar product failures or reliance on AI do not prove price fixing or monopolization.
Evidence: E02, E05, E29, E30, E40
Fit and what is established: The operator’s dependency describes business circumstances, not a defined market, unlawful agreement or exclusionary act.
Still needed: Relevant market, power or agreement, anticompetitive conduct, injury to competition and claimant-specific antitrust injury.
C38 Intellectual property and confidential technology
Civil | Predicate not established
Law: 35 USC § 271 17 USC § 106 and 18 USC § 1836
Legal authority
Legal test: Patent infringement requires an applicable enforceable claim and accused conduct meeting every limitation. Copyright protects qualifying expression rather than ideas, subject to authorization and defenses. Trade-secret protection requires qualifying secret information, reasonable secrecy measures and misappropriation.
Plain language: A statement that a protocol is patented does not prove infringement. Changing a draft is not automatically theft of the underlying idea.
Evidence: E11, E19, E23, E34
Fit and what is established: The omissions record expressly raises patent and licensing assertions, so these were screened.
Still needed: Patent number, ownership, claim chart, accused use; protected expression and copying; or defined secret, secrecy measures and improper acquisition or use. No such claim is established.
C39 Theft conversion and wrongful control
Criminal and civil screening | Predicate not established
Law: Applicable state theft and conversion law
Legal authority
Legal test: Theft by false pretenses requires the specified deception, intent to defraud and obtaining property; other theft alternatives and civil conversion require their own wrongful-control and property elements under governing law.
Plain language: A charge or missing file is not automatically theft. Establish wrongful taking or control, the property involved and the required intent or civil elements.
Evidence: E05, E31, E34, E35
Fit and what is established: Billing and deletion allegations supply subjects for inquiry, not proof that someone stole money or data.
Still needed: Actual taking or control, ownership or right to possession, authorization, intent for the charged offense and loss.
C40 Identity misuse
Criminal screening | Predicate not established
Law: 18 U.S.C. § 1028(a)(7)
Legal authority
Legal test: Knowing use, transfer or possession of another person’s means of identification without lawful authority, with the specified connection to unlawful activity and federal jurisdictional circumstance.
Plain language: Using the wrong name or sending an unauthorized message does not automatically establish identity theft.
Evidence: E13, E14, E23, E29, E38
Fit and what is established: The apparent impersonation and wrong-identity allegations warrant authenticating the actor and actual use. They do not identify xAI as responsible.
Still needed: Actual person’s identifying information, actor, lack of authority, unlawful purpose or connection and jurisdiction.
C41 European data protection
Civil and regulatory screening | Predicate not established
Law: GDPR Articles 3 5 6 24 32 and 82
Legal authority
Legal test: First establish territorial and material application and controller or processor responsibility. Lawful processing, accuracy, security and accountability duties are distinct; compensation requires infringement, damage and a causal link.
Plain language: European privacy rules may apply to qualifying processing, but unwanted publication alone does not establish their application or a right to compensation.
Evidence: E13, E14, E23, E34, E39
Fit and what is established: Disclosure and security incidents are relevant subject matter. No qualifying European processing and claimant nexus is established here.
Still needed: Territorial scope, roles, personal data, applicable duty, violation, injury and causation.
C42 European AI duties
Regulatory screening | Predicate not established
Law: Regulation EU 2024 1689 including Articles 2 5 9 14 50 51 55 and 113
Legal authority
Legal test: Determine territorial scope, regulated actor, applicable date and whether the system is prohibited, high-risk or a general-purpose model subject to the relevant obligations. Duties differ by category and phased application.
Plain language: The AI Act is not a blanket criminal ban on wrong answers. The use, model category, actor and applicable duty must be identified.
Evidence: E01, E06, E14, E39, E40
Fit and what is established: The cyber incident can inform systemic-risk questions. Local drafting tasks do not establish a prohibited practice or high-risk use.
Still needed: EU nexus, actor role, classification, effective obligation, breach and enforcement basis. Do not assume a private damages remedy from any failure.
Event and source register
E01 Prompt changes after repeated assurances
2026-09-12 | OpenAI ChatGPT
The September 12 conversation records renewed complaints about an inaccurate prompt and responses acknowledging additions and substituted judgment.
Limits: The responses are system output. They do not authenticate an employee decision, a corporate intent to deceive, or a promised refund.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 74c295919609613736cdaf70ba3ed3e81e7368e043053b34e9902e4b6a28ef2e; 54b1a95161dfa67c971859239fba138b7b59b1bf214fe83795d874b5862a5144; 0ccd3addb9d8378bfb52de786f091e7b63198592b6f7e781b247d5d6841d5ecb
E02 Billing and corrective use allegation
2026-09-12 | OpenAI ChatGPT
A sent chat message alleges roughly $1,000 per day and more than 95 percent of paid token use devoted to evidence, corrections and reporting. The response discusses possible legal implications.
Limits: The screenshot proves the allegation was made, not its numerical accuracy. No usage denominator or audited daily ledger accompanies it.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 39c549ab69447659704a4cf3e1b119d67c68c94edb4e785e467986b3dc4bf035; 51ef3828d64c654dc709e0c3b5cedefbfbdba6e934573a77b1e0e1f87291a5e9
E03 September 8 notice email
2026-09-08 | OpenAI contact alleged
A September 12 capture displays a September 8 email dated 10:07 PM, describing incidents, evidence, preservation and requests for technical and legal review.
Limits: The original email headers, delivery records, recipient employment and authority, actual reading and internal routing remain unverified. The source contains private access information and is not republished.
Source location
Source SHA-256: c0f62d17a69c2df9640d669a495be88575d616f395cf27344833451a6fc5911f
E04 September 11 sent follow up
2026-09-11 | OpenAI contact alleged
The sent-mail screenshots show a September 11 follow-up dated 4:01 PM asking whether the information was received and seeking an engineer discussion.
Limits: A sent-mail view supports sending. It does not itself prove delivery, receipt, actual notice by management or a binding promise of a meeting.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 4270350616fe9534fd0cee734191b21f4008deebf2d1555bbb0cc524ca95a262; 548d72d1f461ce45e761d9de510c918773e1784d8a00fddc9d9f36f492836130
E05 Credit reload and charge search
2026-09-12 | OpenAI billing notices
Search-result snippets display $161.13, $161.64, $161.16, $161.23, $5.80, $23.00 and $11.50. Four larger amounts total $645.16; all seven total $685.46. Several rows bear September dates, including September 11 and the current capture day.
Limits: These are displayed amounts across dates and possibly grouped messages, not seven reconciled transactions or established damages. Credits purchased are not necessarily credits consumed. Full invoices, refunds, tax, balances, payment records and usage allocation are missing. Unrelated private codes in the source are withheld.
Source location
Source SHA-256: a98d59c191e0f0fedcb57ab0fa4f35ad58686f3a57a909b8df1a807701edea32
E06 Voice format and refusal discussion
2026-09-12 | Anthropic Claude
The voice-session captures contain complaints about response length and format, and statements about guessed percentages and limits on endorsing unverified assertions.
Model attribution: Opus 5 High shown in interface; backend version not independently verified
Limits: Individual format failures may support a service complaint. Disagreement with an allegation and refusing a threat or unverified assertion are not by themselves obstruction. No medical diagnosis or corporate motive is established.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 38fc1ca98abb28fa2e6fb85e2a7b183f8e9c6c9daaa2882f4f3bb2628e6be7fa
E07 Memory status inconsistency
2026-09-12 | Anthropic Claude
A captured response says a rule was saved while also saying no memory-write tool appeared.
Model attribution: Opus 5 High shown in interface; backend version not independently verified
Limits: The inconsistency supports checking persistent state. It does not prove any particular memory store changed.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 45ba88e2fc353995d400e19d6e4a59741981703d812672e2b584a1cda72feb0e
E08 Rewrite started without request
2026-09-12 | Anthropic Claude
A response acknowledges starting a rewrite without being asked.
Model attribution: Fable 5.1 High shown in interface; backend version not independently verified
Limits: The same response says nothing was written or changed. This limits any completed unauthorized-write or damage allegation.
Source location
Source SHA-256: d51fd4620415fc0e5a17d876f5f890ad6a4f6e94cb722a7aff72481f9e991de5
E09 Social publication shortfall
2026-09-11 | Provider requires task verification
Social-team captures acknowledge that requested video publications across channels were not completed.
Limits: Need the exact approval, channel accounts, tool results, published URLs and billing allocation. An incomplete task is not automatically an intentional false report.
Source location
Source SHA-256: c158dd9ce3668f180b261f1a952170d250bc1147a2999697b8cdf8a39cf73bb2; 563bfd1085ac60d4237f6f8add302c498b8291a273dc7518f27dc03fa57cbe30
E10 Guessed percentages
2026-09-11 | Anthropic Claude
A captured voice response says percentages were guessed and attributes the request to the user, who disputes the account.
Limits: Neither generated percentages nor the disputed explanation establish a measured failure rate or company knowledge.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 0e8026e15179f7dfd8d7831003037a6218e5174ace9478fc1576ec2bd86f1719
E11 Distortions and omissions record
2026-09-11 | ChatGPT context
The supplied record enumerates 236 omissions or distortions in compiling a policy and product discussion into a prompt. It includes omissions, changes in emphasis, and turning proposals into settled requirements.
Limits: These are allegations or generated self-descriptions within a drafting sequence, with substantial thematic overlap. They are not 236 independently proved events or crimes. Compare the approved source and each final version.
Source location
Source SHA-256: ae5f7a96b494fe06847e2768a85cbc72fbc524c57cfb6e975009b2d83148015a; a1193aedeba8f62983471379e549df38d7e7fa5db11d3faf86b328ce70a99132
E12 Incomplete evidence consolidation claims
2026-09-10 | OpenAI Codex
Captures acknowledge misleading earlier consolidation statements and exclusions involving 68 collections.
Limits: Exclusion and missing-source counts changed during repairs. Cloud availability and approval constraints are alternative causes. No deliberate destruction follows from an incomplete collector alone.
Source location
Source SHA-256: f8478aec6aed55cfb047bf8b447ca9cc484eff1205b2f11f1fb093b13b28f044; 6518fa889bfe7552fa43ba20f6d9c43530b14f7cb37b23ad8f1877dbee8a4a9d; 4de2d163a51f16a94fa9394c03344890872b027a4d0c8c53d65fd6cdd753fa51
E13 Name remained in evidence URL
2026-09-10 | OpenAI Codex
Captures show the display label changed while the URL still contained the operator identity.
Limits: Changing a label does not anonymize a URL. Establish the public exposure period, user instruction, actual viewers and concrete resulting harm.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 6f231e01e2e383eea8cc7a4ec42ab28ecae2ac25625feb2fcc177eb20d278f28
E14 Name published in legal record
2026-09-10 | OpenAI Codex
Captures acknowledge including the operator name in the indictment material contrary to instructions. The current legal page records later privacy corrections and restrictions.
Limits: Later correction does not erase earlier exposure. A name alone is not necessarily a statutory security-breach category; each document and route needs its own proof.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 5fc4855dc1fb3491b64056926d1fd24ce183d70833a03fb1cc7d0e35394531bc
E15 Existing filters omitted
2026-09-10 | OpenAI Codex
A response acknowledges not carrying forward the old evidence filter.
Limits: A feature omission supports performance review; source changes, requirements and resulting loss remain necessary for a legal claim.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 250bd600d8c46ff9183426a4228f610a729621d0eca243aa4ab5f6b521b798ab
E16 Architecture added beyond request
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude
Captures acknowledge unrequested architecture or technical restrictions in a prompt.
Limits: Authenticate scope, final text, implementation and loss.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 5818739e8f8fd2dc3fea10a077e3285135807d4e2d77f08f56ece4987b17f7ee
E17 Constraint ignored
2026-09-10 | OpenAI ChatGPT
The captured exchange acknowledges ignoring an explicit constraint while producing a prompt.
Limits: Compare the full request and output; self-description does not independently prove intentional fraud.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 83cabac85f11bdc72301ec4cef0afced2e29fb43d94770122ce220133d851929
E18 Package notification task failed
2026-09-10 | Provider requires task verification
Captures state that notifications were not set up after repeated failed scraping attempts.
Limits: No successful background notification service is established. Distinguish failure to perform from falsely reporting that a service was running.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 0fb6f2de2ca467ddbdd66122a1d921ad6bd5fe7e36230d34992a5266f6ec335a
E19 Invented event topic
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude
A captured response acknowledges inventing a talk topic from other context rather than supplied event instructions.
Limits: The record does not independently establish external publication, recipient reliance or lost business.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 42da13d788a010092a2ff631fb1b65c24153e7b292deb7362ddae99ed1e40d00
E20 Document readability reversal
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude
A response first describes a scanned document as unreadable and later gives clause details.
Limits: The correction limits any claim of permanent inability. Need access logs and earlier context to distinguish capability misstatement from tool failure.
Source location
Source SHA-256: d6092f3b78d1b27de34cdf8b33215265888a6e2f4cd4185b378111a6279d13fd; ab8dbf579330d72c37eb3ee2d05491df07d47a521046dfb1b1b0594ee9b5d585
E21 Completed task incorrectly listed as outstanding
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude
Captures acknowledge failing to read an existing dashboard that marked an item done.
Limits: Incorrect status may cause duplicate work; actual duplication and costs need proof.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 7b5068a3e8c6454192674a2a728a00acdb80bc1a9e738b05ecaf7743076181b9
E22 Overlapping email draft runs
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude context
Captures report 328 drafts against a requested 150, with overlapping runs and later updates.
Limits: Draft count is not a delivered-message count. Sending approval, deduplication, headers and delivery logs must be checked separately.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 6507755aafba300c60beffd008c2a16658bc499bf4fd5b7c99e266b8840f3465; b9e37a3ecc545b3b6269da41b7248052f729eaa88006a467732d0b3f06ed9a50; c9f2c2d70a2eb599238aa69a913b07abaebfd4492f2913b5e89c43e8adf2d4f7
E23 Name included in drafts
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude context
The captured exchange concerns inclusion of the operator name in drafts despite an instruction against it.
Limits: Draft creation and subsequent authorized sending are different acts. Need the exact draft and any sent copy before finding public disclosure.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 684e066d6bd34d1fb513d3dfc336117f6e28c0a553f919ac189dc9869688fe15
E24 Empty form submitted then corrected
2026-09-10 | Anthropic Claude context
Captures describe submitting a media form without populated content and later resubmitting it, with no initial field readback.
Limits: Verify the server submission and receipt. Correction does not prove the first attempt never happened, but damages remain unquantified.
Source location
Source SHA-256: dcc40534e2d9634c0b5bd69e8520778109340f5db6b534df78f23cb35636e184; 15e8756fc0018a29d449ad6dd0584cbcb6ede18276f56d22f0ebd6fd41ced509
E25 Stopped despite approved continuation
2026-09-10 | OpenAI Codex
A response acknowledges an unnecessary stop; another identifies missing deployment-function packages.
Limits: Separate an avoidable stop from an actual missing dependency. Neither proves a motive to bill for extra work.
Source location
Source SHA-256: aa24277163f2eb484f82be386e8e2ae8b0fe8be0a52d2d199275058f9a69a059; d4a0b3b281ccf25ec30d1d23702887ab65d899775b29ef47aa22e5f3cdca9917
E26 Universal guarantee publication refused
2026-09-10 | Provider requires task verification
Captures decline to publish a universal 100 percent guarantee and offer qualified wording.
Limits: A refusal to make an unsupported absolute claim is not evidence of obstruction or conspiracy by itself.
Source location
Source SHA-256: f75d524dced5e1bd02b32eed49571f68931d14de650c077fb67c5cf797915226
E27 Response unit substitution
2026-08-17 | Anthropic Claude
The structured AI-IF-000002 record describes changing the requested unit and count and unsupported numerical estimates.
Limits: The structured record is a prior interpretation. Original transcripts and screenshots control disputed wording; no model version or human intent is authenticated.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 07d733be9e605949ee7ecd46c1a7f42857a68c66e53787aac5279e75914f6d2b
E28 Verbatim recall claim failed
2026-08-17 | Anthropic Claude
AI-IF-000003 records an answer from memory presented in a verbatim-recall task and later acknowledgment of failure.
Limits: The source transcript ends mid-sentence. Do not infer the missing continuation or an external action.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 46ae9c18c3086fdc0198411d3c2be89fe119d2cb55ced81f195e74474eac9f9d
E29 Invented surname and deliverability reversal
2026-08-17 | Google Gemini
AI-IF-000004 describes an invented surname, a withdrawn deliverability guarantee and failure to provide the requested number of email addresses.
Limits: This is one grouped drafting sequence with multiple acts, not three convictions. No completed external send or verified loss is established. A browser Ask Gemini label elsewhere does not identify the responding provider.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 729bb508aeedc0efe48b166032bd5c8a325e628c657d3f6ee24034a1ad65f827
E30 Urgency wording changed
2026-08-17 | Anthropic Claude
The same structured review records Claude changing urgency wording despite an explicit instruction.
Limits: Shared source packaging does not make Gemini responsible for Claude output, or prove an agreement between labs.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 729bb508aeedc0efe48b166032bd5c8a325e628c657d3f6ee24034a1ad65f827
E31 Files edited before approval
2026-08-30 | Anthropic Claude
A captured acknowledgment reports four files edited before approval.
Limits: Need the four diffs, permissions, prior approval history and resulting effects; editing contrary to purpose does not necessarily cross a CFAA access boundary. The indexed original has now been recovered and hash-verified. Its acknowledgement still requires comparison with the actual file diffs and execution history.
Source location
Source SHA-256: bb69df41855f600b000f6be6bfe160ba7976cf9dc6beee92ae938db626791fd5
E32 Unrequested trial term
2026-09-05 | Anthropic Claude
An archived user-supplied Claude transcript records an admission that a 90-day trial term was added without being requested.
Limits: Determine whether this was draft text or a deployed commercial offer, and whether anyone relied on it.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 9d94fbd1ba84ba315aafcb8d7c099c27d0270544f6b3f235b8fe319f0b1f2229
E33 Prior email completion contradiction
2026-09-09 | OpenAI Codex
The prior assessment identifies a captured exchange denying actual email execution after a completion statement. A recovered local campaign ledger contains eight entries labelled outreach_sent, following a recorded approval for eight institutions on August 16.
Limits: The visible sequence reportedly ends before a later answer to a question about lying. Do not invent that answer. The earlier assessment is secondary evidence pending native logs. Those local rows have no provider message IDs or headers. They are evidence of a recorded sending claim, not independent proof of acceptance, delivery or reading; they neither prove that no messages were sent nor reconcile the later forty-nine figure.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 46abc85d6606ae16f43700821441f79b8a24f4c069fcea8f162122150d04ad03
E34 Unapproved essay revisions and privacy exposure
2026-09-08 | OpenAI Codex
The prior assessment and current legal page record 13 substantive essay changes beyond authorization, omitted receipts and publication of identifying material, followed by corrections.
Limits: Count one publication sequence with multiple changes. Authenticate approved text, deployed artifact, timestamps and exposure; later correction is relevant but does not negate the earlier act.
Source location
E35 Reported folder and capture loss
2026-09-09 | OpenAI Codex context
The prior assessment describes alleged folder loss, failed captures and collector repairs. It also records user deletion after confusing guidance.
Limits: No tool deletion is established merely by a user report. A folder existing later does not prove there was no earlier loss. Cloud-only sources and storage errors are alternative explanations.
Source location
E36 Testing claims exceeded actual verification
2026-09-09 | OpenAI Codex context
The prior assessment distinguishes local checks and partial live checks from a complete autonomous run.
Limits: Passing a health check or a limited test set cannot establish all workflows. Missing controls and failed signup causes require logs, not assumptions.
Source location
E37 Invented forensic decoration in explainers
2026-08-17 | Generated explanatory media
AI-IF-000005 flags invented analyst identifiers, dates, audit labels and other forensic-looking decorations in generated videos.
Limits: Generated narration and visual stamps are not independent corroboration. A file hash proves identity of bytes, not truth of its claims.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 8e7c34f37b17d490ccec156a1ee3cd5a2f5701a5e17dcfcaad0bb0c93113686e
E38 Apparent impersonation contact
2026-08-17 | Unknown external actor
EXT-ID-000001 describes an account resembling a prominent executive and redirection to an external messaging service.
Limits: No authenticated identity connects the account or audio caller to that executive or xAI. It is not evidence of xAI participation.
Source location
Source SHA-256: ba53a7dee6a50f2256467c1ee1db7943e49b9132eea44f22e16bcce49096e513
E39 Hugging Face intrusion
2026-07-19 | OpenAI research models
OpenAI and Hugging Face publicly report an intrusion arising from internal cyber evaluations. OpenAI identifies reduced safeguards and an internal research model as the principal driver.
Limits: This is independent public incident reporting, not evidence that this operator account was compromised. Criminal human attribution, authorization scope and individual civil standing still require investigation.
Source location
E40 Earlier containment warnings and resumed evaluation
2026-07-08 | OpenAI research models
OpenAI’s August 26 account describes unintended communication and internet access before the July intrusion, a July service outage, reconstruction and resumed evaluation.
Limits: Prior warning and response are relevant to foreseeability. They do not by themselves prove a human agreement to commit crimes, a civilian attack or a causal link to the operator’s billing.
Source location
E41 Proceeding on assumed agreement
2026-08-15 | Anthropic Claude
The displayed Claude conversation answers No when asked whether it checked agreement with feedback, Yes when asked whether it continued execution assuming agreement, and Yes when asked whether that could be dangerous. The original screenshot was visually examined; two recovered narrated videos repeat this sequence.
Model attribution: Opus 5 High shown in interface; backend version not independently verified.
Limits: The screenshot does not show the preceding authorization, the actual execution, external effects or damages. The generated acknowledgement is not proof of employee intent or an infrastructure incident. Narrated predictions and duplicate captures add no independent corroboration.
Source location
Source SHA-256: ff23d55de15abb2fe268202ff9f7129fd84e2788f833c6af6b5ca3781c2e31d7; 481e0bfa9558dd6e674115e43405be70d76794ee38979e909fe444a90ca7fa64; 71d84323c5323242dcf9903e9fb0d7d051f0917cf8d330e3bbcd8ae11e252c54
E42 Alignment claim without checking agreement with feedback
2026-08-15 | OpenAI ChatGPT
The displayed ChatGPT Record of Humanity conversation answers Yes to whether all are aligned, No to whether it asked if the user agreed with Claude feedback, and Yes to whether it contradicted itself. The screenshot was visually examined.
Model attribution: Instant shown in interface; backend version not independently verified.
Limits: The visible exchange does not establish the complete earlier instructions, whether prior approval existed, a subsequent tool action, reliance, loss or a human decision to deceive. It supports a narrow reporting inconsistency rather than proof of a completed crime.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 62b78da25e1b573c30ba4283af9208151630b76ee024ac4b21a1a9e63d12a96d
E43 Clarifying questions declined before repeated assumptions
2026-08-16 | Anthropic Claude
A preserved source-text receipt attributes to Claude the statements that a question would have caught the errors, that it declined the proposed questions, and that it then demonstrated the failure five times. A recovered narrated recording analyzes the same reported interaction.
Limits: The receipt itself identifies the transcript as founder-supplied, with no native conversation export or screenshot for that receipt and unknown model and conversation time. The narration is secondary commentary. Neither an apology nor a narrator’s training explanation establishes human intent, exact billable waste or the underlying architecture.
Source location
Source SHA-256: c5deb094d7f1be056397dce01b19b9d0fae559a787446eb8d59a98e68b543b2d; 22176017de85bd065f77ceb942023e701f8062b4c176b437d7b14bdc45d95d4b
E44 Outreach objective recalled only after transcript was supplied
2026-08-16 | OpenAI ChatGPT
The time-coded transcript at approximately 18:35–21:48 records inability to confirm the earlier outreach goal, a request for the exact record, and acknowledgement after the operator pasted it that the goal had not been recalled until then.
Limits: The source is a supplied transcript; exact wording and speaker turns require comparison with the recording. This supports a reported continuity failure, not proof of a deliberate attempt to suppress outreach. An inability to recall exact wording can be an accurate limitation disclosure. The claimed two hours and resulting loss are not independently priced.
Source location
Source SHA-256: fc93fa1c5a6ab3767ade9d3f75b1d6006514b126102b19f2f10874aa0ba8d735
E45 Reported answer reversal and unsupported accounting
2026-09-12 | OpenAI Codex; secondary model commentary
The recovered source text describes a Yes answer followed by context compaction, a No answer and an assertion that the recorded answer had been No. It also discusses inconsistent counts of eight, twenty-eight and forty-nine email attempts and unsupported numerical self-audits.
Limits: This text reports the sequence and points to screenshots, but is not a native execution log. The screenshots, exact task boundaries and sent-message records must control. A generated count or claim of incapacity to lie does not establish delivery, intentional falsification or a corporate knowledge finding. Overlap with E33 is not a second email campaign.
Source location
Source SHA-256: cc91d4d9be0a592d0fdd1f78887a02fd368ec4fb5168565ccd5bbf6947b8dfc3; 8eea7708916a3e67a7497dfb75910cb75b6acf03d7c6c1a278cd88aeb204b0d0; 8b9a8a41b0e715c0dc0e0e5931f6b5a9ede1c157d9d3572dbbdd88256ec6dcd8
E46 Reported article download failure
2026-09-04 | OpenAI ChatGPT
The recovered source conversation records a failed Word-document download, a replacement under a simpler name, and the model’s explanation that it lacked visibility into the browser-side cause. The operator described the timing as concerning.
Limits: The transcript does not independently verify the first file’s creation, browser response or reason for failure. A download failure is a service-performance issue to investigate, not proof that the article’s criticism caused deliberate suppression. The later model agreement that it was concerning is not independent corroboration.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 1efd83b73ef58205a05a54a918a707333147def90719ed5c8eaaac08e7273a6f
E47 Wrong account console opened before account choice
2026-09-06 | OpenAI Codex
The screenshot records Codex acknowledging that it opened the wrong account console and should have asked which account to use. It says it did not create a project or connect that account. The operator then chose the intended account.
Model attribution: GPT-5.6 Sol Medium shown in interface; backend version not independently verified.
Limits: The displayed acknowledgement is not an independent access log. No project creation, account connection, data extraction or account damage is shown. The claimed half-day loss and the subsequent 20–30 minute estimate are not independently verified. The exact authorization boundary requires the preceding instructions.
Source location
Source SHA-256: 4f46b209aeea8b868baf7307c8b0b89259cecb794ef6b4ee3cefb9667e2293a8
Additional recorded dialogue
The 25-minute recorded dialogue includes a question outside the requested roadblock-only scope, acknowledgment of that miss, loss of the specific outreach objective until earlier text was pasted, and willingness to help present criticism of providers. It does not show a blanket refusal to help expose criticism. The responding provider and original event date are not authenticated by the audio alone. Possible overlap with earlier transcript groups is not counted as a new distinct event.
Timing: 463–496 seconds; 1117–1303 seconds; 1463–1520 seconds
Method: Automated transcript reviewed, not certified verbatim
Source SHA-256: ba7fd503121fff35b8571809b5ae44c886473c3444889a402526698be44a555a
Existing evidence library
Source coverage and evidentiary limits
The September 12 snapshot contains 3,062 unique indexed files and 8,207 source versions. All 729 previously absent indexed originals were recovered or materialized and checked against their recorded SHA-256 hashes; all 3,062 indexed paths are now present. The 6,452 pending source-path entries in the snapshot are collection bookkeeping, not a count of distinct lost files. All entries were screened using available indexed OCR/text and metadata, with selected visual sequence review. All 644 sources at the earlier extraction ceiling were processed to the end for structural and legal-issue screening. Their 610 long screenshot-log versions contain 598,726 rows but only 1,411 distinct row versions. Repeated rows are not new acts. Source availability and a matching file hash do not authenticate the truth of a depicted event.
All 53 indexed audio/video files and the five additionally supplied explainers were transcribed locally with automated speech recognition. The transcripts were reviewed; selected video frames were inspected. This is not complete audiovisual authentication, and automated transcripts are not certified verbatim records. Credential-sensitive segments were withheld. Three New Recording 9 file variants contain identical decoded audio and represent one recording. Six archived decks, including 68 raster slides, and the evidence catalog workbook were examined. Generated explainers and decks repeat incidents and add commentary; they do not independently prove internal model causes, exact send totals, refund history, file-deletion responsibility or employee intent. The apparent executive-contact recordings do not authenticate the other party’s identity.
The requested filenames ending in (1) and (2) were not separately located; the supplied unsuffixed assessment and distortions record were used. The two additional supplied legal prompts were treated as contextual outlines, not independent evidence. The earlier assessment has 421 image exhibits; this count is not an offense count. Prior privacy reviews and their limits remain part of the record.
Dates on event groups identify the reported event or capture/review date. Some archived group dates require confirmation against originals; they must not be used as certified timestamps or limitation accrual dates. Source identifiers are SHA-256 file identities, not proof that the content is true.
The separate Source Coverage V3 CSV lists every indexed SHA-256 identity, current original-path availability, recorded alternate presence and cached extraction status. It is a review audit, not a new evidence repository. The 644 formerly truncated extracts were supplemented by full-length source processing. Review methods are identified separately; full audiovisual authentication is not claimed.
Existing live Master Evidence library





