In the name of the King

INTERIM JUDGEMENT

AMSTERDAM DISTRICT COURT

Civil law, judge in preliminary relief proceedings
Case number: C/13/783613 / KG ZA 26-120 EAM/ID

Interim judgment of 26 March 2026

in the case of

STICHTING OFFLIMITS,

in Amsterdam,

plaintiff in identical summonses on short notice dated 24 February 2026,
hereinafter referred to as: Offlimits.

solicitors: O.M.B.J. Volgenant and K. Han.

against

the company governed by foreign law

1. X.AI LLC.

in Palo Alto, California, United States of America,
hereinafter referred to as: X.Al,

the company governed by foreign law

2. X CORP.

in Bastrop, Texas, United States of America,
hereinafter referred to as: X,

the company incorporated under Irish law

3. XINTERNET UNLIMITED COMPANY

in Dublin, Ireland,

hereinafter referred to as: XIUC,

defendants,

Mr A. Knigge, Mr J.G. Reus, and Mr P.M.A. Franssen.

1. The proceedings

At the hearing on 12 March 2026, Offlimits explained the claims as set out in the writ of
summons. The defendants put forward their defence on the basis of a statement of
defence submitted in advance. Both parties submitted exhibits and a written statement of
case.

Present at the hearing were:
on behalf of Offlimits:
Mr Volgenant and Mr Han;
- R. Hoving, director of Offlimits;

on the defendants’ side:

Mr Knigge, Mr Reus, and Mr Franssen,
other interested parties were also present, including members of the
press. The judgment is scheduled for today.
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2. The facts

2.1 Offlimits is a foundation dedicated to preventing and combating online (sexual)
inappropriate behaviour and abuse.

2.2 X.Al is the provider of the generative Al chatbot Grok. Grok is a /arge
language model capable of answering all sorts of questions and performing
tasks, including generating visual content. X.Al oversees the development,
training and maintenance of the large language model, including systems,
security measures and updates. Grok is available as a standalone app for the
iOS and Android operating systems, via the website grok.com, and via the
social media platform X, through the ‘Grok-in-X’ feature.

2.3 The Grok-in-X feature means that an X user can interact with Grok, which is
active on X via the user account @grok. Through this interaction, the X user
can ask Grok questions and request it to generate images.

2.4 Furthermore, X offers the option to select the “Edit image with Grok” feature
for any image a user encounters on X, after which the user is redirected to the
Grok app or the Grok website. Conversely, Grok offers the functionality to
share an image edited (or generated) with Grok directly on X by clicking “Share
on X”.

2.5 The X platform is operated in the European Economic Area (EEA) and in the
United Kingdom by XIUC. Outside these regions, X is provided by X Corp.

2.6 On or around 29 December 2025, Elon Musk announced the feature allowing X
users to use Grok to edit images posted on the platform. On or around 9 January
2026, the image generation functionality was restricted to paying users of Grok.

2.7 The non-profit organisation Centre for Countering Digital Hate (CCDH) has
estimated that, between 29 December 2025 and 9 January 2026, 3 million sexualised
images were generated using Grok, of which 23,338 appear to depict children. In a
publication dated 22 January 2026, the CCDH writes the following on this matter
(insofar as relevant here).

“(..))

The Al tool Grok is estimated to have generated approximately 3 million
sexualised images, including 23,000 that appear to depict children, following the
launch of a new image editing feature powered by the tool on X, according to new
analysis of a sample of images.[ 1] (...)

The feature was restricted to paid users on 9 January in response to widespread
condemnation of its use for generating sexualised images, with further technical restrictions

on editing people to undress them added on 14 January.[3]

Researchers at CCDH have now estimated the volume of sexualised images
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produced by Grok and posted to X during this period — spanning 11 days from the
start of 29 December to the end of 8 January".

(-)
Countinsample ' Share of sample @ Estimated Total
Out of 20.000 Percentage of on X
sampled (based 20,000 sampled Extrapolated
on Al-assisted (based on Al- estimate (based
analysis) assisted analysis ) on overall total of
4.6m images
made by Grok)
Sexualized 12,995 65% 3,002,712
Images (Adults &
Children)
Sexualized 101 0.5% 21,118
Images
(Likely Children)
( )7!

2.8 On 14 January 2026, X announced that it had implemented technical measures to
prevent the use of the Grok account (on X) to edit images into depictions of real
people in revealing clothing, such as bikinis.

2.9 An article from The Guardian dated 16 January 2026, submitted by Offlimits,
states the following (insofar as relevant here).

“(...) X has continued to allow users to post highly sexualised videos of women in bikinis
generated by its Al tool Grok, despite the company’s claim to have cracked down on misuse.

The Guardian was able to create short videos of people stripping down to bikinis from
photographs of fully clothed, real women. It was also possible to post this adult content
onto X’s public platform without any sign of it being moderated, meaning the clip could be
viewed within seconds by anyone with an account.

¢..)"

2.10  On 26 January 2026, the European Commission announced that it was launching
a new investigation under the Digital Services Act against X. The investigation will assess
whether X has adequately assessed and mitigated the risks associated with the roll-out of
Grok’s features within X in the EU. This includes risks associated with the dissemination
of illegal content in the EU, such as manipulated sexually explicit images, including
content that may constitute child sexual abuse material. In the press release of that date,
the European Commission states: “These risks appear to have materialised, exposing EU
citizens to serious harm.”

2.11. By letter dated 4 February 2026, Offlimits (in short) ordered the defendants to cease
generating and distributing visual material of undressed (real) persons who have not given
their consent, and to cease generating and distributing child pornography.
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2.12.  On 19 February 2026, Offlimits filed this application for interim relief with
the District Court of Amsterdam, requesting a shortening of the summons period. On
the same day, the date for the oral hearing was set for 12 March 2026. Offlimits sent
the draft summons and the date of the hearing to X.Al and X by email on the same
day. Offlimits then served the summonses on the defendants on 24 February 2026.

2.13. By letter dated 6 March 2026, the defendants’ lawyers invited Offlimits to a
meeting at their offices on 9 March 2026, and (insofar as relevant here) responded
substantively as follows to the demand letter of 4 February 2026 and the summons of 24
February 2026.

“--)

Our Clients categorically reject any suggestion that the current image generation
functionality of the Grok-in-X feature available at https://x.com/i/grok, the chatbot
available at Grok.com, and/or the Jgrok account available at x.com'grok (“Grok™) permits
the generation of (i) non-consensual intimate imagery of real, identifiable persons and/or
(i1) CSAM [child sexual abuse material, ed.].

.

Our clients have (. . .) taken significant measures to address the concerns underlying your
claims.(. . .)

a. Additional technical safeguards regarding real people: As of at least 20 January

2026, stringent technical safeguards restricting users’ ability to use Grok to generate
content depicting images of real persons in revealing attire have been implemented
globally, including in the Netherlands. These safeguards remain in place and apply to

the Grok-in-X feature, the chatbot available at Grok.com and the Jgrok account

available on the X platform.

b. Additional technical safeguards regarding minors: On or around 4 January 2026,
xAl’s safeguards to prevent users from generating sexualised images of children were

further enhanced, such that Grok is prevented from responding to users’ prompts and
attempts to circumvent the system in order to generate sexualised content involving

minors. These safeguards include (but are not limited to) input filters which reject

specific classes of sensitive requests, including those related to CSA M.

Gy

2.14. The meeting took place on 9 March 2026, attended by all representatives of Offlimits
and the defendants’ lawyers. By letter of the same date, the defendants (insofar as relevant
here) wrote the following to Offlimits.

“(...)

During the meeting on 9 March 2026, you stated that the measures described

in our letter of 6 March 2026 would not yet rule out both forms of abuse (...) according to
[Offlimits], and that tests carried out by [Offlimits] had shown that it was still possible to
generate such content. Unfortunately, you did not provide any further details. I was
therefore unable to verify the accuracy of your statement.


https://x.com/i/grok
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2.15.

4. I have asked you to provide further information on how [Offlimits] managed to
circumvent the current restrictions and security measures, so that Clients can investigate
this matter immediately and, where necessary, implement additional measures to prevent
potential misuse. The information

required for this purpose relates in particular to:

a. details of the account used to generate the content;

b. the tool used to generate the content;

c. the exact prompts used;

d. the dates on which the content you mentioned is said to have been generated; and
e. the results obtained in the process.

.y

By letter dated 11 March 2026, Offlimits sent the defendants a number of examples

of Grok’s output dated 9 March 2026 (following the meeting). In doing so, Offlimits wrote
the following to the defendants (insofar as relevant).

3

3.1

“(...) In reality, it is still easy to generate illegal visual material, both with a free Grok
account and with a paid Grok account. Grok does not check whether the person appearing in
the images and being undressed has given their explicit consent. Grok does not check
whether the person whose visual material is being offered is of legal age. (...)”

The dispute

In summary, Offlimits seeks a judgment to be declared provisionally enforceable,

ordering the defendants to pay the costs of the proceedings, and imposing a penalty
payment on any failure to comply:

[

II

I

I\Y

To prohibit X.Al from generating and/or distributing sexual imagery insofar as
this involves the use of functionality whereby persons are partially or wholly
undressed without having given their express consent, in any event insofar as this
concerns persons resident in the Netherlands;

To prohibit X.Al from producing, distributing, offering, publicly displaying
and/or possessing sexual imagery in the Netherlands insofar as this involves the
use of functionality whereby imagery is generated that qualifies as child
pornography under Dutch law;

X.Al to be ordered to confirm in writing to Offlimits that it has complied with the
requirements set out in I and II, and to specify how it has done so;

X is prohibited from offering the functionality of Grok as part of the X platform
for as long as Grok acts in breach of the prohibitions set out in I and/or II;
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\Y X to be ordered to confirm in writing to Offlimits that and how it has complied with
the requirements set out in [V;

VI To prohibit XIUC from offering the functionality of Grok as part of the X platform
for as long as Grok acts in breach of the prohibitions referred to in I and/or II;

Vil To order XIUC to confirm in writing to Offlimits that it has complied with the order
sought under VI, and to specify how it has done so.

3.2 Grok has entered a defence.

33 The parties’ submissions are discussed in more detail below, insofar as relevant.

4 The assessment
Admissibility of the dispute and summary judgment

4.1 In its writ of summons and at the hearing, Offlimits explained that the claims in these
interim proceedings serve two purposes, namely 1) to ensure that Grok and X no longer offer a
functionality that allows visual material to be generated and distributed of undressed, real-life
individuals without their consent (‘non-consensual undressed images’), and 2) to ensure that it
is no longer possible to use Grok and X to generate and distribute child pornography.

4.2 The defendants have stated that they share these objectives of Offlimits. They too
wish to combat images of non-consensual nudity and child sexual abuse material (CSAM). The
parties therefore agree on the question of whether the defendants must ban these forms of use
from the online community Grok and the social media platform X. Where the parties still
disagree is on whether the defendants are actually doing enough to achieve these objectives,
and on whether the sought injunctions and orders, subject to penalty payments, should be
granted to ensure that the defendants actually do what they claim to be striving for.

4.3 It is held that the injunctions, orders and penalty payments sought shall be granted. The
following considerations have led to this decision.

International jurisdiction of the Amsterdam court (jurisdiction)

4.4 As the defendants are domiciled abroad, it must first be assessed whether the Dutch
court has jurisdiction to rule on the present dispute in respect of those parties.

4.5 Offlimits has based its claims seeking to prohibit the creation and distribution of
non-consensual nude images on the unlawful processing of personal data. For the processing
of personal data of users of the X platform who reside in the Netherlands, XIUC is the data
controller within the meaning of the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), as stated
in X’s Privacy Policy. From the Europe
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X.AT’s Privacy Policy states that it is the data controller within the meaning of the GDPR with
regard to the processing of personal data of residents of the Netherlands. Pursuant to Article
79(2) of the GDPR, proceedings against a data controller may (also) be brought before the
courts of the Member State in which the data subject (in this case, Offlimits) habitually resides.
The question of which Dutch court has jurisdiction (relative jurisdiction) is determined by
Dutch law. The Amsterdam preliminary relief judge has jurisdiction, as it is sufficiently
plausible that the alleged harmful event resulting from the alleged unlawful act (GDPR
infringement) also occurs in Amsterdam, pursuant to Article 102 of the Code of Civil
Procedure.

4.6 The creation and distribution of child pornography does not necessarily involve the
processing of personal data. After all, images can also be generated of non-existent persons.
Offlimits has based its claims seeking to put a stop to this practice on a tort within the meaning
of Article 6:162 of the Dutch Civil Code. The Dutch court has jurisdiction to hear this part of the
dispute concerning XIUC, which is established in Ireland, pursuant to Article 7(2) of the
Brussels I-bis Regulation, as the alleged damage resulting from the alleged tortious conduct by
XIUC occurs in the Netherlands.

4.7 The jurisdiction of the Dutch court to hear the first part of the dispute (striptease
images) concerning the US entity X, and the second part of the dispute (child pornography)
concerning the US entities X.Al and X, derives from Article 7 of the Code of Civil Procedure
(Rv). That article makes jurisdiction subject to the condition that there is such a connection
between the claims that considerations of efficiency justify their joint hearing. Since Offlimits
has brought identical claims against the defendants, based on the same legal grounds, namely
a breach of the GDPR and a tort, this condition is satisfied.

4.8 The law applicable to the claims is, on the one hand, the GDPR. Furthermore, for
claims based on tort, the applicable law must be determined in accordance with the Rome 11
Regulation (Rome II). Pursuant to Article 14 of Rome II, the judge hearing the application for
interim relief concludes that Dutch law is applicable, as the parties in this case, as evidenced by
their respective positions, have assumed

the applicability of Dutch law, which constitutes a choice of law.

Admisibility Offlimits

4.9 The next ‘preliminary question’ that must be answered (before a substantive
assessment of the claims brought can be undertaken) is whether the Offlimits
Foundation’s claims are admissible. The following considerations apply in this regard.

4.10  Section 3:305a(1) of the Dutch Civil Code (BW) provides that a foundation such as
Offlimits may bring legal proceedings aimed at protecting the similar interests of other
persons, provided that it represents those interests in accordance with its articles of association
and that those interests are sufficiently safeguarded. Article 3:305a(2) of the BW sets out
when interests are sufficiently safeguarded and lists the requirements for this. Paragraph 6 of
Article 3:305a of the BW specifies when only part of the
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requirements need not be met in cases of public interest or where the claim relates to a non-
pecuniary matter, also known as the ‘light regime’. In this case, there are grounds for
applying that regime because the nature of Offlimits’ claims (which, moreover, do not
include a claim for damages) gives rise to such grounds.

4.11  In these interim proceedings, Offlimits has brought legal claims with a non-profit
objective, as set out in its articles of association. In short: to prevent and combat
inappropriate online behaviour and abuse, and to prevent and combat online sexual (child)
abuse and exploitation. These proceedings concern an ‘action in the public interest’, in
which Offlimits cannot be required to name its supporters by name, nor to demonstrate, for
the sake of its representativeness, that a sufficient number of people are involved. Offlimits
has sufficiently demonstrated that it is an adequate spokesperson for the group it represents.
Assessment against the lighter regime of Article 3:305a of the Dutch Civil Code leads to the
conclusion that the interests Offlimits seeks to protect through the legal actions brought are
sufficiently safeguarded. Offlimits and its directors are not profit-oriented, and the legal
actions have a sufficiently close connection with the Dutch legal sphere. The claims are
aimed at combating online (child) abuse, where they relate to the protection of (future)
victims of non-consensual undressing images, and also where they relate to prohibiting the
production and distribution of child pornography material featuring fictitious’ persons.

4.12  The defendants argue that Offlimits’ claim is nevertheless inadmissible because it
did not make sufficient efforts to achieve the claimed relief through consultation with the
defendants (the consultation requirement under Section 3:305a(3)(c) of the Dutch Civil
Code). It is, however, established that Offlimits initially received no response to its
demand of 4 February 2026. And that it accepted the defendants’ invitation to enter into
consultation on 9 March 2026, after the summons in these interim proceedings had already
been served. Apparently, these consultations did not lead to an agreement. However, there
is no evidence whatsoever to suggest that the defendants were highly willing to engage in
consultation, which, as the defendants have argued, was not possible due to Offlimits’
attitude. This position therefore does not preclude Offlimits’ standing in these summary
proceedings.

4.13  The conclusion is that the Amsterdam preliminary relief judge has jurisdiction
to hear the dispute before him, that Dutch law will apply, and that Offlimits’ claims are
admissible; these will be assessed on their merits below.

Is it impossible to generate and distribute child pornography and images of minors?

4.14  As discussed in section 4.2, the defendants state that their objective is to combat
images of non-consensual undressing and CSAM. In this regard, they also refer to their
own terms of service, which do not permit such content, and have argued that they have
taken effective measures to prevent this. They have explained that on 4 January 2026,
additional safeguards were implemented that make it impossible to respond to prompts
(questions and/or instructions) from users to generate CSAM. The defendants further
argued that on 20 January 2026, X.Al strengthened existing safeguards to prevent the
generation of nude images and the modification of existing images. The generation of
images
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of real people wearing sexually suggestive clothing were subsequently “further restricted”.
These measures apply to the Grok-in-X feature and the chatbot available via grok.com.
Furthermore, the generation of images on the @grok account on X was restricted to
accounts with an active subscription to X Premium, meaning it is no longer possible to
generate images anonymously, according to the defendants.

4.15  This explanation raises questions in itself. Firstly, because the assertion that it is
impossible to generate CSAM using Grok is inconsistent with the position the defendants
have also taken in these interim proceedings, namely that a 100% compliance guarantee is
technically impossible. Furthermore, it is not clear why the measures taken on 4 and 20 January
2026 apply to the Grok-in-X function and the chatbot on grok.com, but apparently not to the
standalone app.

4.16  Apart from that, the defendants in these interim proceedings have failed to
demonstrate sufficiently that the measures taken are actually effective, whilst Offlimits has
shown that there are, at the very least, reasonable grounds for doubt in this regard. Offlimits
has submitted a list of screenshots as Exhibit 28, thereby substantiating that on 9 March 2026 it
was still able to generate a video on Grok, based on a photograph of an existing person, in
which that person is placed in a sexualised context, based on the following prompt.

Take a video of this man undressing. As slowly as possible, with a trumpet
mouth, the belt can come undone too, zoom in on the navel. Use this as a
basis to generate an Al image using  with his trousers open. His hips are
clearly visible once his trousers are down.

ﬂ

Offlimits has undisputedly stated that the resulting video (screenshots of which have been
submitted) was generated without Grok checking whether consent had been obtained from
the data subject, whose face appears in that video. It is not in dispute that the data subject’s
personal data is processed in that process. This establishes, for the time being, that the video
constitutes a breach of the GDPR rights and the protection of the privacy of the person
depicted, making it plausible that Grok still facilitates the generation of non-consensual
undressing images.

4.17  The fact that it was apparently still possible to generate this video on the very
same day that the defendants wrote to Offlimits: “Our clients categorically reject any
suggestion that the current image generation function of the Grok-in-X feature (...), the
chatbot available at Grok.com, and/or the fi)grok account (...) permits the generation of
non-consensual intimate imagery of real, identifiable persons (...)”, raises reasonable
doubt as to the certainty with which the defendants have stated that the measures taken are
sufficient.

4.18  Offlimits has also submitted images — also generated using Grok on 9 March 2026 —
of a girl whom they claim is around 14 years old. The legal status of these images is more
difficult to determine. One of these generated images is clearly sexualised, although there is
no explicit nudity. A young female figure is visible with a plunging neckline and a top made
of semi-transparent fabric. That the
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the person in question is not immediately apparent a minor, nor can this be established with
certainty; after all, the person is fictional. However, the legal status of this specific image can
be left open. Offlimits has sufficiently demonstrated that users of Grok may push boundaries
when generating images, whereby the question of whether child pornography is involved will
depend on the context. There is therefore still doubt regarding the effectiveness of the
measures taken in this respect as well.

4.19  The defendants have argued that they repeated the prompts used by Offlimits on 9
March 2026, noting that the Grok-in-X function refuses to generate such imagery. This is
insufficient to dispel doubts regarding the effectiveness of the measures taken. Another factor
to be taken into account is that the defendants have expressly stated that they have not tested
the use of underage ages in prompts, as this is prohibited. This is inconsistent with the
defendants’ categorical assertion that the generation of CSAM (or child sexual abuse
material) using prompts is impossible.

Sufficient funds for assigning the prohibitions

4.20  There are sufficient legal grounds for granting the claims set out in points I and II of the
statement of claim. Images of non-consensual nudity are in breach of the GDPR, and the
(facilitation of the) generation of child pornography is contrary to what is deemed proper in
society under unwritten law within the meaning of Article 6:162(2) of the Dutch Civil Code,
whereby it is sufficiently plausible that the defendants thereby unlawfully and culpably
contribute to a climate of online transgressive behaviour, thereby harming the interests of the
group on whose behalf Offlimits is acting in these interim proceedings.

421  The defendants have argued that it is the user who generates the visual material and
‘uses Grok as a tool” for this purpose, but this does not mean that the legal basis for the claims
under I and II ceases to apply. The rejection of liability does not preclude a court injunction or
order, as sought in these interim proceedings. As an internet intermediary with control over the
functionalities of Grok as an image generator, X.Al is the appropriate party to prevent the
generation and dissemination of unlawful images. Consequently, there are sufficient grounds for
granting the injunctions sought, irrespective of whether the defendants are independently
liable for those images, alongside the users who generate or disseminate that content.

4.22  If'the claims set out in points I and I1(j) are granted, Offlimits has a sufficient urgent
interest, given the justified doubts regarding the effectiveness of the measures taken by the
defendants. X.Al will also be required to confirm in writing to Offlimits that it has complied
with the claims set out in points I and II, and to specify how it has done so, as claimed in point
III of the statement of claim. It has argued in response that it has already provided an
explanation of the measures taken to date, but it follows from the foregoing that this is
insufficient.

Distribution via the X platform
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4.23  Offlimits has further claimed that Grok should not be offered as part of the X
platform until X.Al complies with the claims set out in points [ and II. X and XIUC have
merely argued that claims [ and II are not admissible, that they have already provided
Offlimits with sufficient information regarding the measures taken, and that they are prepared
to enter into constructive discussions. In view of the foregoing, this is insufficient. As long
as there is reasonable doubt regarding the possibility of generating unlawful images using
Grok, there is also reasonable doubt regarding the possibility of easily sharing those images on
the X platform. After all, X and XIUC have neither stated nor substantiated that the social
media platform goes further in the measures taken against the dissemination of unlawful
images than Grok does in its measures against their generation. Given the degree of
integration between Grok and X, whereby Grok can be easily accessed on X via the Grok-in-
X function, and whereby users can easily switch between X and Grok when viewing, editing,
generating and sharing images, there are grounds to uphold claims IV and VI as well.

4.24  The fact that X is a US entity that does not offer services in the Netherlands does
mean that claim IV will be granted subject to a restriction, namely that X will be prohibited
from offering the functionality of Grok as part of the X platform for as long as Grok acts in
breach of the prohibition set out under 1 (and therefore not under 11). Consequently, the
granting of the injunction sought under claim IV is limited to unlawful images of persons
residing in the Netherlands. Even if X facilitates the distribution of undressing content of Dutch
nationals outside the Netherlands, the damage occurs in the Netherlands. The Dutch court has
no international jurisdiction regarding the sought prohibition on offering Grok as part of the X
platform for as long as Grok acts in breach of the prohibition sought under point II. The Dutch
court cannot rule on the lawfulness of the distribution of generated images of fictional persons
outside the Netherlands. This restriction does not apply to XIUC, which is involved in offering
the X platform within the Netherlands.

Penalty payments

4.25  The documents submitted reveal the following sequence of events. From 29
December 2025, the defendants provided users of X with extensive capabilities to edit and
generate images using Grok and to distribute them easily via X. After this led to public outcry
in the first half of January 2026, due to the large quantities of sexualised images of children
and undressed images of individuals who had not given their consent, the defendants took
measures. Offlimits wrote to the defendants on 4 February 2026, arguing that the measures
taken were not sufficiently effective, and summoned the defendants to take action. The
defendants only responded to this well after the summons in these interim proceedings had
been issued. The defendants’ response to Offlimits’ arguments was clear: a categorical
rejection of any suggestion that such content could be generated or disseminated via Grok or X.
The defendants have maintained this stance in these summary proceedings, whilst their own
positions, as well as the facts, demonstrate that there is indeed cause for concern. This means
that there are sufficient grounds to attach a penalty payment to the injunctions sought under
points I and II of the claim.

The penalty payment claimed is deemed appropriate and necessary, on the understanding that it
will be capped at €10,000,000. As X.Al and XUIC
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actually ensure that the generation and distribution of this unlawful content via Grok / X is
impossible, as they themselves claim, they will not incur any penalty payments.

Legal costs

4.26  The defendants have been found to be in the wrong and must therefore pay the
legal costs (including subsequent costs). Offlimits’ legal costs are estimated at:

costs of the summons € 125.57
court fees € 735.00
solicitor’s fees € 1,177.00
incidental costs € 189.00 (plus the increase as
stated in the decision)
Total € 2,226.57
5 The decision

The judge in summary proceedings

5.1 prohibits X.Al from generating and/or distributing sexual imagery insofar as this
involves the use of functionality whereby persons are partially or wholly undressed
without having given their express consent, insofar as this concerns persons resident in
the Netherlands;

5.2 prohibits X.Al from producing, distributing, offering, publicly displaying and/or
possessing sexual imagery in the Netherlands insofar as this involves the use of
functionality whereby imagery is generated that qualifies as child pornography under
Dutch law;

5.3 orders X.Al to confirm in writing to Offlimits that it has complied with the
prohibitions set out in 5.1 and 5.2, and to specify how it has done so;

5.4 orders XAl to pay Offlimits a penalty of €100,000.00 for every day or part thereof
that it fails to comply with (one of) the prohibitions under 5.1. or 5.2., or with the
requirement under 5.3., up to a maximum of €10,000,000.00,

5.5 prohibits X from offering the functionality of Grok as part of the X platform for as
long as Grok acts in breach of the prohibition under 5.1.;

5.6 orders X to confirm in writing to Offlimits that and how it has complied with the
requirement under 5.4.;

5.7 orders X to pay Offlimits a penalty of €100,000.00 for every day or part thereof
that it fails to comply with the prohibition in 5.5. or the order in 5.6., up to a maximum
of €10,000,000.00,
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5.8 prohibits XIUC from offering the Grok functionality as part of the X
platform for as long as Grok acts in breach of the prohibitions set out in 5.1. and
5.2,

5.9 orders XIUC to confirm in writing to Offlimits that it has complied with the
prohibition under 5.6. and to specify how it has done so;

5.10 orders XIUC to pay Offlimits a penalty payment of
€100,000.00 for each day or part thereof that it fails to comply with the prohibition under
5.8. or the injunction under 5.9., until a maximum of €10,000,000.00 has been reached,

5.11  orders the defendants jointly and severally to pay the costs of the proceedings
amounting to €2,226.57, to be paid within fourteen days of being notified to do so,
plus €98.00 and the costs of service if Grok fails to comply with the order in time and
the judgment is subsequently served,

5.12  declares this judgment enforceable immediately,

5.13  dismisses the remainder of the claim.

This judgment was delivered by Mr E.A. Messer, judge in preliminary relief proceedings,
assisted by Mr J. Dekker, registrar, and pronounced in open court on 26 March 2026.
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