
IN THE IOWA DISTRICT COURT FOR POLK COUNTY 
 
STATE OF IOWA, 
 
     Plaintiff, 
 
vs. 
 
ROBLOX CORPORATION, 
 
     Defendant. 

Case No. EQCE092346 
 
 

RULING ON MOTION TO DISMISS 

 

Hearing was held on April 10, 2026, on the Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss filed 

February 20, 2026 (D0038). A resistance was filed March 23, 2026 (D0041) and a reply 

was filed April 6, 2026 (D0048). 

The Plaintiff, State of Iowa (“the State”), was represented by William Pearson, 

Daniel Barnes, Mark Pinkert, and Kellen Dwyer. The Defendant, Roblox Corporation 

(“Roblox”), was represented by David Yoshimura, Nicholas Klinefeldt, Meghan Stoppel, 

and Stephen Cobb. After hearing the arguments of counsel and reviewing relevant case 

law and the court file, including the motion and resistance filed by the parties, the Court 

now enters the following ruling.  

 

I. RELEVANT BACKGROUND FACTS AND ALLEGATIONS OF THE 

PETITION 

Roblox is a free-to-use online gaming platform with “over 80 million daily users, 

many of whom reside in Iowa and most of whom are under the age of 18.” D0001, Pet. at 

¶ 2 (12/16/2026). Users create a “Lego-like avatar” that can chat with other players and 

participate in interactive games known as “experiences.” Id. at ¶ 26. The vast majority of 

these experiences are created by third parties using tools provided by Roblox. Id. 

E-FILED                    EQCE092346 - 2026 MAY 13 02:58 PM             POLK    
CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT                    Page 1 of 12



 

 

2 

 

On December 16, 2025, the State filed a 108-page petition alleging that Roblox 

has violated the Iowa Consumer Fraud Act (“ICFA”) by engaging in unfair practices and 

deception. Roblox has filed a pre-answer motion to dismiss, arguing that the State’s 

claims are barred by federal law and the First Amendment. In the alternative, they argue 

that the State has failed to state a claim under the ICFA. 

Unfair Practices Claim 

The State claims that Roblox engaged in “unfair practices” under the ICFA in 

several ways, including: 

Creating, distributing, promoting, offering for sale, attempting to sell, and 
selling services that have operational and design flaws exposing children to 
child exploitation dangers. Operational and design flaws include but are not 
limited to filter bypasses; default allowance of adult–child communications; 
insufficient content moderation and trust and safety; insufficient parental 
controls; insufficient age and identify verification; failure to ensure age-
appropriate content; and failure to warn of known risks; and addictive 
currency, user notification, and gameplay features . . . 
 

Id. at ¶ 193. The Petition includes a number of citations and examples for these claims 

that need not be repeated for the purposes of resolving this motion. 

Deception Claim 

The State also alleges that Roblox purposefully misled consumers—specifically, 

the parents of children playing the game—by misrepresenting both the quantity and the 

quality of safety and moderation tools. The statements at issue were made in a variety of 

public posts and interviews, including FAQ’s on Roblox’s website and in guides 

specifically for parents. The State claims that these statements were and are quantifiably 

false given the reality of both the moderation staff at Roblox and the content shared in 

the game. These representations that the State alleges were false and misleading include 

representing the platform as safe for children, stating that the company has thousands of 
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highly-trained content moderators, claiming that everything uploaded to the platform is 

reviewed before it is made available to the public, and providing an undercount of 

inappropriate conduct in order to receive lower age ratings on app stores. See id. at ¶¶ 

146, 207. 

 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW. 
 

In determining whether to grant the motion to dismiss, a court views the well-pled 

facts of the petition “in the light most favorable to the plaintiff with doubts resolved in that 

party's favor.” Haupt v. Miller, 514 N.W.2d 905, 911 (Iowa 1994). A motion to dismiss 

must stand or fall on the exclusive contents of the petition, and it is sustainable only when 

it appears to a certainty that the plaintiff would not be entitled to relief under any state of 

facts that could be proved in support of the claims asserted. Id. (citing Bindel v. Iowa 

Manufacturing Co., 197 N.W.2d 552, 555 (Iowa 1972)). “A motion to dismiss admits the 

allegations of the petition and waives any ambiguity or uncertainty in the petition.” 

Leuchtenmacher v. Farm Bureau Mutual Ins., 460 N.W.2d 858, 861 (Iowa 1990). “The 

petition should be construed in a light most favorable to the plaintiff with doubts resolved 

in that party's favor in ruling on the motion.” Sanford v. Manternach, 601 N.W.2d 360, 363 

(Iowa 1999). 

 

III. ANALYSIS. 

A. Section 230 

Roblox’s first argument is that this suit is barred by the immunity provisions of the 

Communications Decency Act of 1996, codified at 47 U.S.C. § 230 and therefore 
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commonly referred to as “Section 230.” It states, in relevant part: 

(c) Protection for “Good Samaritan” blocking and screening of offensive 
material 

(1) Treatment of publisher or speaker 
No provider or user of an interactive computer service shall be treated 
as the publisher or speaker of any information provided by another 
information content provider. 
(2) Civil liability 
No provider or user of an interactive computer service shall be held liable 
on account of-- 

(A) any action voluntarily taken in good faith to restrict access to or 
availability of material that the provider or user considers to be 
obscene, lewd, lascivious, filthy, excessively violent, harassing, or 
otherwise objectionable, whether or not such material is 
constitutionally protected; or 
(B) any action taken to enable or make available to information 
content providers or others the technical means to restrict access to 
material described in paragraph ([A]). 

 
When analyzing the applicability of Section 230, federal courts have formulated a 

three-prong test based on the language of the statute. In order for there to be immunity, 

a defendant must show (1) that they are a provider or user of an interactive computer 

service, (2) the plaintiff seeks to treat them as a publisher or speaker, and (3) that the 

information in question was provided by another information content provider. Barnes v. 

Yahoo!, Inc., 570 F.3d 1096, 1100-01 (9th Cir. 2009); accord Klayman v. Zuckerberg, 753 

F.3d 1354, 1357 (D.C. Cir. 2014). The parties do not dispute that Roblox is a provider of 

an interactive computer service within the meaning of this section. 

“Generally speaking, immunity under the Communications Decency Act is 

considered to be an affirmative defense; as such, it may support a motion to dismiss only 

if the Act's barrier to suit is evident from the face of the complaint.” 15B Am. Jur. 2d 

Computers and the Internet § 202. While the Eighth Circuit has not addressed this issue, 

the majority of circuits have taken this position. Force v. Facebook, Inc., 934 F.3d 53, 57 
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(2d Cir. 2019); G.G. v. Salesforce.com, Inc., 76 F.4th 544, 566 (7th Cir. 2023); Calise v. 

Meta Platforms, Inc., 103 F.4th 732, 738 (9th Cir. 2024); Klayman v. Zuckerberg, 753 

F.3d 1354, 1357 (D.C. Cir. 2014). But see Nemet Chevrolet, Ltd. v. Consumeraffairs.com, 

Inc., 591 F.3d 250, 254 (4th Cir. 2009) (holding that Section 230 is not a “defense to 

liability” but rather an immunity that must be resolved “at the earliest possible stage of the 

case”). 

Iowa courts have not specifically addressed when issues involving Section 230 

should be raised. However, the Iowa Supreme Court has noted that “[a] motion to dismiss 

assumes the truth of facts well pleaded in the pleading attacked but is not a proper vehicle 

for the submission of affirmative defenses.” Harrison v. Allied Mut. Cas. Co., 113 N.W.2d 

701, 702 (Iowa 1962). The only exception to this rule is one where a plaintiff has “pled 

themselves out of court,” so to speak, by making it obvious from the facts in the petition 

that an affirmative defense is applicable. White v. Harkrider, 990 N.W.2d 647, 656 (Iowa 

2023). This is consistent with the manner that most federal courts have treated Section 

230 at the motion to dismiss stage. E.g., Klayman, 753 F.3d at 1357 (holding that Section 

230 “can still support a motion to dismiss if the statute's barrier to suit is evident from the 

face of the complaint”). 

Unfair Practices Claim 

The State’s unfair practices claim encompasses a variety of conduct, some of 

which fall within the scope of Section 230 and some of which do not. In looking at the 

petition, there are a subset of actions named by the State that clearly fall within the 

protections of Section 230. These include “insufficient content moderation,” “failure to 

ensure age-appropriate content,” “filter bypasses,” and addictive gameplay features. 
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D0001 at ¶ 193. For the first three, the only possible solution is more moderation. “[I]f the 

claim seeks to hold the defendant liable for ‘deciding whether to publish, withdraw, 

postpone or alter content[,]’ the claim treats the defendant as a publisher or speaker and 

is barred by section 230.” A.B. v. Salesforce, Inc., 123 F.4th 788, 795 (5th Cir. 2024) 

(second alteration in original) (quoting Zeran v. Am. Online, Inc., 129 F.3d 327, 330 (4th 

Cir. 1997)). Courts have also routinely barred claims regarding the manner in which 

content is presented to a consumer, including algorithms to extend user time. Force v. 

Facebook, Inc., 934 F.3d 53, 66-67 (2d Cir. 2019); Dyroff v. Ultimate Software Grp., Inc., 

934 F.3d 1093, 1098 (9th Cir. 2019) (finding that algorithms that recommended other 

posts and user groups are tools meant to facilitate communication and content of others). 

With regard to these claims, the State has “pled themselves out of court,” because there 

is no version of facts where Section 230 does not apply to these claims. 

The other unfair practices alleged by the State are more difficult to untangle. After 

a review of the relevant caselaw, the Court finds that the most clearly analogous case is 

the pending multi-district litigation in the Northern District of California against many social 

media websites, including Facebook, Instagram, YouTube, Snapchat, and TikTok. In re 

Soc. Media Adolescent Addiction/Pers. Inj. Prods. Liab. Litig., 702 F. Supp. 3d 809, 817 

(N.D. Cal. 2023). The claims of the hundreds of plaintiffs, including the Attorneys General 

of over thirty states, revolve around the harm that various social media websites allegedly 

cause adolescents. Id. The district court analyzed the main claims: (1) strict products 

liability design defect, (2) strict products liability failure to warn, (3) product-based 

negligent design defect, (4) product-based negligent failure to warn, and (5) negligence 

per se. Id. at 818. While these claims are not exactly the same as the ICFA, the operative 
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facts and thus the application of Section 230 are. Concerns in both cases include lack of 

age verification, lack of parental controls, a failure to warn users about potential harm, 

and addictive features like user notifications. For all of these issues, the court found that 

Section 230 did not apply because they “can be fixed by defendants without altering the 

publishing of third-party content.”1 Id. at 829. Thus, it is not clear from the face of the 

petition that Section 230 applies, and these claims cannot be dismissed. 

The remaining specific unfair practices identified by the State are the “default 

allowance of adult–child communications” and an addictive and/or misleading 

implementation of in-game currency. These appear to be issues that can be solved 

through means other than censorship of third-party conduct; therefore, at this early stage 

in litigation, the Court cannot definitively hold that the claims are barred by Section 230. 

Deception Claim 

The State’s deception claim is more clear-cut. In short, the content at issue in this 

claim is not content created by third parties but rather the words published by Roblox 

itself.  

A website operator can be both a service provider and a content provider: 
If it passively displays content that is created entirely by third parties, then 
it is only a service provider with respect to that content. But as to content 
that it creates itself, or is “responsible, in whole or in part” for creating or 
developing, the website is also a content provider. Thus, a website may be 
immune from liability for some of the content it displays to the public but be 
subject to liability for other content. 
 

Fair Hous. Council of San Fernando Valley v. Roommates.Com, LLC, 521 F.3d 1157, 

1162–63 (9th Cir. 2008). The legal substance of the State’s case for deception is not that 

                                                           
1 For the issue of notifications, the court found that notifications driven by third-party conduct were subject 

to Section 230, whereas notifications pushed solely by the defendant were not. The State has not provided 
specifics for what about Roblox’s push notifications constitute an unfair practice, but at this stage all 
possible inferences must be made in their favor. 
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Roblox must or even should censor the content on its site. The fundamental issue is 

whether Roblox’s own content was a misrepresentation of its moderation and safety 

features. 

Roblox seeks to compare this case to Doe v. Grindr Inc., 128 F.4th 1148 (9th Cir.), 

cert. denied, 146 S. Ct. 319, 223 L. Ed. 2d 134 (2025). In that case, Minor Doe brought 

several claims against the app Grindr, which is an adult dating app for men seeking 

relationships with other men. Id. at 1152. Doe was 15 years old but represented that he 

was 18 years old when he used the application. Id. He was then sexually assaulted by 

four adult men with whom Grindr had matched him. Id. One of Doe’s claims was for 

negligent misrepresentation, based on a statement from Grindr that is “designed to create 

a safe and secure environment for its users.” Id. at 1154. The Court held that this 

statement “is not a specific promise, but a description of [Grindr’s] moderation policy, and 

thus protected from liability under § 230.” Id. Roblox claims that their statements are 

analogous. It is true that some of the statements identified by the State are similar and 

would not on their own create liability. However, the State has also identified several 

specific promises that it claims as untrue, such as claims that Roblox has an “expertly 

trained team with thousands of members dedicated to protecting our users and monitoring 

for inappropriate content” and that there is a “safety review of every uploaded image, 

audio, and video file.” In this way, the State seeks to hold Roblox “accountable for a 

specific promise or representation, ‘not for failure to take certain moderation actions[.]’” 

Id. (quoting Est. of Bride by & through Bride v. Yolo Techs., Inc., 112 F.4th 1168, 1178 

(9th Cir. 2024). 

The same is true of the deception claims relating to the age ratings for Roblox on 
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various app stores. The essence of the claim is that Roblox misrepresented the amount 

of violent and sexual content in order to keep the age ratings low and thus make parents 

more likely to allow their children to download the game. The nexus of potential liability 

comes from Roblox’s statements to app stores, not from its publication of third-party 

conduct.2  

B. Failure to State a Claim under the ICFA 

Roblox also claims that the State has failed to state a claim upon which relief can 

be granted. The ICFA forbids unfair or deceptive practices “in connection with the lease, 

sale, or advertisement of any merchandise[.]” Iowa Code § 714.16(2)(a). Roblox argues 

that it is not “merchandise” within the meaning of the statute because it is free to play. 

The ICFA defines merchandise broadly. See State ex rel. Miller v. Cutty's Des Moines 

Camping Club, Inc., 694 N.W.2d 518, 525 (Iowa 2005). It includes “objects, wares, goods, 

commodities, intangibles, securities, bonds, debentures, stocks, real estate or services.” 

Id. at § 714.16(1)(e). The statute does not mention sales or payment of any kind. Even if 

there was a requirement that the merchandise be exchanged for money, Roblox sells 

Robux, an in-game currency that can only be purchased with real money. The State 

alleges that Roblox has intentionally created addictive game features to incentivize the 

purchase of Robux. 

More broadly, it would undercut the ICFA to exempt products that are free to use. 

“The definitions presented in the Iowa Consumer Fraud Act are broad and comprehensive 

in order to effect the wide application of the Act . . . in a wide variety of circumstances.” 

                                                           
2 This district court made a similar finding in a case brought by the State against the application TikTok for 
misrepresenting the frequency of adult content to app stores in order to get a lower age rating. D0323 
(EQCE089810), Ruling on Defs.’ Mot. to Dismiss at 19-20 (8/26/2024), aff’d on other grounds State ex rel. 
Bird v. TikTok, Inc., 30 N.W.3d 732, 736 (Iowa 2026). 
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Cutty’s, 694 N.W.2d at 526 (quoting Note, Consumer Protection Under the Iowa 

Consumer Fraud Act, 54 Iowa L.Rev. 319, 325 (1968)). There is still a user service 

agreement in place following the creation of an account, and both parties agree that one 

of the ways that Roblox makes money is by selling user data which it collects. An ever-

increasing portion of our economy involves similar transactions, and to exempt them from 

the ICFA would create a large loophole that is not in keeping with the rest of the statute. 

As stated by the district court in the previously-mentioned multistate social media 

litigation, a “company cannot exempt itself from consumer-protection law because its 

consumers exchange their personal data and time for a product or service rather than 

cash for goods.” In re Soc. Media Adolescent Addiction/Pers. Inj. Prods. Liab. Litig., 753 

F. Supp. 3d 849, 909–10 (N.D. Cal. 2024). 

 Roblox also argues that the State cannot show that there was actionable 

unfairness or misrepresentation. However, Iowa is a notice-pleading state. This means 

“[t]he petition need not allege ultimate facts that support each element of the cause of 

action” but rather it “must contain factual allegations that give the defendant ‘fair notice’ 

of the claim asserted so the defendant can adequately respond to the petition.” Rees v. 

City of Shenandoah, 682 N.W.2d 77, 79 (Iowa 2004). A motion to dismiss is only 

permissible when there is no state of facts under which the plaintiff would be entitled to 

recovery. Haupt, 514 N.W.2d at 911. What makes something an unfair practice or a 

misrepresentation under the ICFA is a notoriously difficult and fact-specific endeavor. See 

Cutty’s, 694 N.W.2d at 525. That makes the issue unsuitable for a motion to dismiss. 

C. First Amendment Issues 

Roblox finally raises the issue of the First Amendment insofar as “[t]he State 
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cannot compel Roblox to issue non-factual warnings, nor can it restrict Roblox’s content-

based speech.” D0039, Memo. Supp. Mot. to Dismiss at 32 (2/20/2026). The Court 

agrees with the State that these concerns are premature. Whether a state action 

constitutes a First Amendment violation is a fact-intensive process that simply makes no 

sense at this stage of litigation. All inferences must be made in favor of the State, and 

when doing so, it is not obvious from the face of the petition that there is no obvious or 

inevitable violation of the First Amendment. The State may very well be able to show that 

any restrictions or disclosure requirements are reasonably related to the State’s interest 

in protecting consumers. See, e.g., Zauderer v. Off. of Disciplinary Couns. of Supreme 

Ct. of Ohio, 471 U.S. 626, 651 (1985). While future issues may come up as the case 

develops, dismissal would be inappropriate at this point. 

IV. DISPOSITION. 

For the reasons stated above, Defendant Roblox’s Motion to Dismiss is hereby 

GRANTED with regard to the State’s claims regarding insufficient content moderation, 

failure to ensure age-appropriate content, filter bypasses in in-game chat, and generally 

addictive gameplay. 

The balance of the Motion is DENIED. 

SO ORDERED. 
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