UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Koudoukara v. Embassy of Mali

No. 24-1900 (SLS) (D.D.C. June 3, 2026) - No. 24-1900 (SLS) - Decided June 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The District Court for the District of Columbia grants in part and denies in part the plaintiff’s motion

for default judgment against the Embassy of Mali. The court finds liability under Title VII and the

D.C. Human Rights Act for sex discrimination, sexual harassment, and retaliation, but denies default

judgment on the Fair Labor Standards Act claim. The court declines to determine damages on the

existing record and directs the plaintiff to submit supplemental damages materials.
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Plaintiff moved for default judgment after the Embassy of Mali failed
to respond or appear following service. The court granted default
judgment as to liability on the Title VII and DCHRA claims, denied it

on the FLSA claim, and deferred determination of damages.

On a motion for default judgment against a foreign state, the plaintiff
must establish the right to relief by evidence satisfactory to the court
under 28 U.S.C. § 1608(e). The court independently evaluates subject-
matter jurisdiction, personal jurisdiction, liability, and damages, while

accepting uncontroverted evidence supported by affidavits.
published
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had subject-matter jurisdiction under the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act over

Koudoukara's claims against the Embassy of Mali.

2. Whether the Embassy was properly served under 28 U.S.C. § 1608(a) and therefore subject to personal
jurisdiction.

3. Whether Koudoukara established liability by competent evidence for sex discrimination and quid-pro-
quo sexual harassment under Title VII and the DCHRA.

4. Whether Koudoukara established liability for retaliation under Title VII and the DCHRA.

5. Whether Koudoukara established a right to relief on her FLSA unpaid-wage claim.

6. Whether the present record established the amount of damages, emotional-distress damages, punitive

damages, attorney fees, and costs.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had subject-matter jurisdiction because the action was a nonjury civil action against a foreign
state seeking in-personam relief, and the Embassy impliedly waived FSIA immunity through an

employment-contract provision referring to United States labor law.

2. The court had personal jurisdiction over the Embassy because an FSIA immunity exception applied and

service was accomplished in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1608(a).

3. Koudoukara established liability for sex discrimination and quid-pro-quo sexual harassment under Title
VII and the DCHRA because the Ambassador repeatedly made unwelcome sexual demands and

terminated her after she refused them.

4. Koudoukara established liability for retaliation because she opposed alleged sexual harassment and was

terminated as a result.

5. Koudoukara failed to establish a right to relief under the FLSA, so default judgment was denied on the
FLSA claim.

6. The court could not determine damages on the present record and deferred the damages determination

pending supplemental submissions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Where a plaintiff seeks default judgment in a case implicating the FSIA, the plaintiff must “establish[ ] . . .
[its] right to relief by evidence satisfactory to the court.”” (3)

“Put simply, “subject matter jurisdiction plus service of process equals personal jurisdiction.”” (7)

“Quid pro quo is “explicit”— it “occurs when an employer alters, or threatens to alter, an employee’s job

conditions as a result of the employee’s refusal to submit to sexual demands.”” (9)



“When an employee communicates to her employer a belief that the employer has engaged in a form of
employment discrimination, that communication virtually always constitutes the employee’s opposition to the
activity.” (11)

“Accordingly, Ms. Koudoukara has failed to show a “right to relief” under the FLSA, and the Court denies
default judgment on this claim.” (12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fanta Koudoukara worked as a secretary for the Embassy of Mali from September 2022 through July 2023. She
alleged that Ambassador Sekou Berthe repeatedly asked her to stay late to have sex, that she refused and
reported the conduct to human resources, and that the Embassy terminated her after her refusals and complaints.

The Embassy also allegedly failed to pay her wages for one month of employment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Koudoukara filed suit in June 2024 alleging sex discrimination, sexual harassment, retaliation, and unpaid
wages. The Clerk entered default against the Embassy on February 18, 2025. After the court invited the United
States to address foreign-relations implications and received a statement of interest, Koudoukara moved for
default judgment and submitted supplemental memoranda. The court found jurisdiction and proper service,
entered partial default judgment, struck the jury demand, and directed supplemental damages submissions by
June 20, 2026.
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