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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts denied Qatar Airways’ motion to
dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court held that the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act
provided a basis for jurisdiction and, alternatively, that Qatar Airways had sufficient contacts with the
United States for specific jurisdiction under the Fifth Amendment. The claims arise from injuries
allegedly sustained while the plaintiff was boarding a Qatar Airways flight from Cairo to Doha as part
of an itinerary to Virginia and are governed by the Montreal Convention.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs brought claims against Qatar Airways under the Montreal
Convention, and Qatar Airways moved to dismiss under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court
denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion without an evidentiary hearing, the court
applied the prima facie standard: plaintiffs had to proffer evidence
which, if credited, would support all facts essential to personal
jurisdiction. The court credited plaintiffs' version of genuinely
contested facts and considered uncontradicted facts offered by
defendant.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; persuasive but not
binding outside the case
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act authorized personal jurisdiction over Qatar Airways as
an agency or instrumentality of Qatar where the commercial-activity exception applied and service was
proper.

2. Whether the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause required a minimum-contacts analysis before
exercising personal jurisdiction over Qatar Airways.

3. Whether plaintiffs made a prima facie showing of specific personal jurisdiction based on Qatar Airways'
U.S. contacts, the relationship between those contacts and the claims arising from the Cairo-to-Doha
flight, and the reasonableness of exercising jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The court had personal jurisdiction over Qatar Airways because the commercial-activity exception to
FSIA immunity applied and Qatar Airways was properly served under the FSIA.

2. The court proceeded on the assumption that the Fifth Amendment Due Process Clause required a
constitutional personal-jurisdiction analysis, and plaintiffs made a prima facie showing of sufficient
contacts with the United States.

3. Qatar Airways was not subject to general personal jurisdiction in the United States because its U.S.
operations did not render it essentially at home there.

4. Plaintiffs made a prima facie showing of specific personal jurisdiction over Qatar Airways under the
Fifth Amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Personal jurisdiction exists under § 1330(b) of the FSIA when an immunity exception applies and service is
proper.” (at 5)

“Specific jurisdiction exists when there is a demonstrable nexus between a plaintiff’s claims and a defendant’s
forum-based activities.” (at 9)

“The fact that Mr. Rashid’s itinerary included a layover in Doha does not necessarily negate the connection
between Qatar Airways’ contacts with the United States and Plaintiffs’ injuries.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Magdi and Dahlia Rashid, Virginia residents, traveled on Qatar Airways from Cairo to Doha, with a ticketed
itinerary continuing to Virginia. During boarding in Cairo, Magdi Rashid twice asked cabin crew to assist with
stowing his carry-on baggage; after receiving no assistance, he attempted to stow it himself and allegedly



suffered head, neck, and bodily injuries. He was delayed in Doha for approximately 30 days, and his baggage
was later returned in damaged condition. Qatar Airways is a Qatari state-owned airline that operates flights to the
United States, maintains U.S. offices, employs U.S.-based personnel, and markets and sells tickets to U.S.
consumers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on January 15, 2025. Qatar Airways moved to dismiss the Complaint for lack of
personal jurisdiction on June 6, 2025. Plaintiffs opposed the motion, and the district court denied it.
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