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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia considers plaintiffs’ motion for default
judgment against Iran under the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act’s terrorism exception. The court
finds subject-matter jurisdiction over claims arising from three fatal terrorist attacks in Afghanistan,
but lacks jurisdiction over claims arising from three attacks for which the record does not establish
non-terrorist fatalities. The opinion also addresses judicial notice, expert evidence, Iran’s material
support for Taliban-affiliated groups, and the plaintiffs’ injuries.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court has subject matter jurisdiction over claims of service members injured in non-fatal
terrorist attacks under the FSIA terrorism exception

2. Whether Iran's provision of material support to the Taliban proximately caused the attacks on plaintiffs

3. Whether Iran is liable for battery and intentional infliction of emotional distress under tort law theories



4. Whether default judgment should be granted and what damages are appropriate

HOLDINGS

1. The FSIA terrorism exception requires an actual extrajudicial killing—i.e., the death of someone other
than the perpetrators—for jurisdiction to exist. Attacks that did not result in non-terrorist deaths do not
qualify.

2. Iran's financial support to the Taliban's central leadership, which was then distributed to the Haqqani
Network and Quetta regional shura, was a substantial factor in the attacks on Boothe, Bland, and
Murtha.

3. Iran is liable for battery because it intended its material support to result in harmful contacts with
American service members, and that support indirectly caused serious physical injuries.

4. Iran is liable for IIED to the family member plaintiffs because acts of terrorism are inherently extreme
and outrageous, and the presence requirement is waived for family members who suffer mental anguish
from terrorist attacks.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The word 'killing,' after all, 'refers to an action resulting in the death of another.' 'By requiring an actual
'killing,' Congress closed the door to attempted, but failed, killings.'” (at 16)

“each attack constitutes 'a separate and distinct occurrence, set apart from other attacks by time, location, the
weapons and tactics used, and other specific facts.'” (at 17)

“courts must narrowly construe the FSIA's exceptions in favor of foreign sovereigns and not enlarge those
exceptions beyond the statutory language.” (at 18)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Six U.S. service members were injured in terrorist attacks while deployed to Afghanistan. Plaintiffs alleged Iran
provided material support to a syndicate of terrorist groups (including the Taliban) which enabled the attacks.
Three plaintiffs (Boothe, Bland, Murtha) were injured in attacks that killed non-terrorists. Three plaintiffs
(Chambers, Mitchell, Worbington) were injured in attacks with no evidence of non-terrorist deaths.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs sued Iran under the FSIA terrorism exception for injuries from terrorist attacks in Afghanistan. After
Iran failed to respond, default was entered. Plaintiffs moved for default judgment.
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