UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

____________________________________ X
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND
~ ORDER
In re Terrorist Attacks on September 11, 2001 :
: 03 MDL 1570 (GBD) (SN)
____________________________________ X

This document relates to:

Ashton v, Al Qaeda Islamic Army, No. 02-cv-06977 (GBD) (SN)
Burnett v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 15-cv-09903 (GBD) (SN)
Don Kim v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 18-cv-11870 (GBD) (SN)
Rivelli v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 18-cv-11878 (GBD) (SN)
Johnson v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 18-cv-12344 (GBD) (SN)
Chairnoff'v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 18-cv-12370 (GBD) (SN)
Bodner v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 19-cv-11776 (GBD) (SN)
Accardi v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 21-cv-06247 (GBD) (SN)
King v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 22-¢v-05193 (GBD) (SN}
Kone v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 23-cv-05790 (GBD) (SN)
Kelly v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 23-cv-07283 (GBD) (SN)
Jelnek v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 24-cv-05520 (GBD) (SN)
Lum v. Islamic Republic of Iran, No. 24-cv-07824 (GBD) (SN)

GEORGE B. DANIELS, United States District Judge:

Thirty-nine plaintiffs in the above-captioned cases (the “Plaintiffs”) move for partial
default judgments against the Islamic Republic of Iran (“Iran™), the Islamic Revolutionary Guard
Corps (“IRGC™), and the Central Bank of Iran (“CBI”) (collectively, the “Iran Defendants”). (ECF
Nos. 11762, 11837, 11846, 11883, 11906, 12007, 12029, 12042.)" The Plaintiffs bring claims

under § 1605A of the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act (“FSIA”) for death and injuries sustained

| Unless otherwise stated, all ECF citations included herein refer to documents filed on the 9/11 multidistrict
litipation docket. See In re Terrorist Attacks on Sept. 11, 2001, No. 03-md-1570 (GBD) (SN).




as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks (the “9/11 Attacks™). (See attached Exhibits
A, B, C,and D.)?

The Plaintiffs seek the following relief: (1) pain and suffering damages for estates; (2)
economic damages for estates; (3) pain and suffering damages for fatal or pon-fatal latent
conditions; and (4) solatium damages for immediate family members or functionally equivalent
family members of 9/11 decedents. All but four of the Plaintiffs also request that this Court certify
their default judgments as “final judgment(s]” pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b).
Finally, in light of June 1, 2026 application deadline for new claimants to participate in a possible
future distribution of funds from the U.S. Victims of State Sponsored Terrorism Fund (“VSSTF”),
Plaintiffs also ask this Court for expedited consideration of their motions. (See Report at 4; ECF
No. 12015 at 1.)

Before this Court is Magistrate Judge Netburn’s Report and Recommendation (“Report”),
recommending that this Court GRANT the Plaintiffs’ motions and award damages consistent with
this Court’s previously established frameworks. (See Magistrate Judge Netburn’s May 22, 2026
Report & Recommendation, the “Report,” ECF No. 12084.) For the subset of Plaintiffs seeking
final judgments, the Report recommends that this Court (1) deny without prejudice these Plaintiffs’
outstanding requests for additional damages; (2) certify all of these Plaintiffs® default judgments
as “final” judgments against [ran pursuant to Rule 54(b); and (3) find good cause for the immediate

registration of these Plaintiffs’ final judgments. (Id.) The Plaintiffs all confirmed that they will

2 The attached Exhibits consolidate the information from the Plaintiffs’ exhibits attached to their proposed
orders. (See ECF Nos. 11765-2, 11840-2, 11849-2, 11885-2, 11885-3, 11909-2, 12010-2, 12010-3, 12031-
2, 12031-3, 12045-2.) These Exhibits note to which default judgment motion each Plaintiff belongs and
include the final damages amounts that this Court recommends awards to each Plaintiff. Additionally, the
Exhibits include the corrections delineated in the Report, which the Court adopts. (See Magistrate Judge
Netburn’s May 22, 2026 Report & Recommendation, the “Report,” at 3 n.2.)

2




not object to the Report, (See ECF Nos. 12085, 12086, 12087, 12088, 12089, 12090,) This Court
ADOPTS Magistrate Judge Netburn’s Report in full.

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY?

The Plaintiffs are U.S. nationals that bring forth FSIA claims against the Iran Defendants
based on the Iran Defendants’ alleged material support to Al Qaeda during the 9/11 Attacks. The
Report addresses eight separate default judgment motions brought on behalf of the Plaintiffs,

summarized below:

Member Case(s) Motion ECF Defendants Types of FSIA Claims
* [istate economic
3 plaintiff
Ashion, No. 02-cv-06977 11883 Tian damages (3 plaintiffs)
e Solatium damages
(5 plaintiffs)
Ashton, No. 02-cv-06977 12029 Tran ¢ Solatium damages
(7 plaintiffs)
Burnett, No. 15-cv-09903 11837 Iran, IRGC, CBI | * Solatium damages
(1 plaintiff)
e Pain & suffering
Burnett, No, 15-cv-09903 11846 Iran, IRGC, CBI damages for latent
condition (1 plaintiff)
Don Kim, No. 18-cv-11870 o FEstate pain &
Rivelli, No. 18-cv-11878 suffer.ing' damages
Bodner, No. 19-cv-11776 (3 plaintiffs)
King, No. 22-cv-05193 * Solatium damages
’ 12007 Iran inti
Kone, No. 23-cv-05790 (16 plaintiffs)
Kelly, No. 23-cv-07283
Jelnek, No. 24-cv-05520
Lum, No. 24-cv-07824

3 This Court assumes familiarity with the general background of this case and will only restate relevant
background as necessary to address the issues raised in the motions. Moreover, because the relevant factual
and procedural background has been discussed at length in the Report, this Court summatizes and
appropriately incorporates such background by reference. (See Report at 2-4.)




Member Case(s) Motion ECF Defendants Tvypes of FSIA Claims

» Estate pain &

Johnson, No, 18-cv-12344 11762 Iran suffering damages
(1 plaintiff)

¢ Solatium damages
(1 plaintiff)

Chairnoff, No. 18-cv-12370 11906 Iran

s KEstate pain &
Accardi, No. 21-cv-06247 12042 Iran suffering damages
(1 plaintiff)

II. LEGAL STARDARDS

A district court “may accept, reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the findings or
recommendations” set forth in a magistrate judge’s report. 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C). This Court
must review de novo the portions of a report to which a party properly objects. /d.

Because no party will object to the Report, this Court reviews for clear error. See Edwards
v Fischer, 414 F. Supp. 2d 342, 346-47 (S.D.N.Y. 2006) (citations omitted). Clear error is present
when “upon review of the entire record, [this Court is] ‘left with the definite and firm conviction
that a mistake has been committed,’” United States v. Snow, 462 F.3d 55, 72 (2d Cir. 2006) (citation
omitted), and “not merely if it ‘would have decided the case differently.”” Sands v. What's
Trending, Inc., No. 20 Civ. 2735 (GBD) (KHP), 2021 WL 694382, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 23, 2021)
(citation omitted).

III. MAGISTRATE JUDGE NETBURN DID NOT ERR IN DETERMININC
JURISDICTION, DEFAULT, LIABILITY, AND DAMAGES

In order to grant the Plaintiffs’ motion for partial default judgment against the Iran
Defendants, this Court must resolve whether it has jurisdiction to enter default judgment on the
Plaintiffs’ claims, whether the Iran Defendants are liable to the Plaintiffs, and what damages are

due to the Plaintiffs. Magistrate Judge Netburn properly concluded that this Court has subject




matter and personal jurisdiction sufficient to enter default judgment on the Plaintiffs’ claims
against the Iran Defendants, and that the Iran Defendants defaulted. (Report at 5-9.)

Magistrate Judge Netburn also properly evaluated the Iran Defendants’ liability pursuant
to the six elements of FSIA § 1605A. The FSIA provides a cause of action for claims (1) brought
by a United States national or her representative (2) against a designated state sponsor of terrorism
that (3) directly, or through a state official, employee, or agent, committed or provided material
support or resources for (4) “an act of torture, extrajudicial killing, aircraft sabotage, or hostage
taking” that (5) caused (6) personal injury or death. (Report at 9-10 (citing 28 U.S.C. §
1605A(a)(1),(c).) Magistrate Judge Netburn correctly concluded that all of the Plaintiffs’ claims
as a group “plainly meet five of these six clements,” but that the Plaintiffs must properly
demonstrate “causation.” (Report at 10-11.) Proximate cause under § 1605A can be established
through the “substantial factor” and “reasonable foreseeability” tests. (Mem. Dec. and Order,
“Latent Injury Opinion I, ECF No. 10813, adopting Report and Recommendation, “Latent Infury
R&R I, ECF No. 10755.) This Court evaluates causation and damages for each of the Plaintiffs’
types of claims in turn,

A. Pain and Suffering Damages for Estates

Three estate Plaintiffs seek compensation for the pain and suffering expetienced before
their deaths in the 9/11 Attacks. (ECF No. 12007 at 2.) This Court has consistently found these
types of claims to satisfy the causation element of § 1605A and awarded $2,000,000 in pain and
suffering damages to the estates of the 9/11 victims. (See, e.g., ECF No. 2623 at 3 (establishing
the applicable damages framework).) Similarly here, because the claims of the three Plaintiffs
satisfy the causation element of § 1605A, this Court awards damages of $2 million to each estate

as set forth in Exhibit A.




B. Economic Damages for Estates

Three estate Plaintiffs who previously received awards of $2 million in pain and suffering
damages now seck additional economic damages under § 1605A. (ECF No. 11883 at 1.) Because
the Court already found the elements of § 1605A satisfied for these Plaintiffs, the causation element
is necessarily established, and the Court can proceed to assessing damages. The Plaintiffs have
provided expert reports calculating those damages (ECF Nos. 11887-1 (T. Griffin), 11887-2 (K.
Moorthy), 11887-3 (J. Velazquez)), and this Court has previously awarded economic damages
against Iran based on such reports (see, e.g., ECF No. 9931 at 4.) This Court accepts the Plaintiffs’
expert reports as sufficient to establish the amounts of economic damages and awards economic
judgments in favor of these Plaintiffs as recommended by the expert reports and as set forth in
Exhibit B.

C. Pain and Suffering Damages for Latent Conditions

Three Plaintiffs seek pain and suffering damages based on latent conditions developed after
the 9/11 Attacks (the “Latent Injury Plaintiffs”). The Latent Injury Plaintiffs were first responders
and civilians who inhaled harmful toxins and developed various illnesses. Two of these Plaintiffs
suffered from ultimately fatal conditions (ECF Nos. 11764 (M. Lederer); 12044 (G. Borello)), and
one Plaintiff continues to suffer from non-fatal latent conditions (ECF No. 11848 (A. Retundie)).
Magistrate Judge Netburn properly found that the three Latent Injury Plaintiffs establish causation.

First, this Court has already found that Iran js liable to U.S. Nationals who developed fatal
and nonfatal latent injuries. (See Mem. Dec. and Order, “Latent Injury Opinion 1/Iv . ECF No.
11877, adopting Report and Recommendations, “Latent Injury R&R 111" ECF No. 11400, “Latent
Injury R&R 1V,” ECF No. 11464.) Indeed, Iran’s “provision of material support to al Qaeda” was

a “substantial factor” leading to the 9/11 Attacks. (Mem. Dec. and Order, “Havlish I, ECF No,




2502 at 51-52.) Moreover, the Latent Injury Plaintiffs submitted various Victim Compensation
Fund (“VCF?”) eligibility letters that detail their current conditions and demonstrate that their latent
conditions were a direct result of the 9/11 Attacks. (See ECF Nos. 11764-2 to -5 (M. Lederer),
12044-3 (G. Borello), 11848-2 (A. Retundie).) This Court has consistently found these VCF
eligibility letters to be sufficient evidence to establish that the Iran Defendants’ support to Al Qaeda
was a substantial factor leading to the Plaintiffs’ latent conditions. (See, e.g, Latent Injury R&R 11
at 8; Latent Injury Opinion Il at 3.)

The Plaintiffs’ latent injuries are also a reasonably foreseeable result of the Iran Defendants’
role in the 9/11 Attacks. All three Plaintiffs were present after the 9/ 11 Attacks and inhaled harmful
carcinogens and toxins at the WTC site. The pain and suffering that these Latent Injury Plaintiffs
suffered is a necessarily reasonably foreseeable consequence of their exposure to the unsafe
environment that resulted from the 9/11 Attacks. (Latent Injury Opinion HI/IV at 4-5.). Because
Plaintiffs establish that the Iran Defendants’ role was a “substantial factor” in the sequence of
events that led to Plaintiffs’ injuries, and that the injuries were “reasonably foreseeable,” proximate
causation is plainly satisfied and all elements of liability under § 1605A met. Owens v. Republic
of Sudan, 864 F.3d 751, 794 (D.C. Cir. 2017). Accordingly, this Court grants the Latent Injury
Plaintiffs’ motions for default judgment against the Iran Defendants.

Magistrate Judge Netburn also propetly determined damages for the three Latent Injury
Plaintiffs. On February 7, 2020, Magistrate Judge Netburn established a framework to award
personal injury damages to individual Plaintiffs who had sustained injuries during the 9/11 Attacks,
which this Court adopted on February 14, 2020. (Report and Recommendation, “Personal Injury
Report”, ECF No. 5879, adopted by Mem, Dec. and Order, ECT No, 5946.) The Court later applied

this framework for plaintiffs sceking damages for fatal and non-fatal latent conditions. (Latent




Injury Opinion II, Latent Injury Opinion II/IV.) This framework outlines the personal injury

awards for individual Plaintiffs as follows:

. Pain and Suffering
Category of Injury Damages Award
Significant $5,000,000
Severe $7,000,000
Devastating $10,000,000

(Mem. Dec. and Order, ECF No. 5946, at 3)

Magistrate Judge Netburn properly applied this framework when determining that Latent
Injury Plaintiffs Moshe Lederer, Gaetano Borello, and Alfred Retundie, Jr. were each entitled to
$5 million in damages based on their “significant” injuries stemming from their roles as first
responders to the 9/11 Attacks. (Report 17-23.) This Court therefore awards each Latent Injury
Plaintiff $5 million as set forth in Exhibit C.

D. Solatium Damages for Immediate Family Members

Various immediate family members who lost loved ones in the 9/11 Aftacks seek solatium
damages under § 1605A(c)(4). This Court previously established a damages framework for
solatium claims under the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act (“FSIA”) for immediate family
members, which awards $12,500,000 for spouses, $8,500,000 for children, $8,500,000 for parents,
and $4,250,000 for siblings. (Report at 23.) This Court used this framework for awarding solatium
damages to previous Plaintiffs that were U.S. nationals during the 9/11 Attacks and the immediate
family members of 9/11 decedents. (ECF Nos. 2623; 2618.) Hete, because various Plaintiffs
secking solatium damages are the immediate family members of the 9/11 decedents, this Court

awards damages pursuant to the same framework, as set forth in Exhibit D.




E. Solatium Damages for Functional Equivalents

Three Plaintiffs bring forth claims for solatium damages on behalf of a 9/11 decedent,
arguing that they are a “functionally equivalent” child of the decedent. (ECF Nos. 11840-2 (F.
Jerez-DeVito), 12031-3 (J. McMiller, M. Monk). This Court has previously awarded solatium
damages to those who are “functionally equivalent” immediate family members, although in
limited circumstances. (See, e.g., ECF Nos. 3363, adopted at 3384 (“Hoglan 11, setting out
functional equivalence standards); ECF No. 3676, adopted at 3795 (“Hoglan IV,” refining
functional equivalence framework).) Usually, functionally equivalent spouses receive
$12,500,000; functionally equivalent parents and children receive $8,500,000; and functionally
equivalent siblings receive $4,250,000. (See, e.g, ECF No. 3363 at 16.) Based on its fact-
intensive analyses, this Court retains the discretion, however, to reduce damages for those who are
functionally equivalent but not fully comparable to an immediate family member. (See, e.g., ECF
Nos. 3363 at 22; 5387 at 7.)

Here, Magistrate Judge Netburn properly determined that the three Plaintiffs, Francesca
Jerez-DeVito, Joshua McMiller, and Melinda Monk, were the functionally equivalent children of
three 9/11 decedents. The Plaintiffs were relatively young at the time each 9/11 decedent became
part of their family, lacked strong relationships with their biological fathers, and formed close
child-parent bonds with the 9/11 decedent. Accordingly, this Court finds that the Tran Defendants
are liable to these Plaintiffs, and awards each of these Plaintiffs the full $8.5 million in solattum
damages, as set forth in Exhibit D.

* k %
Overall, and in line with this Court’s approach in other orders, this Court finds that the Iran

Defendants ate liable to the Plaintiffs, This Court GRANTS all of the Plaintiffs’ motions for




default judgment and awards damages consistent with the Court’s existing frameworks, as set forth
in the attached Exhibits.

IV. MAGISTRATE JUDGE NETBURN DID NOT ERR IN RECOMMENDING THIS
COURT TO CERTIFY VARIOUS PLAINTIFFS’ JUDGMENTS AS FINAL

Various Plaintiffs ask this Court to expedite finality and certify their default judgments as
“final” pursuant to Rule 54(b) (the “FJ Plaintiffs”), (ECF Nos. 11883, 11906, 12007, 12029.)

This Court has previously expedited finality in this way in the interest of justice for
thousands of plaintiffs in this multi-district litigation. (See Mem. Dec. and Order, “Finality
Opinion,” ECF No. 11878, adopting Report and Recommendation, “Finality R&R,” ECF No.
11824.)* Earlier this year, various 9/11 plaintiffs sought to execute on approximately $11 billion
of allegedly Iranian Bitcoin that were being held in a civil forfeiture action in the Eastern District
of New York (E.D.N.Y.). (Report at 31, citing Unifed Stafes v. Approximately 127,271 Biicoin,
No. 25-cv-05745 (ED.N.Y.) (the “Forfeiture Case”).) Given the unusual set of circumstances,
along with the potential avenue for monetary relief for thousands of plaintiffs affected by the 9/11
Attacks, this Court (1) denied without prejudice the plaintiffs’ outstanding requests for additional
damages; (2) certified all of plaintiffs’ default judgments as “final” judgments against Iran
pursuant to Rule 54(b); and (3) found good cause for the immediate registration of the plaintiffs’
final judgments in the U.S. District Court for the ED.N.Y. (Finality Opinion at 12.).

Rule 54(b) authorizes a district court to enter partial final judgment when (1) “there are
multiple ciaims or parties;” (2) “at least one claim or the rights and liabilities of at least one party
has been finally determined;” and (3} “the cowrt makes an ‘express determination that there is no

just reason for delay” of entry of final judgment as to fewer than all of the claims or parties involved

4 Because of the substantial factual overlap between this case and the previous Finality Opinion, this Court
incorporates by reference the factual and procedural background delineated in both finality decisions. (See
Finality R&R at 2-5, Finality Opinion at 2-3.)
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in the action.” Linde v. Arab Bank, PLC, 882 F.3d 314, 322-23 (2d Cir. 2018) (quoting Fed. R.
Civ. P. 54(b)) (alterations in original).

Because the requirements of Rule 54(b) are plainly met, this Court adopts the same
approach here. First, this litigation involves many claims, filed by the FJ Plaintiffs and others,
against Iran and many other sovereign and non-sovereign defendants. Linde, 832 F.3d at 322-23,
Second, this Court DENIES without prejudice any of the FJ Plaintiffs® outstanding requests for
damages and STAYS the deadline for the FJ Plaintiffs to seek relief from final judgments under
Rule 60(b). This ruling, consistent with this Court’s prior rulings and with Plaintiffs’ requests (See
ECF Nos. 12060, 12069), cffectively disposes of the FJ Plaintiffs’ pending FSIA claims against
the Iran Defendants and allows the judgments to be considered final as required by the second
prong of Rule 54(b). (Finality Opinion at 4-5.)

Third, there is “‘no just reason for delay” of entry of final judgment as to fewer than all of
the claims or parties involved in the action.” Linde, 882 F.3d at 322-23 {quoting Fed. R. Civ. P.
54(b).) Granting the FJ Plaintiffs this relief enables them to move expeditiously in their attempts
to secure compensatory damages awards against the thousands of other plaintiffs also seeking to
do the same. If the Court were to decline to adopt this approach, the FJ Plaintiffs would have to
wait for the Court to resolve all outstanding requests for additional damages before certifying their
judgments as final. This would, in the interim, potentially cost the Plaintiffs access to the allegedly
Iran-Linked funds in the E.D.N.Y. Proceedings. (Finality Opinion at 7-8.) This Court sees 10
reason to potentially jeopardize the FJ Plaintiffs in this way.

Accordingly, this Court (1) expressly determines that there is no just reason for delay; and
(2) certifies the default judgments issued to the FJ Plaintiffs against the Iran Defendants (as noted

in the attached Exhibits A, B, C, and D) as final.
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Finally, the FJ Plaintiffs seek to register their judgments in the EID.N.Y pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1963. (See ECF Nos, 12060 at 1, 12069 at 2.) “A judgment . . . entered in any . . . district
court . . . may be registered by filing a certified copy of the judgment in any other district . . . when
the judgment has become final by appeal or...when ordered by the court that entered the
judgment for good cause shown.” 28 U.8.C. § 1963. Here, because Iran has insufficient property
in this district to satisfy the Plaintiffs’ Judgments against the Iran Defendants, this Court finds that
there is “good cause” to certify the Judgments in the E.D.N.Y. pursuant to § 1963, G&A Strategic
Invs. I LLC v. Petroleos de Venezuela, S.A., No. 23 Civ. 10766 (JSR), 2025 WL 3237166, at *4
(S.DN.Y. Nov. 20, 2025) (finding good cause for registration when the plaintiffs “have satisfied
their modest burden to demonstrate the presence of ‘substantial property” in the districts in which
they seek to register the judgment.”).

V. CONCLUSION

Magistrate Judge Netburn’s Report is ADOPTED in its entirety. Plaintiffs’ motions for
partial default judgment against the Iran Defendants are GRANTED. Upon consideration of the
evidence and arguments submitted by the Plaintiffs identified in Exhibits A, B, C, and D to this
Order, together with the entire record in this case, it is hereby

ORDERED that service of process in the above-captioned matters was properly effected
on the Iran Defendants in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1608(a); and it is further

ORDERED that this Court has personal and subject matter jurisdiction over the Iran

Defendants for the instant claims; and it is further
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ORDERED that this Court has entered a default judgment on liability against the Iran
Defendants® for all of the instant claims; and it is further

ORDERED that partial default judgments are entered against the Iran Defendants on
behalf of the Plaintiffs listed in Exhibit A, and the Plaintiffs are awarded pain and suffering
damages as requested in ECF No. 12010-3; and it is further

ORDERED that partial default judgments are entered against the Iran Defendants on
behalf of the Plaintiffs listed in Exhibit B, and the Plaintiffs are awarded economic damages as
requested in ECF No. 11885-2; and it is further

ORDERED that partial default judgments are entered against the Iran Defendants on
behalf of the Estate of Moshe Lederer, the Estate of Gaetano Borello, and Alfred Retundie, I,
who are awarded pain and suffering damages as listed Exhibit C, and it is further

ORDERED that partial default judgments are entered against the Iran Defendants on
behalf of the immediate family members listed in Exhibit D, and the Plaintiffs are awarded
solatium damages as requested in ECF Nos. 11885-3, 11909-2, 12010-2, 12031-2; and it is further

ORDERED that partial default judgments are entered against the Iran Defendants on
behalf of the “functionally equivalent” immediate family members Francesca Jerez-DeVito,
Joshua McMiller, and Melinda Monk as listed in Exhibit D, and the Plaintiffs are awarded solatium
damages for their functionally equivalent family relationships as listed in Exhibit D; and it is

{urther

5 As noted in the Table on pages 3-4 of this Order, most Plaintiffs bring default judgment motions against
Iran only. The Court’s order in this paragraph therefore applies to Iran only for the Plaintiffs in the Ashion,
Don Kim, Rivelli, Bodner, King, Kone, Kelly, Jelnek, Lum, Johnson, Chairnoff, and Accardi member cases.
(See ECF Nos. 11883, 12029, 12007, 11762, 11906, 12042} The Plaintiffs in the Burretf member case
bring default judgment motions against all of the Iran Defendants, and thus the Court’s order in this
paragraph applies to the three Iran Defendants (Iran, the [RGC, and the CBI) for the Burnett Plaintiffs. (See
ECF Nos. 11837, 11846.)
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ORDERED that the Plaintiffs identified in the attached Exhibits A, C, and D are awarded
prejudgment interest of 4.96 percent per annum, compounded annually, for the period from
September 11, 2001, until the date of judgment; and it is further

ORDERED that the Plaintiffs identified in the attached Exhibit B are awarded
prejudgment interest of 4.96 percent per annum, compounded annually, for the period from the
“Date of Report” listed in Exhibit B until the date of the judgment; and it is further

ORDERED that all Plaintiffs other than the Plaintiffs who request final judgments from
the Court pursuant to Rule 54(b) (the “FJ Plaintiffs”), may submit applications for punitive
damages, or other damages (to the extent such awards have not previously been ordered and such
damages were not sought in this motion), at a later date consistent with any future rulings made
by this Court on this issue.®

As to the FJ Plaintiffs seeking final judgment from the Court, who are noted in the attached
Exhibits A, B, and D, it is further ORDERED that:

e This Court DENIES without prejudice the FJ Plaintiffs’ outstanding requests for additional
damages related to their FSIA § 1605A claims.
e This Court STAYS the deadline for the FJ Plaintiffs to move for relief from final judgment

until further order of the Court. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b).

o Pursuant to Rule 54(b), the Court expressly determines that there is no just reason for delay

and certifies each of the FJ Plaintiffs’ default judgments as final judgments on all of the

Plaintiffs’ claims against the Iran Defendants,

6 This ruling only applies to the four Plaintiffs not seeking Rule 54(b) final judgments: in Exhibit C, Moshe
Lederer, Alfred Retundie, Jr., and Gactano Borello; and in Exhibit D, Francesca Jerez-DeVito. (See ECY
Nos. 11762 (Johnson); 11837 (Burnett); 11846 (Burnett); 12042 (Accardi).)
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1963, and upon the entry of the FJ Plaintiffs’ final judgments, the
Court finds good cause for the immediate registration in the ED.N.Y. of certified copies of
these judgments.

Finally, this Court respectfully directs the Clerk of the Court to terminate the following

motions:

Dated:

Inre 9/11, No. 03-md-1570, ECF Nos. 11762, 11837, 11846, 11883, 11906, 12007, 12025,
12029, 12042 and 12046;

Ashion, No. 02-cv-06977, ECF Nos. 2494, 2516,
Burnett, No. 15-cv-09903, ECF Nos. 1148, 1152;
Don Kim, No. 18-cv-11870, ECF No. 290;
Rivelli, No. 18-cv-11878, ECF No. 309;
Johnson, No. 18-cv-12344, ECF No. 121;
Chairnoff, No. 18-¢v-12370, ECF No. 181, 188;
Bodner, No. 19-cv-11776, ECY No. 267, '
Accardi, No. 21-cv-06247, ECF Nos. 120, 124,
King, No. 22-cv-05193, ECF No. 270,

Kone, No. 23-¢v-05790, ECF No. 145;

Kelly, No. 23-cv-07283, ECF No. 97;

Jelnek, No. 24-cv-05520, ECF No. 84; and

Lum, No. 24-cv-07824, ECF No. 66.

May 28, 2026
New York, New York
SO ORDERED.

f — —f
GEORGEB. DANIELS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

15




EXHIBIT A




T)e paley

TO0T/TT/E | 000000 S VAN [ 000000’ 5 WIN| L002T] ZTET pussl €38 T OLE50ADLE) [rasEeerss AN TOOZ/TE/E] B Jaunig(  preusq) FapeT] USRI epled[E
I 6£6TT "ON 433 38 Supusd)
aqmpsgns o3 Usholy

100Z/TE/6 | 00000000 5 WK { OOOOL000'T § WD o LO0TT; TTOTT pryuns TR T OTSE0AYT| LS50 AN| TOOTFET/6! sn| Bl oy WD 3na uAlEd T

.} BA6TT 'on £33 3¢ Bujpusd ' ey unwgEy e uay

arnsgns o UoRok

TOOL/TL/6 | 0QTO0000'L B VN DOOOCO00T S WN| o £00ZT ZTOZT pAjuaA 9101 06LE0M0ET]  DeLSOMET AN TOOLIEL | sn s ue|Iy) yjpfuey] feped: AoagT
F646TT "ON £03 1% Bujpuad
aInagEgns o3 USAGA]

- T TR P e — 19773 "
arey pul Ty Mol jeduag Ty Jarouyy o sl g © fEspY aumdwe a5 ;e 1145 yiesQ 0 Moy [y T— xng 2] DEPIA Iy xns e 2PPUN 1E
wswdpnp faloueg Jupnyng T sy uopwLLGE WiED JuspucRd TI/6 WA UGERISRY UOLIGY

Rfeweg UAHNS PUE UIRd 3330153 1 31q0pT



EXHIBIT B




T407adey

STOT/P/E 00N0T008T S o/N] 00200097 S B3 €88TT] 0938 £3¥T}  LL6SOWLL AN[TO/ETE &n| [T SHiof] Zanbzejea| ORNIUO)| £
STOZ/V/E TEBBL0C 5 v/N] oozETIIOT 3 5T/0/E TBELT 8L £} £7650MT0) AN[TO/TT/8 5N Apscam Tagsiy Agpiooiy eijpees|?
SLOTW/E 00STTYEE'T S WiN| GOSZLYS6T 5 9Z/v/E £83IT 0518 £5PT|  £2690°970) AN[TO/TT/6 Exl [[TE] BUURME L} ) Aqqodil
I ey - TECN TSI TS - - Tees 973 " s .
a1eq pua R R Jedrouyg #n=aL oty ona omeg | PO P upidue) asey L R . = APRIA y= g Bl PPN 1
wsIpnr sadrwieg Mwougey UDREULIO)L] WIRD) wapesad TT/6 DAREUDLIIDIY |RUORITL

$RZRIEG JHUOUODT « SI1IFT (G UTIYKT



EXHIBIT C




T4o 1 aded

T00Z/TT/6 | 0OOO0TO0'S - Y/N | 000000005 S Tr0OZT £ IR QOT T TR T2PTO0AO-TZ]  LirCO0-A-TT] AN| ﬁ.ﬁ 97125 ouRiFeD| o308 T e
[1007/11/6 | CO000000S < VAN | 00000000 § SFETT 6E99 IF €5 "E0S60-AI-STIT EQSEA75T) AN| i ] sipuniey| waelllim] Pryly| Z
TOOT/IE/6 | OA'00000'S s v/N| 00°000°000S LT TXpURETY 401 pPETIAYGL AN sn REEN 3O Eaiad] BT
- Sy UojeBapy 18 THETTART
aeg pul Neg pes {eensulig 3[L Junowy s UONCLLRWMIO] aatiov SUSHMREANS wpdwey Lal s Le Klgrs »el PPINE 1543 XI5 EEL PRI 304
le aolg - FUIWBPNE Yriedd | 7§ SIUBWPLAkIY IT/6 | uo Aayrucueny i " i _
wsnuIpe saZewrg Fuueyng @ wied UCRELLIGU| WIED RN ) Irauasvaday [euosing

safewed Bupayng Pue Ujed - SalNu| 149 I UGG



EXHIBIT D




LB L aseg

TR ¥ GO0 E e BT AL LLoA0T ANjEofrE Es G e E W A T2 ]
reuomuns) ol
TO0Z/TLME [ 000000058 S ¥iN| 0OUG00SE G [ £ SIPL LLGFONTTY| Esis Edl uetlmog| Rt o A5 N o0y =
Ieksiuy) Pl
OGO % 3 EToET| AT LD % RTOA & LT | LT & Bl s L)
EECCE | GEoL ) 15t Lsamay [ H[TOTL i Gk T Bl i E
UIOUGSE T 3 EETAL 1T e i6h0mt [T | 7L i Ui e, Ei s ] i)
[ooDoe 5Ty 5 Ty ot iias0on s TR[TaLA ml G e, El [N wapwra| =
TSI T e L26a0MT s AN/ ml i TR, Ell o] 4 pt] B
WEAIL T 3 SZBLL ON 3] ANERO/TL ol S[phn, e £ agvnes] o) ot B
WORTHT 5 T GOEa0 DS & FLELL SR 35]| g B B T e Ey TR o kel
'L 403 - EET50
DI0OT00S T ¢ VN | 6eT0CDOSE § FLETT AN 403 R K2 ) =0 Rl E ORIk B Fiehe] Piruaq| ELt e
‘1303 gegTbe]
B TosT T 5 VN | COGO0TST S Gl AR [TSTE L AW sy TR N T UERT] o
T433- FLLTLROAT)
TO0605E T & VIR 00RO RET 3 A T SLLTIART| I El SR Gy e Eil e ) EX e
‘03 SLITIRIEE)
LI § VIN| DGR E § = oz TaRH El K] X e B ol P TS| ¥
T3 SELEONTY
TR [T 5 VI OODaGTE § ] o [ SL61F AN 300 T EQ £ Cr Aamey %) =T S LET 3
“Ta03- EETSONTE|
EER TS N | COGIRaaE & | o [ FLELT ON 393 T Ed i ) e I T R B e
743+ €615
036 | WOoUTHT § VI [ CEaTEE Y 5 T 0T FL6HT o335 TE ST ] e B Ey ] E Sy 8
T #53- £stsonz]
00T S N[ OO REE § Tramazadfwaied o [ BLEELON 1) Ell ] T D wm iy i [T i
ey T 493 BTRLOAT] ﬁ
CED0CTSE § G 06T, ZEOZT Pt Bl A4 EE pnrA| E A [EE Air] B
~ SZ6TT oM 433 20 Bupued
2Amngneo; EE
G0 § = 4003T] {uan3aiind yoq | ST Rica; PG, e El ] ruemeny] T
203 Bopier 7} pToCT 433)
IR S Troseaoagi P o EE A Bl T Y| TR E EE WA = g T
= 6LATL 0K 427 30 Fugpuad]
mmpsqs ot uanop]
CUONOTISE $ VN | OOOS0 w05y & PILD| =n| S{RIRY ] Hiw) 50| &) (A
QOBOTDOSE § ‘dzl GILC0 IS H S Ll | THADTIAN L] 5N | o COC B
L] N | COTO0TOSE 5 kg o El T [ pewmeasy| &) e Tireparw] L=
~ GLBTT N £33 30 Bl
miny7HN 03 UG Aoy
COUU005E 5 WM CODOAS T 5 o W[ [afris Edl RSN RS neg) EQ SR n
TCOId5E ” % VN | OO TRE S LORE I L 0] U] ] g T3] B
[Sr T VN | QOG0T T & LT EL HIG] Sapiivi] L THIG| hong| g
WIN | DUOCITR 7 & LR ED L) g i &
V| DOO0U0SE 5 bty o7 £ I LamogAl g HemogA £ Faal Tifjoeiag] uEISE
V[T oasE 5 =g & W K Yot [ty 3
COB0OHT § S s Ta GPIL S0BR0ASTT & K W) £ E= Ty L] T
ewssloun) piasy 7
awg puy | s et | (g gL \unsan oy | eeeumen [E— e 1 ittt Jo—— ey astiel S0 L,uﬁ;wzw ans v i won P e agrs | ww | open | s
wawdpny T ] N O e LA Wy mapmo IO/ rinety mpmpsaday musLIng

#aliuin] LNSEO 2 ARWND



