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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

JAMES OWENS, et al.,
Plaintiffs,

V. Civil Action No. 01-2244 (JDB)
REPUBLIC OF SUDAN, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Over sixteenyears agosimultaneous suicide bombings Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es
Salaam, Tanzanjadevastated two Unitedt&es embassiekilled hundreds of peopleand
injured over a thousanchore This Court has entered final judgment on liability under the
Foreign Sveragn Immunities Act(“FSIA”) and District of Columbia lawn thisand othercivil
actiors—brought by victims of the bombings and their fam#iesgainst the Republic of Sudan,
the Ministry of the Interior of the Republic of Sudan, the Islamic Republicanf and the
Iranian Ministry of Information and Security for their roles in theseonacionable actsAnd
with the helpof special mastet the Courthasassessed and awarded damages to most of the
individual plaintiffs in theseass. See e.g, Mar. 28, 2014Mem. Op. [ECF No. 300] at 3. uB
a few plaintiffs remain Currently before the Court are a@pecial master's award
recommendations for these remaining plaintiffs.

Plaintiffs—the soecalled“Aliganga plaintiffs” who take their name frodesse N&ianaé
Aliganga, a United States Marine Corpergeantwho died in the 1998 attackare twelve
United States citizens injured or killed in the Nairobi bombing and their immediaiy fa

members. SeeAm. Compl. in Intervention [ECF No. 262]Am. Compl.”) & 9; Apr. 11, 2014
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Mem. Op. at 1.Althoughthese plaintiffs did not participate in the opening stages of the original
Owenslawsuit, this Court alloed them to intervene in themse July 23, 2012 Order [ECF No
233] at 1. By that timepther plaintiffs had already served process on edefendant
defendants hadailed to respond, and the Court haehteged a default againsdefendants
Moreover, this Court had already held that it has jurisdiction over defendants ari thaited
States nationgplaintiffs have a federal cause of action under 28 U.S.C. § 1605A(c), while the
foreign-national family members of the bombing victims may pursue their claims undemihe

of the District of Columbid. SeeOwensv. Rep. of Sudan, 826 F. Supp. 2d 128, 148-51, 153-57

(D.D.C. 2011). Finally (and perhaps most importantly), this Court had alreachyl that
defendants were respohka for supporting, funding, ootherwisecarrying out the Nairobi
bombing, andt thereforeentered final judgment drability against thenpursuant to the FSIA
Seeid. at 13547, 157.

The Courtthen referred the Aliganga plaintiffs’ claims to a special master, Paul G.
Griffin, to prepare proposed findingdg fact and damagesecommendationfor each plaintiff.
Sept. 18, 201Drder [ECF No. 253] at 1. The spdamaster has now filetlis reports which
rely on sworn testimony, expert reports, medical records, and other evidSeedRepors of
Special MastefECF Nos. 33239, 34142]; see alsd-iling of Special MastefECF No. 344]
(“Wolf Expert Report”). Thereports describéhe facts relevant to each plaintiff and carefully
analyze each plaintiff's claifor damagesinder the frameworlestablished in other massrt-
terrorism caseBom this District The Court thankSpecial MasteGriffin for his work.

The Court hereby adopts all facts found by the special master rel@aplagntiffs in this

case. Where the special master has received evidence sufficient to find thatfaiplaibinited

1 Amongst the Aliganga plaintiffs, only oreEgambi Fred Kibuhiru Dalizs-is not a United States
national SeeAm. Compl. at44; see alsdinfra at 5.



States nationalral is thus entitled to maintain a federal cause of action, the Court adopts that
finding. In addition, the Court adtgp the special master's findindpat eachplaintiff has
established thdamilial relationship necessary to support standing under the FSée 28

U.S.C. 8§ 16054a)(2)(A)(ii); see als®Dwens 826 F. Supp. 2d at 149. The Court also adopts all

damages recommendations I treports—with the exception othe few adjustments described

below. SeeValore v. Islamic Rep. of Irar700 F. Supp. 2d 52, 823 (D.D.C. 2010) (“Where

recommendations deviate from the Court's damages framework, those amounts ahealiede
so as to conform with . . . the framework.” (internal quotation marks omitted)). résul, the
Court will awardthe Aliganga plaitiffs a total judgment of over $62gillion.

This opinion and judgment brings to a close this Court's role in assessing the
responsibility for andthe damagesecoverable as a result, @he1998 embassy bombings. But
the story is hardly ovefor thevictims of these attacksvho not only mustontinue theeffort to
actually recover their awardethmagesbut, more importantlymust alsocontinue to live with
the devastating consegjpces of these calloasts. That, after alls thedesign of suclterrorist
activity—to inflict present and future fear and pain on individuals and governments. The Court
commends the dedicated, creative, and courageous resolve of all plaiatiffs their
conscientious attorneysin the cases braint agaist the terroristsesponsible for the embassy
bombings and their supporters. They have helped to ensure that terrorism, and its support by
defendants, will not ultimately succeed in achieving its{targ goals.

CONCLUSIONSOF LAW

Defendants’ liabilityin this caseunder both the FSIA and District of Columbia lawas

decided long agd SeeOwens 826 F. Supp. 2d at 157. But two questions remain. First, what

2|t bears repeatinffom previous opinionén this casehat“for plaintiffs’ federal claims unde§ 1605A(c),
the Court [was] presentedtiv the difficulty of evaluating the[] claims under the FSIA which does not spell out
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kinds of damages maplaintiffs recoverfrom the (now liable) defendants? And second, what
damages awards aappropriate for eacplaintiff?

l. PLAINTIFESMAY RECOVER DAMAGES UNDER EITHER 28 U.S.C. 8 1605A OR DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA LAW

Both the FSIA and District of Columbia law providebasis for damages awardiere
Start with the FSIA. That atuteallows United States national plaintiffs tecover various types
of damages, including “economic damages, solatium, pain and suffering, and punitive damages
28 U.S.C. 8 1605A(c). But “[t]o obtain damages in an FSIA action, the plaintiff must prave tha
the consequences of the defendants’ conduct were reasonably certain (i.diketyotiean not)
to occur, and must prove the amount of the damages by a reasonable estimatatoarthisihes
Circuit’s application of the American rule on damagegalore, 700 F. Supp. 2d at 83 (internal
guotation marks and alterations omitted).

The Aligangaplaintiffs satisfytheserequiremerg. As discussed in this Court’s previous
opinions, plaintiffs have pken that the consequencesdaffendants’ conduct were reasonably
certain te—and indeed intended tecauseplaintiffs’ injuries. SeeOwens 826 F. Supp. 2d at
135-47 According to the FSIA’s remedial schentieen “[T] hose who survived the attack may
recover damages for their paindasuffering, as well as any other economic losses caused by
their injuries; estates of those who did not survive can recover economic lessesrgy from

wrongful death of the decederfand] family members [so long as they are United States

the[applicable]elements of theseaims . . . Hence, the Court [wasdrced to apply general principles of tort law.”
Owens 826 F. Supp. 2d at 157 n.3 (internal quotation marks, citations, aratiaieromitted)see alsdMar. 28,
2014 Mem. Op. at-%b (concluding that plaintiffs are entitled to damageder the FSIA) Raintiffs, here, proffered
various theories of recovemynder the FSIA that typically sound in tort, including wrongful death arehtioinal
infliction of emotional distress.See, e.g.Am. Compl. at29-31. In this Courts judgment, plaintiffanet their
burden regarding these claims. As other terrorism cases eXjphare is no bufor causation requirement under
the FSIA; proximate cause is sufficient¥alore 700 F. Supp. 2d at 75. And there is no dedsed on this
Court’s earlierfactual findings—that defendants proximately caust@ wrongful, “premature death” of several
plaintiffs. Id. at 78 (internal quotation marks omittedge alsd®Owens 826 F. Supp. 2d &t3547. The family
members of the injured or killed plaintifliso satisfied the traditionahtentionalinfliction-of-emotionaidistress
test, because acts of terrorism “by their very definition” amouektieme and outrageous condu@glore 700 F
Supp. 2d at 77 (internal quotation marks omitted)




nationals] can recover solatium for their emotional injur@veissi v. Islamic Rep. of Iran, 879

F. Supp. 2d 44, 55 (D.D.C. 2012ke als®Amduso v. Rep. of Sudar- F. Supp. 2d--, 2014

WL 3687126, at *2 (D.D.C. July 25, 2014) (limiting solathdamage awardsunder the FSIA
to United States national family members)The Court will therefore award plaintiffs
“reasonable’economic, pairandsuffering, and solatium damages, as appropriate.

This conclusion covers all but one of the Aliganga plaintif#fsd District of Columbia
law suffices to covethe damage<slaim of the sole remaining plaintiff:Egambi Fred Kibuhiru
Dalizu, who is a national of the Republic of Kenya, and who was the husband of Jean Rose
Dalizu, a United Statecitizen and embassy empl@y&illed in the Nairobi atzk. Am. Compl.
at 44. Dalizu hope® recover solatium damages under District of Columbia law, because, he
alleges,defendants’actions amounted tmtentional infliction of emotional distress. As this
Court has previously h& District of Columbia law applies to Dalizu’s clainDwens 826 F.
Supp. 2d at 1557. A prima facie claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress under
that jurisdiction’s law requires Dalizw show: (1) extreme and outrageous conducthemtrt
of defendantswhich, (2) either intentionally or recklessly, (3) caud@® severe emotional

distress Larijani v. Georgetown Univ., 791 A.2d 41, 44 (D.C. 2002).

Dalizu meetsevery element othis tort. Here, pst as in the FSIA context, acté

terrorism “by their very definition” amount to extreme and outrageous cordaicte 700 F.

Supp. 2d at 7{internal quotation marks omittedindthe facts in this case prove tlifendants

acted intentionally and recklessly, causing Dalizu sewas@ lastingemotional traumasee

Report of Special Master [ECF No. 339] (“Dalizu Report”) a6,325;see alsdOwens 826 F.

Supp. 2d at 13546, Murphy v. Islamic Rep. of Iran, 740 F. Supp. 2d 51-74 (D.D.C. 2010)

(describing an immediate family member’s intentieimdliction-of-emotionaleistress claim in



the statesponsorederrorism context) Because Dalizu presented evidence sufficiergrave
his intentionalinfliction-of-emotionaldistress claim under District of Columbia lawand
because thaiaw allows spouseto recover solatium damageseD.C. Code § 1701, the
Court concludes that he is entitled ézover such damages here

I. DAMAGES

Having established that plaintiffs are entitled to damages, the @durtow assess the
type andamountof damages to awargilach plaintiff. This issueequires the Court toonisider
the recommendations of tlepecial masteand to weigh the severity and extentpddintiffs’

injuries against those alleged by other plaintiffs in other terrorism ce8es, e.g.Mwila v.

Islamic Rep. ofiran, --- F. Supp. 2d--, 2014 WL 1284978, at *& (D.D.C. Mar. 28, 2014).

The Court will accept most (bwiill reject or adjust some) of the special master’'s recommended
awards. A complete list of the damages awdmhch plaintiff can be found the tableattached
to the Order separayeissued on this date.

a. Compensatory Damages

1. Economic damages

Under the FSIA, injured victims and the estates of deceased victims maxerreco
economic damages, which typically include lost wages, benefits and retirpenyerdnd other
out-ofpocket expensesSee28 U.S.C. § 1605A(c).The special master recommended that the
Court award economic damages to the estates of eleven efbqeamtiffs® SeeWolf Expert
Report at6. To determine theconomic lossegesultingfrom each plaintiff'sdeath the sgcial
master relied on aepat submitted by Steven A. Wolf, an accounting and financial forensics

expert. _See, e.gDalizu Report at 3, 22; Wolf Expert Report at M8olf’s report in turn, relied

® They are: Jesse Nathanael Aligandalian LeotisBartley, Sr.,Julian LeotisBartley, ., Jean Rose
Dalizu, Molly Huckaby Hardy, Kenneth Ray Hobson I, Prabhi Guptara KavAléene BradleyKirk, Mary Louise
Martin, Ann Michelle O’Connorand Sherry Lynn OldsSeeAm. Compl. a®9.
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on such factors as each plaintiffs annual income, expected future income, andifevork
expectancy. Wolf Expert Repodt 6-11 (explaining methodology usetb calculatethe
economic losassfor each plaintiff). The Court will adopthe findings and recommendations of
the special master and award economic damages to the estates aldliesevictimsin the
amounts calculated and recommended

2. Pain and suffering awards

Courts determine paiand-suffering awards for injured andilled victims based on
factors including “the severity of the pain immediately following the injury, thmgtke of
hospitalization, and the extent of the impairment that will remain with the victim for shefre

his or her life.” O’Brien v. Islamic Rep. of Iram853F. Supp. 2d 44, 46 (D.D.C. 2012)témal

guotation marks omittedgee alsddaim v. Islamic Rep. of Irgm25 F. Supp. 2d 56, 71 (D.D.C.

2006). But when calculating damages awards, “the Court must take pains to ensure that

individuals with similar injuries receive similar award$eterson v. Islamic Rep. of Iran, 515 F.

Supp. 2d 25, 54 (D.D.C. 2007), abrogation on other grounds recognizddhammadi v.

Islamic Rep. of Iran947 F. Supp. 2d 48, 65 (D.D.C. 2013). Courts in thistridt have

thereforedeveloped a general framework for asseg pairandsufferingawards ér victims of
terrorist attacks. Plaintiffs who suffer serious physical injutéggsl to receive &5 million
award; plaintiffs who suffer relatively more serious or numerous injunasg receive $7 million
(or more); and plaintiffs whose injes are relatively less serioas who only suffer emotional
injuries may receive someihg closer to $1.5nillion. SeeValore 700 F. Supp. 2d at 885
O’Brien, 853 F. Supp. 2d at 47.

Thespecial master has recommended that the Court awardupasuffering damages to
threeAliganga plaintiffs. One recommended awarehdvising the Court to award $1.5 million

to HowardCharlesKavaler, who worked in the Nairobi embassy at the time of tlaelatand
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who continues to suffer severe pastumatic stress syndrome as a result of the bombasg,
Reportof Special Master [ECF No. 338] (“Kavaler Report”) 34, 11—complies with this
District’'s general damages framework. hel Court will therefore @gopt the special master’s
recommendationegarding Kavaler

Two recommended awards, howewvaepart from this Bstrict's framework andequire
significant adjustment The first relates to Jesse Nathanael AligangaMhéne killed in the
Nairobi attack. The special master recommended that the Court award Aliganga $12 million in
painandsuffering damages, because he “suffered severe physical injuries pricr dedtii.
Report of Special Master [ECF No. 333] (“Aliganga Report”) at 10. Butethére is no doubt
that Aligangas injuries weresevere this recommendation ignoréisat the touchstone oy
painandsuffering award is whether the victim suffered “conscious pain” for some period of

time. Peterson515 F. Supp. 2d at 58ee als®Ildham v. Korean Air Lines Co., 127 F.3d 43, 56

(D.C. Cir. 1997) (“[T]he key factual dispute [in pdeath pairandsuffering cases] turns on
whether the [victim was] imnaokately rendered unconscious(internal quotation marks
omitted). In other wordsif the victim was consciouafter suffering injury then a pairand
suffering award might bappropriate; if not, thenot Here, all the available evidensaggests
that Aligangés injuries put himon the inappropriate side of the divide. As the speunmdter
recognized, Aliganga’s “head was crushed in the bombing and his brain avulsedpaeatexf
from his skull.” Aliganga Report at 3And though the Marines initially told Aliganga’s family
that he wa “alive but injured,” no onéestified thatAliganga was consciowst any pointefore
dyingfrom hiswounds Seeid. at 4-5. The Court thereforeannotaward Aliganga’s estate any

painandsuffering damages.



The second problematic award presents a similar.iSBue special master recommended
that the Court award $12 million to the estate of Julian Leotis Bartley, Jr., bdwatiendured
bodily pain and suffering after the attack and prior to his death.” Report of Spesiair NELCF
No. 342]at 11+12. There is some basis for awarding pamd-suffering damages in Bartley’s
case. After all he “suffered horrific injuries and terrible pain when both his legs were . . .
amputated in the explosive blastld. at 12. But the special master admitted that “it is unclear
how long [Bartley] suffered before succumbing to his injuries,” laadould only conclude that
Bartley did not die “immediately,” but insteadied some time latefdue to a severe loss of
blood” 1d. ThoughBartley’'s injuries weraindeniablyterrible,in cases like this=“[w]hen the

victim endured extreme pain and suffering for a period of several hours e+ tdgscourts will

“rather uniformly award[] $ million” in damages. Haim, 425 F. Supp. 2d afl (emphasis
added) Indeed, courtsiill sometimes settle on smaller awardghé evidence suggests that the

victim sufferedfor only a very brief period.Seeg e.qg, Peterson515 F. Supp. 2d at 53Here,

Bartley almost certainlgurvived for less than several hours. The Court will therefore adopt the
usual award for such cases: $1 million.

3. Solatium

“In determining the appropriate amount of compensatory damages, the Court may look to

prior decisions awarding damages for . . . solatiunA€ostav. Islamic Rep. of Iran, 574 F.

Supp. 2d 15, 29 (D.D.C. 20080nly immediate family membersparents, siblings, spouses,
and childrer—are entitled to solatium award&eeValore 700 F. Supp. 2d at 78ge alsd®d.C.
Code§ 162701 (allowing recovery bythe spouse or domestic partner and the next of kin of the
deceased person”). The commonly accepted frankef@orsolatium damages this District's

FSIA terrorismcasesis that used irPetersonwhere spouses of deceased victims receive $8

million, parents of deceased victims receive $5 million, and siblings of decdatet receive
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$2.5 million. 515 F. Supp. 2d at 52And where the victim does not dibutinstead onlysuffers
injury, the solatium awards are hat. Spouses receive $4 million, parents receive $2.5 million,
and siblings receive $1.25 millioridd. Moreover, this Court has previously held that children of
deceased and injured victims should receive awards akin to those given to paeers (
million where the victimdied, and $Z& million where the victimsuffered injury). See, e.q.
Mwila, 2014 WL 1284978, at *§‘[C]hildren who lose parents are likely to suffer as much as
parents who lose children.”)Although these amounts are guidelines, not rgesyalore, 700
F. Supp. 2d a85-86, the Court finds the distinctions madeHatersorand dher cases to be
reasonable, and thus will adopt this framework for determining solatium damages her

For most plaintiffs, e special masteproperly applied the presding framework in
making his damags calculations and the Court will therefore acceptthe bulk of his
recommendations. W there area fewexceptions. One is straightforwardhe special master
recommende@ $5 millionsolatiumaward to the estate éfrederick Athur Bradley, the father
of adeceased victim of the Nairobi attaceeReport of Special Mast [ECF No. 334t 20.
But there is a significant problem with this award: Frederick Arthur Byadleno bnger a
plaintiff in this case, asdwvoluntarily dismissed his claim in 201&eeNotice of Vol. Dismissal
[ECF No. 258] at 1.The Court therefore declines to award Bradley any damages

Four other solatium awardalsorequire adjustment. Other courts in thistict have
held that it is inappropriate for the solatium award of a family member to cexicegairand

suffering award of the surviving victimSee e.g, Davis v Islamic Rep. of Irgr882 F. Supp. 2d

7, 15-16 (D.D.C. 2012). This Court has followed that approach in previous embagdying

casessee, e.g.Mwila, 2014 WL 1284978, at *Gandit will do the saménere. Thereforehe

solatium awards foseveralfamily members of Howar€harles Kavale~who suffered severe
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emotional injury after thdonmbing, and who the Court hasvarded$1.5 million in pairand
suffering damagesmust be modified. The special master recommended awarding $2.5 million
eachto Tara and Mary Kavaler (Howard’'s daughters) &mthe estates of Pearl and Richard
Kavaler (Howad’s parents).SeeKavaler Reporat 13-14. But $2.5 million is obviously greater
than $1.5 million, andso the Court will reduce thee family membes’ awards to match
Howard’s painrandsuffering compensatioh.

b. Pre-Judgment Interest

Plaintiffs are not only entitled to damages in this case. They are also owjedgrent

interest at the prime rate on most of those dama&eeOldham 127 F.3d at 54; Forman v.

Korean Air Lines Co., 84 F.3d 446, 451 (D.C. Cir. 1996). The specialmaster already

adjusted the recommendextonomic loss figuredor each plaintiff to reflect the present

discounted value of those awaydee e.qg, Aliganga Report at;%ee alsdistrict of Columbia

v. Barriteas, 399 A.2d 563 (D.C. 1979hut he did notadjustthe recommendedwards for pain

and suffering and solatium. These awards therefore do not account for the time #lapbad
since the 1998 attaskmeaning plaintiffs have lost the use of this money which should have
been theirs immediatelgfter he bombing. Moreover, denying prgidgment interest on these
damages would allow defendants to profit fromirthese of these funds over the intervening
sixteenyears. The Court will therefore awapiejudgment interest on plaintiffs’ paiand-
suffering and solatium awarégswhich shouldsuffice toplaceplaintiffs in the same position they

would have beenn had they received (and invested) their damages awards in B#48 e.g.

* The pecial maste actually recommended that eaoh Howard's daughterseceive $7.5 million in
solatiumdamages, because their mother (Prabhi Guptara Kawddet)in the lbmbing, which entitles them to an
additional $5 million under this District's solativamages framework. This $5 million award is entirely
appropriate, and th€ourt’s reduction of their award only applies to #watiumdamages stemming frotheir
father’s injury. The Court therefore awards each daughter $6.5 miillisalatiumdamages: $5 millio based on
their mother’'s deattand $1.5 million based on their father's injunee, e.qg.Valore 700 F. Supp. 2d at 86
(awarding solatium damages for each lost relationship).
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Doe v. Islamic Rep. of Iran, 943 F. Supp. 2d 180-834D.D.C. 2013); Reed v. Islamic Rep.

of Iran, 845 F. Supp. 2d 204, 2445 (D.D.C. 2012).But seeOveissi 768 F. Supp. 2d at 30 n.12

(declining to award pr@zdgment interest on solatium damages).

The Court will calculate the applicable interest using the prateefor each year. The
D.C. Circuit has explained that the prime ratbe rate banks charge for shtetm unsecured
loans to creditworthy customerss the most appropriateegasure of prgudgment interest See
Forman 84 F.3d at 45861 Although the gme rate, applied over a period of several years, can
be measured in different ways, this Circuit has approved an award-pidgraent interestat
the prime rate for each year between the accident and the entry of judgideat.450. Using
the prime rate for each year is more precise than, for example, using the average rébe over
entire period.SeeDoe, 943 F. Supp. 2d at 185 (noting that this method is a “substantially more
accurate markdbased estimate” of the time value of money (intequaitation marks omitted)).
Moreover, calculating interest based on the prime rate for each year ipla siatte Using

the prime rate for each year results in a multiplier of 2.26185 for damages dhicut!@98’ and

the Court will use this multipdir to calculate the total award for each plaintiff in this &ase.

® In Oveissj the court awarded damages in amounts above and beyond the usuahdodamework (i.e.,
the framework called for a $5 million awafar plaintiff, but the court awarded $7.5 million). 768 F. Supp. 2d at
30. And the court in that casienied plaintiff's request for pij@dgment interest, becse its “upward adjustments”
from the usual framework sufficétb fully compensate [plaintiff] for the enormous loss he sustaingd.’atn.12
(internal quotation marks omitted)Unlike Oveissj this Court has not made afiypward adjustmentsfrom the
usual frameworkand the Courthereforefinds that prgudgment interest on plaintiffs’ fatium awards isequired
if plaintiffs are to be “fully compensate[d].”

® To calculate the multiplier, the Court multiplied $1.00 by fhine rate in 1999 (8%) and added that
amount to $1.00, yielding $1.08. Then, the Court took that amount and redltipby the prime rate in 2000
(9.23%) and added that amount to $1.08, yielding $1.17968. Continuing this iteratiessptmough 2014 yields a
multiplier of 2.26185.

" The Court calculated the multiplier using the Federal Reserve’s data for thgevaenual prime rate in
each year between 1998 and 20138eeBd. o Goverrors of the Fed. Reserve Sys. Historical Dategilable at
http://www.federalreserve.gov/releases/h15/data(hdst visited October 1£2014). As of the date of this opinion,
the Federal Reserve has not posted the annual prime rate for 2014Csartivéill conservatively estimate that rate
to be 3.25%, the rate for the previous five years.

8 The product of the multiplier and the base damages amount includes bptiejidgment interest and
the base damages amount. In other words, applying the leultplculates not the pjeadgment interest but the
base damages amouttisthe prejudgment interest-or the total damages award.
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CONCLUSION

The August 7,1998,embassy bombings shattered the livegsholusands—including
the seventyone plaintiffs in this case. Readipfaintiffs’ personal stories reveals that, even after
some sixteeryears they each still feel the horrific effects of that awful day. Damages awards
cannot fully compensate thesmocentpeople, who have suffered so much. But they can offer a
helping hand. Mat is the very leashatplaintiffs areowed—and that is whiathis Court seeks to

accomplish

A sepaate Order consistent with thidemorandum Opinion has issued on this date.

Is/
JOHN D. BATES
United States District Jgg

Dated: October 15, 2014
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