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Additionally, the D.C. Circuit weighed in as
to whether the ITAR is a set of highly
technical

regulations

warranting

a

heightened scienter requirement: that a
criminal defendant knew of the specific
regulation he or she is alleged to have
willfully violated. The court followed a
growing number of circuits that distinguish

Christopher Stagg is an international trade and
regulatory attorney at Stagg P.C. where he advises
clients on U.S. export control law, including the
ongoing revisions under Export Control Reform. Mr.
Stagg was previously with the Department of State
where he was deeply involved in revising export
control regulations, handling commodity jurisdiction
requests, providing the public with regulatory
interpretations, and advising the Federal Bureau of
Investigation. For more information, please go to
www.staggpc.com.

the ITAR from highly technical regulatory
schemes, such as tax laws and currency
structuring.

Accordingly,

ITAR
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intent does not “require specific awareness
of the Munitions List as such,” though once
again it does require “proof that defendants
knew it was illegal to export the items they
shipped without a license.” Burden, at *34.
It is important to remember that the impact
of this recent decision may be limited
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cases that appear in the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia. Other circuits
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