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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court held that federal substantive law governs the recoverability of

prejudgment interest in a state-court action under the Federal Employers’ Liability Act. Applying

Monessen Southwest Railway v. Morgan and related precedent, the court concluded that a successful

FELA plaintiff is not entitled to post-verdict, prejudgment interest under Minnesota Statutes section

549.09. The court affirmed the denial of Dennis Kinworthy’s request for interest on his $340,000 jury

verdict.
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Kinworthy appealed from the denial of his post-trial motion seeking
post-verdict, prejudgment interest under Minn. Stat. § 549.09, subd.

1(a), in a state-court action under the Federal Employers' Liability Act.

De novo review of the legal question whether Minn. Stat. § 549.09,
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether federal or Minnesota law governs the recoverability of post-verdict, prejudgment interest in a

FELA action brought in Minnesota state court.

2. Whether Minn. Stat. § 549.09, subd. 1(a), entitles a successful FELA plaintiff to interest accruing from

the jury verdict until entry of judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. The recoverability of prejudgment interest in a FEL A action brought in state court is governed by federal

substantive law, not by the state's characterization of its interest statute as procedural.

2. A successful plaintiff in a FELA action brought in Minnesota state court is not entitled to post-verdict,

prejudgment interest under Minn. Stat. § 549.09, subd. 1(a), because federal law does not authorize
prejudgment interest in FELA actions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that prejudgment interest under Minn. Stat. § 549.09, subd. 1(a)-(b), whether it is pre-verdict or

post-verdict, is not recoverable in a FELA action brought in Minnesota state court.” (360)

“The recoverability of post-verdict, prejudgment interest under Minn. Stat. § 549.09, subd. 1(a), in a FELA

action brought in state court is governed by federal substantive law.” (360)

“Pursuant to Monessen, 486 U.S. at 338, a successful plaintiff in a FELA action is not entitled to recover

post-verdict, prejudgment interest.” (360)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dennis Kinworthy was injured on January 24, 2009, while working as a conductor for Soo Line Railroad. He
brought a Minnesota state-court action under FELA and the Locomotive Inspection Act, and the jury awarded
him $340,000 after finding that the railroad violated the LIA. Judgment was entered after the verdict and post-

trial proceedings, and Kinworthy sought $7,854.30 in interest for the period between the verdict and entry of
judgment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Kinworthy sued Soo Line in Minnesota state court under FELA and the Locomotive Inspection Act after
sustaining an employment-related injury. A jury awarded him $340,000, but the district court denied his motion
for $7,854.30 in interest accruing between the verdict and entry of judgment. The Minnesota Court of Appeals

affirmed, and the Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed the Court of Appeals.
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affirmed
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