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SUMMARY

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals affirmed the denial of prejudgment interest on the Mazor
brothers’ unjust-enrichment award against Elizabeth Farrell. The court held that the claim did not
involve a liquidated debt under D.C. Code § 15-108 because liability and the amount owed depended
on equitable circumstances, the recipient’s innocent status, and disputed tracing and damages
calculations. The court did not address prejudgment interest under the common law or D.C. Code §
15-109.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an unjust-enrichment claim involving an innocent recipient of misappropriated funds is an
action to recover a liquidated debt eligible for mandatory prejudgment interest under D.C. Code § 15-
108.

HOLDINGS

1. The claim was not an action to recover a liquidated debt because the existence and amount of Farrell's
liability depended on equitable circumstances, the scope of an innocent recipient's liability, and damages
amounts that fluctuated during litigation. Prejudgment interest was therefore unavailable under § 15-
108.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons we have explained, we conclude that the amount of the debt in this case was not easily

ascertainable at the time it arose.” (at 15)

“Importantly, trial courts have discretion to award prejudgment interest under the common law, “even in the

absence of a statutory authorization to that effect.”” (at 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Esther Mazor died in 1993, leaving a residuary estate valued at more than $3 million that was to fund two trusts,
one benefiting her son Julian Mazor and the other benefiting Julian's sons, John and William. The trusts were not
initially funded; instead, Julian controlled estate funds and used them for himself and his wife, Elizabeth Farrell.
Farrell used traceable estate funds for household expenses, a Cape Cod house down payment, and mortgage
payments, but the trial court found her an innocent recipient as to most funds and liable for approximately
$320,000 associated with the Cape Cod property. The brothers sought prejudgment interest under D.C. Code §
15-108.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Mazor brothers sued Elizabeth Farrell to recover estate funds allegedly misappropriated by their father and
transferred to Farrell. The Superior Court granted summary judgment on liability, held a damages trial, and
awarded approximately $320,000 based on traceable estate funds but denied other relief. In an earlier appeal, the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals remanded for the trial court to address prejudgment interest. On remand,
the trial court held that the unjust-enrichment claim was not an action to recover a liquidated debt under § 15-
108, and the Court of Appeals affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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