UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, NORTHEASTERN DIVISION

Jacob Spencer v. State Farm Fire and Casualty Company

Spencer - No. 5:26-cv-34-HDM - Decided June 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama granted State Farm’s partial

motion to dismiss claims arising from its handling of Jacob Spencer’s insurance claim. Applying

Alabama law, the court dismissed the negligence and wantonness claims with prejudice because

Alabama does not recognize claims for negligent or wanton insurance-claim handling. The court

dismissed the misrepresentation claim without prejudice because it was not pleaded with Rule 9(b)

particularity and was intertwined with the breach-of-contract claim.
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Defendant's partial motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 12(b)(6) in an action removed from Alabama state court.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, views them in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, and determines whether the complaint states a claim
that is plausible on its face. Fraud-based claims must satisfy Rule

9(b)'s particularity requirement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Alabama law recognizes negligence or wantonness claims based on an insurer's handling of an

insurance-benefits claim.

2. Whether Spencer's misrepresentation claim was pleaded with the particularity required by Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 9(b).

3. Whether Spencer's misrepresentation claim was impermissibly intertwined with and indistinct from his

breach-of-contract claim.

HOLDINGS

1. Alabama law does not recognize causes of action for negligent or wanton handling of insurance claims;

Spencer's negligence and wantonness claims therefore failed as a matter of law.

2. Spencer's misrepresentation claim was insufficiently pleaded because it did not state the circumstances
of the alleged fraud with particularity, including where the representation was made, who made it, the

context and manner of the representation, and how it misled him.

3. The misrepresentation claim was impermissibly intertwined with and indistinct from the breach-of-
contract claim because Spencer alleged no representation or conduct independent from State Farm's

alleged failure to perform its contractual obligations.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “appropriate inquiry at this stage of the litigation [is] whether the allegations of the complaint
plausibly indicate that [the plaintiff] has a claim for relief,” not whether the plaintiff responded to the

defendant’s arguments for dismissal.”

“Spencer’s negligence and wantonness claims must be dismissed because Alabama law does not recognize a

cause of action for negligent or wanton claim handling.”

“Spencer’s misrepresentation claim likewise fails and must be dismissed because it is impermissibly

2»

intertwined with his breach of contract claim and is not pleaded with the particularity required by Rule 9(b).

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Spencer insured a residence and three barns under a State Farm policy providing coverage for wind or hail
damage to the roofs and resulting interior water damage. After Spencer reported a leaking roof, State Farm's
adjuster found hail damage and State Farm offered specified amounts for the residence and one barn, but
Spencer alleged that State Farm used incorrect measurements and failed to pay the full amount of his
independent repair estimate. Spencer's complaint characterized the claim handling and alleged failure to pay as

negligence, breach of contract, wantonness, and misrepresentation.
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