UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF VERMONT

Ellen Stimson v. State Farm Fire and Casualty Co.

Stimson v. State Farm - No. 2:23-cv-581 - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Vermont addresses cross-motions for summary
judgment in Ellen Stimson’s insurance dispute with State Farm arising from fire damage to her home.
The court denies both summary judgment motions and sanctions State Farm for continued
noncompliance with discovery orders by striking its supplemental summary-judgment brief. The court

denies as moot and without prejudice Stimson’s motion to exclude evidence.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment in an

insurance-coverage action. Plaintiff also moved for discovery
sanctions and to exclude evidence from Defendant's supplemental
pleading. The court denied both summary judgment motions, struck
Defendant's supplemental pleading as a discovery sanction, awarded
Plaintiff reasonable costs and attorney fees related to the sanctions
motion, and denied the pending sanctions and exclusion motions as

moot and without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is appropriate when the movant shows that no
genuine dispute as to any material fact exists and that the movant is
entitled to judgment as a matter of law. The court must view evidence
favorably to the nonmovant and draw all justifiable or reasonable
inferences in that party's favor. Cross-motions are evaluated separately
on their own merits. An unopposed summary judgment motion is not
automatically granted; the court must independently determine

whether the submission supports judgment.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether either party was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's breach-of-contract claim

concerning Coverage A and related add-on coverages.

. Whether either party was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's breach-of-contract claim

concerning Coverage B personal-property coverage.

. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to summary judgment on her insurance bad-faith claim.

. Whether either party was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's Vermont Consumer Protection Act

claim.

. Whether State Farm's continued failure to comply with discovery obligations and a discovery order

warranted sanctions under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37.

. Whether Plaintiff's motion to exclude evidence from State Farm's supplemental pleading should be

granted.

HOLDINGS

1.

Neither party was entitled to summary judgment because genuine disputes remained concerning the
amount owed under the policy, the effect and scope of the appraisal, whether the appraisal complied with

the policy's itemization requirements, and the amount State Farm had paid.

. The appraisal agreement was not binding as to the parties' entire Coverage A dispute because the

appraisal award did not properly list and itemize the disputed items as required by the policy.

. Neither party was entitled to summary judgment on the personal-property claim because the evidence

left genuine disputes concerning the valuation, categories of property, and amount of payments made.

. Plaintiff was not entitled to summary judgment on bad faith because the record did not establish as a

matter of law that State Farm knowingly or recklessly denied benefits without a reasonable basis.

. Neither party was entitled to summary judgment on the Vermont Consumer Protection Act claim because

Plaintiff's evidence created factual issues but did not establish entitlement to judgment as a matter of

law, and the coverage dispute alone did not establish consumer fraud.

. State Farm's continued failure to comply with discovery obligations and the court's discovery order

warranted sanctions under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37, including striking State Farm's
supplemental summary judgment pleading and awarding Plaintiff reasonable costs and attorney fees

incurred in pursuing sanctions.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court finds that State Farm has ignored not only the discovery process in this case, but also this Court’s

direct and explicit orders on discovery.” (Discovery Sanctions analysis)

“The Court sanctions State Farm by striking its supplemental pleading (ECF No. 72).” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A power surge caused a fire in Plaintiff's Vermont home on October 15, 2022, damaging the dwelling and
personal property covered by Plaintiff's State Farm homeowners policy. State Farm demanded appraisal in May
2023, Plaintiff accepted the demand in writing and selected an appraiser, and an appraisal award was issued in
November 2023 after Plaintiff filed suit in October. The parties disputed the amount and allocation of State
Farm's payments, including dwelling, personal-property, debris-removal, and ordinance-or-law coverage. State
Farm also failed for an extended period to provide court-ordered discovery, including the claims file, complete
written responses, and a Rule 30(b)(6) deposition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sued State Farm after a fire damaged her home and the parties disputed the amount payable under the
homeowners policy. During discovery, the court granted Plaintiff's unopposed motion to compel State Farm to
respond to discovery and produce a Rule 30(b)(6) witness, but State Farm failed to comply with the order and
subsequent deadlines. After a December 2025 hearing, the court established new deadlines; State Farm later
produced the claim file and a witness but continued to provide deficient or delayed discovery responses. The
parties filed supplemental summary judgment briefing, and Plaintiff moved for sanctions and to exclude

evidence.
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