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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas granted State Farm Lloyds’ motion
for summary judgment in an insurance coverage dispute arising from damage caused by burst frozen
pipes. The court held that the policy’s frozen-plumbing exclusion applied because the insured turned
off the heat without draining the equipment or shutting off the water supply, and that State Farm was
not required to participate in appraisal because the dispute concerned coverage rather than the amount
of loss. The court also entered judgment against the insured on his extra-contractual claims, including
bad faith, Texas Insurance Code, DTPA, and prompt-payment claims, and dismissed the action with
prejudice.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas,
Houston Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Andrew S. Hanen

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of Texas,
Houston Division

DECIDED December 12, 2025

DOCKET 4:24-CV-01393

DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE State Farm removed Plaintiff's Texas state-court insurance action to
federal court based on diversity jurisdiction and moved for summary
judgment. Plaintiff opposed the motion and objected to State Farm's
summary-judgment evidence.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper 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 viewed reasonable inferences in
the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE District court order; precedential status unknown



PARTIES Arturo Barona v. State Farm Lloyds

TOPICS

insurance coverage contract interpretation summary judgment insurance bad faith

deceptive trade practices

PRACTICE AREAS

insurance civil procedure contracts evidence consumer protection

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the insurance policy required State Farm to cover damage caused by frozen plumbing when the
insured turned off the heat but neither drained the equipment nor shut off the water supply.

2. Whether State Farm breached the policy by refusing to participate in appraisal when the dispute
concerned coverage liability rather than the amount of loss.

3. Whether Barona's common-law bad-faith, Texas Insurance Code Chapter 541, Texas Deceptive Trade
Practices Act, and Texas Prompt Payment of Claims Act claims survived the absence of covered loss and
State Farm's reasonable basis for denying the claim.

4. Whether Barona's objections to State Farm's claim-file evidence required exclusion of that evidence at
summary judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. The policy unambiguously excluded damage caused by frozen plumbing unless the insured did his best
to maintain heat or drained the equipment and shut off the water supply when heat was not maintained.
Because Barona intentionally turned off the heat, did not drain the equipment, and did not shut off the
water supply, State Farm had no contractual obligation to cover the damage and did not breach the
policy.

2. State Farm had no contractual obligation to participate in appraisal because the policy's appraisal clause
addressed only disputes concerning the value of property or amount of loss, while the parties' dispute
concerned whether the loss was covered at all.

3. The court overruled Barona's objection to the claim-file excerpts and denial letter because State Farm's
declaration provided a sufficient foundation and the materials were capable of being presented in an
admissible form. The court sustained the objection to unrelated opinion testimony in the declaration to
the extent such testimony was offered.

4. Barona's common-law bad-faith, Texas Insurance Code Chapter 541, and DTPA claims failed because
State Farm had a reasonable basis for denying coverage, and the Chapter 541 and DTPA claims shared
the same predicate for recovery as the bad-faith claim.

5. Barona could not maintain a Texas Prompt Payment of Claims Act claim because he could not establish
that State Farm was contractually obligated to pay any amount under the policy.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is warranted “if the movant shows that there is no genuine dispute as to any material
fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (Legal Standard)

“Texas courts have been clear: “the scope of appraisal is damages, not liability.”” (Appraisal analysis)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court hereby grants State Farm’s Motion for Summary Judgment on each of
Plaintiff's causes of action.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Freezing weather allegedly caused plumbing fixtures at Barona's commercial property to freeze, expand, and
burst, resulting in water damage. Barona admitted that he intentionally turned off the building's heat while
leaving the water supply on and failing to drain the pipes. State Farm denied coverage under the policy's frozen-
plumbing exclusion, and Barona later demanded appraisal after completing repairs; State Farm declined to
participate because the dispute concerned coverage liability rather than the amount of loss and the property was
no longer available for inspection.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Barona filed suit in Texas state court on March 4, 2024. State Farm removed the action on April 17, 2024. In his
First Amended Complaint, Barona asserted breach and anticipatory breach of contract, breach of the duty of
good faith and fair dealing, Texas Deceptive Trade Practices Act and unconscionability claims, Texas Prompt
Payment of Claims Act claims, and Texas Insurance Code Chapter 541 claims. The district court granted State
Farm's motion for summary judgment on every cause of action, denied the remaining motions as moot, and
dismissed the case with prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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