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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida held that Florida’s Financial
Responsibility Law invalidated a family-owned-auto exclusion in GEICO’s policy. The court granted
Darcie Fether’s motion for summary judgment on the breach-of-contract claim, denied GEICO’s
motion for summary judgment, and denied GEICO’s motion to dismiss as moot. The court concluded
that GEICO was obligated to provide coverage for liability arising from David Heffron’s use of his
mother’s vehicle.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims for breach of an automobile insurance contract
and breach of the duty of good faith. The defendant moved to dismiss,
and both parties moved for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Contract interpretation is generally a question of law. Summary
judgment was considered under the standard applicable to whether the
undisputed facts entitled either party to judgment as a matter of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Florida's Financial Responsibility Law invalidates a family-owned-auto exclusion in a policy
issued to reinstate a driver's license when the insured is liable for injuries caused by the use of a vehicle
owned by a household relative.

2. Whether GEICO breached the insurance contract by refusing to provide the policy's $100,000 bodily-
injury coverage.

3. Whether the existence of partial coverage under a separate Allstate policy relieved GEICO of its
contractual and statutory coverage obligation.

HOLDINGS

1. Florida's Financial Responsibility Law voids and renders ineffective the GEICO policy's family-owned-
auto exclusion because the exclusion conflicts with the statutory requirement to cover liability arising
from the named insured's use of a motor vehicle not owned by the named insured.

2. GEICO breached the insurance contract as a matter of law by failing to pay the policy's $100,000
bodily-injury limit for liability arising from David's use of the Audi.

3. Allstate's partial payment for the injuries did not discharge GEICO's contractual and statutory obligation
to cover liability arising from David's use of the Audi.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An insurance policy issued as proof of financial responsibility pursuant to [C]hapter 324 is required to
insure the policy holder not only for liability for damages arising out of the ownership or use of the
policyholder’s covered vehicle(s), but also against loss from liability imposed by law for damages arising out
of the use by the person of any motor vehicle not owned by the policy holder.” (at 7)

“For these reasons, Chapter 324 voids the “family-owned auto exclusion,” and GEICO’s failure to pay
$100,000 is a breach of contract as a matter of law.” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

David Heffron purchased a GEICO non-owner automobile insurance policy after his driving privileges had been
revoked and later reinstated. While driving his mother Patricia's Audi, David crashed and seriously injured
passenger Darcie Fether; David lived in Patricia's household, and the Audi was insured by Allstate. GEICO
denied coverage based on policy definitions and a family-owned-auto exclusion, but the court concluded that the
policy was issued to satisfy Florida's financial-responsibility requirements and that the exclusion conflicted with
those requirements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fether sued GEICO in federal court after GEICO denied coverage for injuries arising from an automobile
accident. Fether moved for summary judgment on the breach-of-contract claim, while GEICO moved to dismiss



and sought summary judgment on both claims. The court granted Fether's motion to the extent it invalidated the
purported family-owned-auto exclusion, denied GEICO's summary-judgment motion, and denied the motion to
dismiss as moot.
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