UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Claudio De Castro and Dulce S. De Castro v. State Farm Fire and

Casualty Company

De Castro v. State Farm - No. 25-cv-00535-PAB-CYC - Decided March 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado rules on State Farm's motion to dismiss

an amended complaint arising from hail and water damage insurance claims. The court allows the

breach-of-contract and bad-faith claims concerning the hail damage to proceed, but dismisses without

prejudice the water-damage breach-of-contract claim and the related statutory and common-law bad-

faith claims.
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Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss plaintiffs' amended complaint asserting breach of insurance
contract, statutory unreasonable delay or denial of benefits, and

common-law bad faith.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether they plausibly show an
entitlement to relief. Conclusory allegations, unwarranted inferences,
and legal conclusions are not accepted as true. Documents outside the
pleadings generally may not be considered unless they are referenced

in the complaint, central to the claims, and authentic and undisputed.
nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated a breach-of-contract claim concerning the hail-damage

loss.

. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated a breach-of-contract claim concerning the water-

damage loss.

. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated statutory and common-law bad-faith claims concerning

the hail-damage loss.

. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated statutory and common-law bad-faith claims concerning

the water-damage loss.

. Whether plaintiffs were entitled to leave to amend based solely on a request included in their response to

the motion to dismiss.

HOLDINGS

1.

D U1 B

The amended complaint plausibly alleged a breach-of-contract claim for the hail damage because it
alleged the existence of an insurance policy covering accidental direct physical loss caused by hail,

plaintiffs' performance, State Farm's failure to pay covered damage, and resulting damages.

. The amended complaint failed to plausibly allege a breach-of-contract claim for the water damage.

. The amended complaint plausibly stated a statutory claim for unreasonable delay or denial of insurance

benefits concerning the hail damage.

. The amended complaint failed to state a statutory bad-faith claim concerning the water damage.
. The amended complaint plausibly stated a common-law bad-faith claim concerning the hail damage.
. The amended complaint failed to state a common-law bad-faith claim concerning the water damage.

. The court denied plaintiffs' request for leave to amend because it was included in their response rather

than presented in a formal motion with a proposed amended pleading as required by the Federal Rules
and local rules.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, a complaint
must allege enough factual matter that, taken as true, makes the plaintiff’s “claim to relief . . . plausible on its

face.”” (Section II)

“Ignoring widespread hail damage without explaining why it is not covered under the Policy constitutes a

plausible allegation that defendant denied plaintiffs’ claims without a reasonable basis.” (Section I11.B)



“Accordingly, requesting leave to amend in a response to a motion to dismiss is improper, and the Court will

deny the request.” (Section I11.D)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs owned a Colorado property insured under a State Farm homeowners policy. They alleged that a May
10, 2023 hailstorm caused widespread damage and that their public adjuster estimated covered replacement-cost
damages of $86,201.42, while State Farm denied coverage after initially identifying $1,890.95 in covered
damage, an amount below the policy deductible. Plaintiffs also alleged that a May 15, 2024 kitchen plumbing
discharge caused water damage, but the complaint did not allege facts showing why State Farm's determination
that the damage resulted from repeated seepage or leakage was unjustified.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on February 20, 2025, and amended their complaint on April 17, 2025. State Farm
moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Rule 12(b)(6). The court granted the motion in part and denied it
in part, dismissing without prejudice the water-damage breach-of-contract claim and the statutory and common-

law bad-faith claims insofar as they concerned the water-damage claim; the hail-damage claims survived.
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