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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California grants Allstate Northbrook

Indemnity Company’s motion for summary judgment in an underinsured motorist dispute. The court

concludes that Allstate paid the full policy limit and that the undisputed evidence showed the plaintiff

and his counsel caused delays in investigating and arbitrating the claim. The court therefore enters

judgment on the breach of contract, bad-faith, implied-covenant, and punitive-damages claims.
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Plaintiff brought claims for breach of contract, breach of the implied
covenant of good faith and fair dealing, and bad faith denial of an
underinsured motorist claim. Defendant moved for summary judgment

on all claims.

Summary judgment is appropriate when there is no genuine dispute as
to any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter
of law. The court views the evidence and reasonable inferences in the
light most favorable to the nonmoving party and does not make

credibility determinations or weigh evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff could maintain a breach of contract claim despite Allstate's eventual payment of the
full underinsured motorist policy limit.

2. Whether Allstate unreasonably delayed or withheld policy benefits so as to support claims for bad faith

insurance denial or breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing.

3. Whether Plaintiff presented sufficient evidence that Allstate acted in bad faith by relying on biased or
improperly selected independent medical examiners.

4. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to punitive damages.

HOLDINGS

1. Assuming without deciding that an unreasonable delay in paying insurance benefits may constitute a
breach of an insurance policy, Plaintiff was not entitled to proceed because the undisputed evidence
showed that Allstate diligently processed and paid the policy limit and that Plaintiff and his counsel
caused the delays.

2. Allstate was entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiff's bad faith insurance denial and implied-covenant
claims because the undisputed evidence established a genuine, good-faith dispute regarding coverage

and showed that Allstate diligently processed the claim.

3. Plaintiff did not create a genuine dispute concerning the legitimacy of Allstate's selection or use of its
independent medical examiners merely by showing that one examiner performed defense-oriented

consulting work or had ties to the insurance industry.

4. Plaintiff was not entitled to punitive damages because his bad faith claims failed and he identified no
evidence of oppression, fraud, or malice by clear and convincing evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court will assume, for purposes of this motion, that an unreasonable delay in paying insurance policy
benefits may constitute breach of an insurance policy.” (Section IV.A)

“The undisputed facts demonstrate that Plaintiff and Plaintiff’s counsel delayed and impeded Allstate’s efforts
to gather necessary medical records and wage loss verification and other discovery until April 2021.”
(Section IV.B)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court GRANTS summary judgment for Allstate on all claims and dismisses

the complaint with prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiff was injured as a passenger in a 2016 rear-end automobile accident and was initially diagnosed with a
concussion. He later underwent additional treatment, including surgery, and submitted multiple policy-limit
demands under Allstate's underinsured motorist policy. Allstate requested medical authorizations, records, wage-
loss information, discovery responses, a deposition, and an independent medical examination; the court found
that Plaintiff and his counsel repeatedly delayed or impeded those efforts and postponed arbitration. Allstate first
offered $5,000 in new money and later tendered the remaining $85,000 policy limit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a 2016 automobile accident, Plaintiff submitted an underinsured motorist claim to Allstate and made
multiple policy-limit demands. Allstate ultimately tendered the remaining policy limit after repeated delays in
discovery and arbitration proceedings. Plaintiff filed this action on May 26, 2023, and Allstate moved for

summary judgment. The court granted the motion on all claims and dismissed the complaint with prejudice.
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