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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Colorado considers State Farm’s motion for
summary judgment on Lucas Cranor’s common-law bad-faith and statutory unreasonable-delay claims
arising from an automobile insurance claim. The court analyzes alleged steering to repair shops,
responsibility for poor repairs, and the valuation and payment process. The excerpt indicates that the
court granted summary judgment on the steering-based theory, but does not include the complete
disposition of the motion.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for summary judgment on plaintiff's Colorado
statutory and common-law bad-faith insurance claims. The court
granted the motion, dismissed the claims with prejudice, denied
defendant's motion to exclude expert opinions as moot, and closed the
case.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
56 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 in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party, but the
nonmovant must identify specific facts showing a genuine issue for
trial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential federal district court order; unpublished disposition.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether State Farm's alleged steering of Cranor toward Crash Champions or away from Nylund's
violated Colorado Revised Statutes section 10-4-120 or otherwise constituted objectively unreasonable
conduct supporting statutory or common-law bad-faith claims.

2. Whether State Farm could be held responsible for Crash Champions's allegedly poor repairs based on
agency, vicarious liability, a duty to supervise, or insurance-industry standards.

3. Whether the February 2023 inspection involved a cover-up that constituted unreasonable claims
conduct.

4. Whether the timing of State Farm's inspections, total-loss determination, valuation process, and payment
constituted unreasonable delay.

5. Whether Cranor presented sufficient evidence of objectively unreasonable conduct to support his
statutory unreasonable-delay claim or common-law bad-faith claim.

HOLDINGS

1. State Farm was entitled to summary judgment on the steering theories because the undisputed evidence
showed that it did not require Cranor to use Crash Champions, threaten nonpayment or delayed payment
if he used another shop, or prohibit him from using Nylund's. Its warning that Nylund's might charge
more than State Farm's prevailing-market estimate did not violate section 10-4-120(2)(b).

2. Cranor failed to create a genuine dispute that State Farm was vicariously liable for Crash Champions's
repairs or had a duty to supervise the repair shop. State Farm was therefore entitled to summary
judgment on this theory.

3. Cranor failed to present evidence creating a genuine dispute that State Farm engaged in a cover-up
during its February 10 inspection, so summary judgment was proper on that theory.

4. No reasonable juror could find unreasonable delay based on the undisputed timing of State Farm's
actions. State Farm inspected the truck ten days after receiving notice of the repair problem, inspected it
five days after it was taken to Nylund's, and determined it was a total loss four days after that inspection.

5. A valuation disagreement, a single initial offer lower than the insured's proposed value, and back-and-
forth negotiations did not establish objectively unreasonable conduct. Cranor presented no evidence that
State Farm's valuation process was objectively unreasonable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Indeed, were the Court to hold that a mere disagreement between parties as to the valuation of a claim
created a triable bad faith claim, essentially every insurance dispute would proceed to trial on such a claim,
as disputes between the insurer and insured over the proper valuation of the loss are routine.” (III.B.4.c)



“when an insured selects and retains an independent contractor, even upon the recommendation of his or her
insurer, the insured has primary responsibility for supervising the contractor, absent any representation that
the insurer would assume that duty.” (III.B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cranor's insured truck was damaged after he allegedly struck a deer, and State Farm initially arranged valuation
and repair-related claim handling. Cranor selected Crash Champions, a State Farm Select Service provider, for
repairs; after he reported continuing problems, State Farm inspected the truck, later determined it was a potential
total loss, and progressively increased its valuation after considering additional information and comparable
vehicles supplied by Cranor. State Farm ultimately valued the truck at $67,451 and issued payment. Cranor
alleged that State Farm steered him toward or away from particular repair shops, was responsible for Crash
Champions's poor repairs, attempted a cover-up, and unreasonably delayed and undervalued his claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cranor sued State Farm for statutory unreasonable delay of insurance benefits and common-law bad-faith breach
of an insurance contract. After briefing on State Farm's motion for summary judgment, the district court
concluded that plaintiff failed to establish a genuine dispute of material fact concerning any alleged unreasonable
conduct by State Farm. The court granted summary judgment and dismissed both claims with prejudice.
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