UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MISSOURI, EASTERN DIVISION

Julie Probus-Schad v. Auto-Owners Insurance Company

Probus-Schad - No. 4:25-cv-01136 - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Missouri grants Auto-Owners Insurance
Company’s motion for summary judgment in a dispute over underinsured motorist coverage. The court
holds that the policy unambiguously requires the at-fault driver’s liability limits to be less than the
insured’s $100,000 UIM limit, and therefore the driver’s equal $100,000 limit did not trigger coverage.

The court also rejects the plaintiff’s vexatious-refusal claim and enters judgment for Auto-Owners.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims for underinsured motorist coverage and
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Auto-Owners policy's definition of an underinsured automobile was ambiguous or
otherwise provided UIM coverage when the at-fault driver's bodily-injury liability limit equaled the
policy's $100,000 UIM limit.

2. Whether the policy's declarations page and set-off provisions created an ambiguity by making it

impossible for the insured to recover the full stated UIM limit.

3. Whether Auto-Owners was entitled to summary judgment on the UIM coverage and vexatious-refusal

claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The policy unambiguously defined an underinsured automobile as one with liability limits less than the
UIM limits stated in the declarations. Because the at-fault driver's liability limit was exactly $100,000,

the vehicle did not qualify as an underinsured automobile and UIM coverage was not triggered.

2. The policy was not ambiguous merely because its declarations page stated a $100,000 UIM limit and its

definition and limitation provisions restricted when and how that coverage could be paid.

3. Auto-Owners was entitled to summary judgment because the policy did not provide UIM coverage
under the stipulated facts, and the absence of coverage defeated both the UIM coverage claim and the

vexatious-refusal claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Probus-Schad is not entitled to UIM coverage under the Policy’s unambiguous UIM provisions, 1

will grant summary judgment in favor of Auto-Owners.”

“The same reasoning applies here. The Policy never expressly promises UIM coverage when the underinsured
motorist has liability coverage equal to the UIM limit, and it is not rendered ambiguous by the definition of
“underinsured automobile,” which “restricts UIM coverage to applying only when the underinsured motorist
has less liability coverage than the UIM limit.”” (513 S.W.3d at 375)

“In the absence of ambiguity, the Policy must be enforced according to its terms.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On March 23, 2024, Julie Probus-Schad was injured as a passenger when another vehicle rear-ended the vehicle
in which she was riding in St. Louis, Missouri. She alleged damages exceeding $150,000 and recovered the at-
fault driver's full $100,000 bodily-injury liability limit. Her Auto-Owners policy provided $100,000 in UIM
coverage, but Auto-Owners denied coverage because the at-fault driver's liability limit equaled, rather than was
less than, the UIM limit.
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After Auto-Owners declined to provide UIM coverage, Probus-Schad filed this diversity action. The parties
stipulated to the relevant insurance limits and accident facts. Auto-Owners moved for summary judgment,
arguing that the at-fault vehicle did not qualify as an underinsured automobile under the policy; the court granted

the motion and directed entry of a separate judgment.
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