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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Utah answered a certified question concerning whether an insurer may provide

underinsured motorist coverage with limits lower than the insured's liability coverage. The court held

that lower UIM limits may comply with Utah law if the insurer satisfies the applicable consumer-

notification requirements. It further held that a "new policy" exists when a new contractual

relationship arises or when material changes meaningfully alter the risk relationship between the

insurer and insured.
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The Supreme Court of Utah answered a certified question from the
United States District Court for the District of Utah concerning
whether Utah law permits underinsured motorist coverage limits lower

than liability coverage limits.

Traditional standards of review do not apply to a certified question; the
court answers the legal question presented without resolving the

underlying dispute.

Published, precedential opinion of the Supreme Court of Utah
answering a certified question of state law.
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Estates of Carter and Glenada Iverson v. State Farm Mutual Insurance
Co.



TOPICS

uninsured motorist ~ insurance coverage  statutory interpretation  legislative history = plain meaning rule

PRACTICE AREAS

Insurance Automobile insurance Underinsured motorist coverage Statutory interpretation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Utah law permits an insurer to provide UIM coverage with limits lower than the insured's
liability coverage limits when the insurer complies with the statutory consumer-notification

requirements.

2. Whether a policy is a "new policy" under Utah's UIM statute when a new contractual relationship begins
on or after January 1, 2001, or when material changes to an existing policy meaningfully alter the risk

relationship between insurer and insured.

3. What standard courts should use to determine whether changes to an existing insurance policy are
sufficiently material to constitute a new policy requiring an affirmative UIM waiver.

HOLDINGS

1. An insurer may provide UIM coverage in an amount lower than the policy's liability coverage limits if
the insurer satisfies the applicable consumer-notification requirements under Utah's UIM statute.

2. A new policy exists when the insured and insurer enter into a new contractual relationship on or after
January 1, 2001, or when material changes to an existing insurance contract alter the risk relationship

between the insurer and insured.

3. Whether changes to an existing insurance policy create a new policy must be determined under the
totality of the circumstances, with primary focus on whether the changes meaningfully alter the risk

relationship between insurer and insured.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rather, to determine whether a change to an existing policy is so material that it creates a new policy under

the statute, the totality of the circumstances must be considered.” (9 22)

“For the purposes of the statute, a "new policy" exists if a new contractual relationship is entered or if
material changes are made to the terms of an existing insurance contract that alter the risk relationship

between the insurer and the insured.” (9 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carter and Glenada Iverson maintained automobile insurance with State Farm for more than twenty years. Their
policy included liability limits of $50,000 per person and $100,000 for two or more persons, but UIM limits of
$20,000. State Farm sent renewal notices containing information about UM and UIM coverage but never

obtained a written waiver authorizing UIM coverage below the liability limits. After the Iversons were killed in a



collision with an underinsured motorist, their personal representative sought UIM benefits equal to the liability

limits.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After Carter and Glenada Iverson were killed in a collision with an underinsured motorist, their personal

representative sought UIM coverage equal to the policy's liability limits. State Farm offered the lower UIM
limits stated in the policy, and Iverson sued in the United States District Court for the District of Utah. The
federal district court certified a question of Utah law to the Utah Supreme Court, which answered the legal

question without resolving the underlying factual dispute.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court answered the certified question and left application of the materiality standard and resolution of the

underlying factual dispute to the United States District Court for the District of Utah.
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