UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA
Randal Robinson et al. v. Liberty Mutual Personal Insurance

Company

Robinson - No. 5:25-cv-1730-HDM - Decided February 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Alabama granted Liberty Mutual Personal
Insurance Company’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss claims arising from the denial of homeowners
insurance coverage after a fire. The court held that the negligence, gross negligence, wantonness,
breach of contract, bad-faith, and standalone damages claims failed, primarily because the policy
required the named insured to reside at the property. The misrepresentation and fraud claims were
dismissed without prejudice for failure to satisfy Rule 9(b), and plaintiffs were allowed fourteen days

to amend those claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the complaint under Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 12(b)(6), and the court granted the motion, dismissing all
eight counts, with Counts Five and Seven dismissed without prejudice
and the remaining counts dismissed with prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the light most favorable to
the plaintiff, but disregards legal conclusions couched as factual
allegations. Fraud-based claims are also subject to Rule 9(b)'s

particularity requirement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the negligence, gross-negligence, and wantonness claims based on the alleged mishandling or

wrongful denial of an insurance claim stated cognizable claims under Alabama law.

2. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly pleaded a breach-of-contract claim where the policy's dwelling coverage

applied to the residence premises and the named insured allegedly no longer resided at the property.

3. Whether the Robinsons could assert a breach-of-contract claim despite not being identified as named

insureds or parties to the policy.

4. Whether the misrepresentation and fraud claims satisfied Rule 9(b)'s particularity requirement and

plausibly alleged fraud distinct from a contractual breach.

5. Whether the bad-faith claim could proceed absent a plausible breach of the insurance policy and where

the insurer had an arguable reason for denying coverage.

6. Whether a standalone claim labeled damages stated an independent cause of action.

HOLDINGS

1. Alabama law does not recognize causes of action for negligent, grossly negligent, or wanton handling of
an insurance claim, and a mere failure to perform a contractual obligation is not a tort. Counts One
through Three therefore failed to state claims and were dismissed with prejudice.

2. Plaintiffs failed to state a breach-of-contract claim because the policy conditioned Coverage A on the
property being the named insured's residence premises, and Plaintiffs alleged that Maxson had moved

from the property approximately ten months before the fire. Count Four was dismissed with prejudice.

3. Waiver or estoppel could not create or enlarge coverage where the unambiguous policy did not provide

coverage.

4. The misrepresentation and fraud claims failed to plead fraud with particularity because they did not
identify the specific material facts allegedly misrepresented, the speaker, when and where the statements
were made, or how Plaintiffs were misled. Counts Five and Seven were dismissed without prejudice to

amendment.

5. A bad-faith refusal-to-pay claim requires, among other elements, a breach of the insurance contract and
the absence of an arguable reason for denial. Because Plaintiffs failed to plausibly allege a breach and
the policy supplied at least an arguable reason for denial, Count Six failed and was dismissed with

prejudice.

6. Damages are a remedy rather than a standalone cause of action. Count Eight therefore failed to state an

independent claim and was dismissed with prejudice.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“Alabama courts have “steadfastly refused to recognize a cause of action for negligent or wanton handling of
insurance claims.”” (§ 111.A)

“The Policy’s dwelling coverage is expressly tied to the “residence premises,” not the broader “insured
location” definition” (§ 111.B)

“Plaintiffs’ pleadings do not identify the specific “material facts” allegedly misrepresented, who made the
misrepresentations, when and where they were made, or how Plaintiffs were misled beyond conclusory
assertions.” (§ I11.C)

““Damages” is a remedy, not a standalone cause of action.” (§ I1L.E)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marianne Maxson purchased a Huntsville, Alabama property in 2019 and later transferred the deed to Randal
and Kaylie Robinson. Liberty Mutual's homeowners policy identified Maxson as the named insured and the
property as the insured location. Plaintiffs alleged that Maxson moved from the property in October 2023,
although some personal belongings and mail remained there, and that a fire damaged the property on August 28,

2024. Liberty Mutual denied coverage and allegedly continued accepting premiums afterward.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed an action asserting negligence, gross negligence, wantonness, breach of contract,
misrepresentation, bad faith, fraud, and damages claims arising from Liberty Mutual's denial of coverage for a
fire loss. Liberty Mutual moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6). The court granted the motion and permitted

Plaintiffs fourteen days to amend only the misrepresentation and fraud counts.
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