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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

HOUSTON DIVISION 

 

 

ALFREDO ROCHA, 

 

              Plaintiff, 

 

VS. 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

    CIVIL ACTION NO. 4:23-CV-01900  

  

STATE FARM LLOYDS, 

 

              Defendant. 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Pending before the Court is the defendant’s, State Farm Lloyds (“State Farm”), motion for 

summary judgment (Dkt. No. 25). The plaintiff, Alfredo Rocha (“Rocha”), has filed a response to 

the defendant’s motion (Dkt. No. 28).  After reviewing the motion, the pleadings, the record, and 

the applicable law, the Court determines that the defendant’s motion should be GRANTED. 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Rocha alleges that he was the rightful owners of the insurance policy, and the property 

covered by the policy, issued by State Farm. The insured property suffered a loss, and Rocha 

submitted a claim to State Farm, which assigned it a claim number. According to Rocha, State 

Farm failed to properly adjust the claim and issued an inadequate payment despite having clear 

evidence of serious damage and knowledge of the type of loss that was covered under the policy. 

Rocha asserts that State Farm did not fulfill its contractual obligations by refusing to pay the full 

amount necessary to compensate for the damage, even though he had satisfied all conditions 

required under the policy for payment. This refusal is alleged to constitute a breach of contract.  
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Rocha further claims that State Farm misrepresented the extent of the damage and the 

adequacy of the payment, despite knowing that the loss resulted from a covered occurrence. These 

alleged misrepresentations, along with State Farm’s failure to attempt to engage in fair settlement 

discussions or provide any clear explanation for its inadequate offer, constitute clear violations of 

multiple provisions of the Texas Insurance Code. Rocha also contends that State Farm did not 

timely affirm or deny coverage, failed to communicate clearly regarding the potential for future 

payments, and conducted an outcome-oriented and biased investigation, rather than a reasonable 

and objective evaluation of the claim. State Farm’s handling of the claim is also alleged to violate 

the Texas Prompt Payment of Claims Act by failing to begin investigating or request necessary 

information within fifteen days of being notified of the claim. 

III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure authorizes summary judgment against a 

party who fails to make a sufficient showing of the existence of an element essential to the party’s 

case and on which that party bears the burden at trial. See Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 

322 (1986); Little v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Cir. 1994) (en banc). The movant 

bears the initial burden of “informing the Court of the basis of its motion” and identifying those 

portions of the record “which it believes demonstrate the absence of a genuine issue of material 

fact.”  Celotex, 477 U.S. at 323; see also Martinez v. Schlumberger, Ltd., 338 F.3d 407, 411 (5th 

Cir. 2003). Summary judgment is appropriate where the pleadings, the discovery and disclosure 

materials on file, and any affidavits show that “there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and 

that the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(a).     
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IV. ANALYSIS & DISCUSSION 

The central issue is whether State Farm’s refusal to pay the $1,650 Additional Living 

Expense (ALE) portion of the appraisal award bars summary judgment. State Farm did not accept 

the ALE portion of the award and objected to it on policy grounds, specifically, that Rocha failed 

to meet the itemization requirement for ALE as set forth in the policy. 

This is not a case of delayed payment of an accepted award. Instead, State Farm raised a 

legitimate coverage dispute regarding whether the ALE claim was properly presented under the 

terms of the policy. Texas law allows courts to resolve coverage issues that fall outside the 

appraisers’ scope. As the Texas Supreme Court has explained, an appraisal determines only the 

amount of loss and not coverage. See Johnson v. State Farm Lloyds, 290 S.W.3d 886, 889 (Tex. 

2009). Whether the ALE claim is compensable under the policy is a coverage determination, and 

State Farm was entitled to dispute it. 

Under the Texas Prompt Payment of Claims Act (Tex. Ins. Code §§ 542.051–542.061), an 

insurer must pay accepted claims within a prescribed time frame or face interest and attorneys’ 

fees. However, the TPPCA applies only when a claim is wrongfully withheld when it is clear that 

the insurer is liable under the policy. In this case, State Farm did not “accept” liability for the ALE 

claim, it disputed it as procedurally deficient under the policy terms. Where an insurer disputes 

coverage and that dispute is reasonably based on policy language or lack of compliance with 

procedural requirements (here, lack of itemized ALE documentation), the TPPCA is not triggered. 

See Republic Underwriters Ins. Co. v. Mex-Tex, Inc., 150 S.W.3d 423, 426 (Tex. 2004). 

Although Rocha disputes State Farm’s right to withhold the ALE amount, the Court finds 

that the ALE disputes constitute a coverage issue. State Farm raised a legitimate policy-based 

objection to the ALE claim, and did not waive that objection. The TPPCA does not apply in the 
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absence of policy liability. Therefore, the Court concludes that no genuine issue of material fact 

exists, and State Farm is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  

According, State Farm’s Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED. 

It is so ORDERED. 

          SIGNED on May 21, 2025, at Houston, Texas. 

 

 

_________________________________ 

Kenneth M. Hoyt 

United States District Judge 
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