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State Farm doesn’t inspect the car BEFORE the wreck.
B Ghe
in excess of 26,000 1% party claims; only inspected 2% vehicles

An appropriate methodology and procedure to assess non-repair related DV
claims need not and should not be a standardless methodology and procedure.

State Farm’s insistence that an assessment for DV must include an inspection of
the vehicle is not supported by the evidence.



zg.aﬁﬁ'gd

iN THE SUPERIOR QQURT OF MUSCOGEE cwm

STATE OF GEORGIA i
. ' WWW
RUDINE MABRY, INDIVIDUALLY, MAURICE } FILED i OFFICE
J. CARDENAS, INDIVIDUALLY, ANDON ) s 2000
BEHALF OF ALL OTHERS SIMILARLY ) JUR12 7.,50 |
SITUATED, ' ) o
) i T
| } - R COURY
Platntiffs, ) S
o}
ve. }  CIVILACTION
- _ }  FILENO. SU 9 CV 4915
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE }
INSURANCE COMPANY, )
}
gﬁqmmmﬂ} ' N }

CRDER GH GGI&PLIAHCE ﬁNDéﬂJUH’:‘I’IﬂH GRANTNG

On Dacember 1, 2000, this Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion for Declaratory and
injunctive Relief (herainafier *the frst motion™) to-the pollcyhokder ciass, defined by the
Gourfs June 15, 2000 certification Order, with respect o class members’ claims from
December 1, 2000 forward and requiring Stata Farm to assess, using an appropriate
metiodoiogy and procedura, ﬂmﬁdwﬁmmmdMW
of State Farm Insureds for diminished valts, to defermine from such essessments
diminished value was present and to pay oe‘ﬁmymoseciam following such

assessment.  The Couwt further ordenard State Farm fo cal!ed. natalogue and maintain
the information regarding such pmoessmd ioreporttathe(:ourtﬂmresufts Cn
December 8, 2000, a Motion for Fmther and Consistert Injunciive Reﬂ&f’ (hereinafter
the sacond motion™) was filed on behalf of that same cizss of policyholder seeking the
same refief on behalf of all class members who had reported fict party automoblle
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propesty damage [ogses of the same kind prier @ Decerber 1, 2000, and Inchuding all
such mpéfts of loss filed after st years preceding the filing of ih?s-h?awsu%tﬁn December
22, 1699, - ‘ _

This Court has held numerous heartngs, taken evidenca and considered many
issues and pasiﬂm of the ga.rﬁas d!zr!m the montha of the pendency of&ﬁ's action on
both the secand motion. and on the @ﬁeﬂmeﬂfm Defandants cnmpﬁama or failure of
complianm with the Goutfs daclaratory and injunciive. Gﬂer of Mnﬁ&r 1, 2000, on
Plaintiffe’ first motion and the subsequerd orders mddecmserﬂared I fiztherancs of -

tha h‘:}uncﬁcn including an Ozdarentemd May»‘i 2001, and fled May 2, 2001. Many of
the hearings held hava been lengthy and, In total, have Involved many w}!reaaw and

much documentary evidence. The latest hearing, culminating i this Ocder and Decres,

was conducted on Juna 1, 2001, end fasted from 10:30 AM. untl Just before midnight
At that June 1, 2004, hearing the Court concluded the testimony m‘fered in support of
and in opposition to the sacond motion and raceived tha Defendant’s Second Report of
Compliance with the Courfs May 1, 2001, Onder. The Coust further conducted a
hmnnga:dmwared&mposiﬁnnofmapﬂﬁesiumﬁxnmm&mwm
camebyﬂmﬂefendaxﬁfaﬂovdngﬂmﬁeeondmassuchhadba&ndxmdbyﬁw -
May 1, 2001 Order, L

Having thus recalved all of the evidentiary sxbnﬁ&sions gnd arguments of the
parties and after having considensd ali such from the kme 1, 2001 hearing and &l the
previous hearings conducted in this matter, mmﬁhmmpamd&}miamwﬂt
ﬂmPiaﬁﬁﬁa’mndnwﬁanmdmmmufsmeFmﬂsmpmmmem
£, 2001, Crder: Tha-cmut.dkeetedbampatﬁmtommanmgmmm
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' Plaintifs’ second mefion.  Plaintiffs did so, but State Famm instead submitied a

Memorandum In Opposition to the Second Motion. The Court has considered both
submissians. | -

Accordingly, e Court finds as follows:

i. - Stats Fanm hes implemented @ costly and vast state-wide system of
*agssssments” for those first party olaims which have been reported sinca Decomber 1,
2000, and which Stats Farm has previously fallsd or refused to properly ssess by an
appropriate methodology and pmcsduraa as required by _ﬁzts coutf; . Orders of
Dacamber 1, 2000 and May 1. Zﬁﬁi ‘ |

Z Diaflus Mathils, State Fam's mrpmaﬁsrepresemzﬁw Msﬁﬁedztttm
February 14, 2001 hearing. Ha tuetifled, among 0ther things, that on many reports of
loss, particularly those befars Deacenther 1, 2000, the vehicles Plaintiffs now seek to
have State Farm assess will not be available in many instances for Inspacﬂon because
those vehicles have bsen sald or otherwise disposed of (Fabruary 14, z;}m , Hearing
Testimony, p. 270): and that I those Instances, and In order to assess for diminished

'va!_ua. State Farm, he said, could use the claim file materials, Le, police reports repair

estimates, photographs, vehide inspection reparts, ete. and Information from tha
insured 1o reconstruct the condition of the vehicle and tha diminished value loss without
the necessiy for having an inspeclion (February ‘!4,7 2001, Hearing Transcript, pp. 271-
280). | | '

Infact, Mr. Mathils testifiad as follows:
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Q. 'Okey. Sa if ws look back at these, 18 old fles as wa call ther, despite
ot having the vehicls o the vehicl being there but time having lepaed, you could st
make an evaluation it just won't be as accurate as if you had the car, fenit #2° |

A, “We could make, we possibly could take an evaluation, yes.” |
Fobruary 14, 2001, Hearing Transcript, p. 280, Lines 416, '

-mmmeemm m&mwmmmhhmg’i mm@m hat an

Enspecﬂmafﬂwm&mmhmr%@rm Fs:mtnmaksm
assessment for diminkshed valus, parficularly fot non-repair related &m{nishad value,
wf&chmsmsehpfmﬂ!yabout. lnspacﬁonsslamaftﬂmn prbmriiytr!asttm

_ adequacyofrapairsmdallegedlyt&mamm pem-repalrwnﬁiﬁunmmvanmm

the pre-lose condition. This atter reason is inconsistant with the obvicus et that Stats
Famdmnﬁﬁpﬁﬁamﬁawbrmmm,m%m%m,i

Tie Gourts finding tit Inspections ara not necessary, howsver, is ot intended
to profiblt State Farm's cheice to conduct inspections on what has been calfled the
“gumMrd'dmmmmmdwmmmada In State Fari's Second Report
on Compliance, fled with the Court on May 28, 2001, Stete Farm indicated that it
mmammmmmmmmmmvmwmmmmm
pm@bia,amaﬁarﬁwtwasadﬂmmddwmmm1 ZGO’theadng Thatpmcess
Mdmﬁnw.ﬁwmmmmsmFammﬂn&hsbpwﬁmmmpem
ammmmsrm&hrmd. ’

5. The Second Report on Compiance flad with tha Coust on May 28, 2001,
andﬂzeevk;anﬂam offaring, including the testimony of State Farm's wiinesses Lawra -
Quinn and Joha Doser in cupport of fhat report et fhe June 1, 2001 hedring, rveals



fhat In excass of 26,000 first party clalns Wers made after the Court's Decamber 1,
2000 Ordor and that some 24,000 first party slaims were not inspecisd and wers sither
not “assessed,” 1., the exclusion of leased vehicles, or wane “assessed” by some
standardiess raview. Of the totat first pafty dains, State Farm's process resufted in
Inspections of only 2679 vehides, which small number is in targe part a resuit of the -
discouraging language used by State Farm i both Hs felephone and wiitten
cammunications when it contacted fs insureds as the Coint had ardsted in its May 1,
2001 Ordor. An invitation to an Wmmamamhardymmma
geodfaithsrrortbysmta Fmbnbﬁinmﬁrkwpmnmﬁsmwhms
wahicm yﬁﬁﬁhwﬁﬁ%ﬁF&wm%mﬁmakm rads, The remeaining
claims thatmre amsseﬂ‘maﬁegedlywmﬂm manneraetformmﬂm
Coupt'a May 1 afdm,m}s,bya eview of the clakm fie and other information available |
lo State Farm.  But the testimony ackluced dung the Jine 4 hearing and the extibits
to State Farm's Second Repoﬁsmﬁﬁtmwmpecﬂonarwc[aknﬁlamﬁwm
may have bean mad&was:mdew%ﬂmﬁwywkﬁaorangmeﬂmdofmmma
number, be it zero or greater, mmatsummeasmudmw;smm Farm's
corporate mindset that diminished valus does not ocour whera proper repas have been
made and that nothing in Hs claims fles, regardless of detail or substance, could
evidenca any diminished valua or lead to a detenmination ofd‘mmhe& vakie. The
Cnunﬁzmmmhmtmmmmm d&mﬁewmﬁmkwﬁmtamh
vahicle mngmydmmghedm&parﬁwm!y Hpmperaﬂaiamadopﬂsdforuse _
in the assessments, and i the ment in Siste Famm's “sssessments” wem not o
oredetormine and this ta prociude finding diminished vakue in all instances, Contrary to



based on any assassment of the ioss using criteria of standards.

" the Courfs Orders and declarations of tha Georgla law, Stats Farm Inslsts, however,

fhat B8 only inquiry is tn datermine repsk related diminished value. Thia posiion is
Inconslstent with State Farm's own sxpert who lestified that dimnished valus will scour
in “mst” vehicles after repairs have been mmgleted foliowing a loss. ' '

4, The testimony of Laura Quinn, & State Fanm employee wimsa testhmy

‘was offered at the June 1 hearing hythe Defendent, ﬁaadydarmnmm State

Farm has refused to adopt any criterla or standands for assessing fcrﬁseméaianwnf
and calculating doflar amourts for diminished value. b, Quirn testified that there was
no standard or uniférm measure or guids mbyed by State Farm for the assessment
and quantfication of dimlnlshed value snd she confirmed, as is set out In footnots 5 of
State Famvs Second Report, that the personnel respansible fo do the required ‘
assesamenis reeeiveumm&a:eFamminaumﬁmm pr diractions on howﬁo assess
vehicles for non-repair related diminished velue even though all of these mloyeas had
hesn mada aware of State Fann's corporate view that = repaired vehlicle will ordinarily
not heve any dininished vaks. The result of such falurs fo educste the very
“assessors” cherged with looking for nomrapalr related diminished valua Is hat they
wera not o look for what the Court had crdered Stats Farm iy look for and wers not
inmﬁgdmhmmmmkenmm&smnm-m Inhct.ew:'mlhrsm '
Farm represented 1o the Court at the June 15t hearing that State Farm's detemminations
and quanifications of diminished valua were srrived af only through the process of

. negotiations on a case by casa basis batween State Farm and Its palicyhokders, not -

1
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‘5. John Dosen, the second highest ranking State Farm employee In Georgla
and the Siata Farm executive in chargs of State Faim's complisnce with the Court's
Orders, tesfifles that State Farra has not pald one single naﬂ-repair? seiateéd_dim&xisheci
value loss since December 1, 20%30 'ﬁ}cugh fhat ﬁatemaﬁ is- difficult fo squém with
the documents produced and the prior festimanies of Stata Farm winesses, &
conciusively shows Siale Fam's non-compliance with the Decamber 1, 2000 and tay
1,2001 Orders. | | .

8, The avidence i this cats, pmsentedﬁnm both P!aﬁmﬁaandDefendant
makes i&dearmatanappmpriaﬁemeﬁmdomg}'md prcoedumtoassessnm—repalr
related diminished value claims need not and shouid ot be a standardiess

methodolagy and procedure, Suchm@thcdamymstbeommatcanhgmedwpm
uﬁhmﬁﬁeﬁaﬁﬂﬁh&ﬁd%ﬁﬂfm%%%%d%ﬁumﬂs

Standards must then be applied thersty by the assessor in onder dabe(mma the

- existence ofand amomtofdlmlrﬁshed valus,

7.  The insistence of Stats Fam that an messmentfm'dfmhtshe& valua
must include an Inspsclion of tha vehicle that is tha subject of the claim for diminished
mmmmmmdwmawmemmmm ou&samm,meavzdaﬁoa
shows thast evalaation for rion-repalr related dirinished valua s done by other insurance |
companies & the industry, inchding Safece, Progressive and Nationwide, without the
necssslty for inspecting e vehicla, Tmmmmmmmcwnfmmcar'
denlers, apprafsers, adfusiers, including Stafe Farm's own epert witngss John

Williams, and the adjusting company, Craiwford & Co., together with valuation experts,

chow that sssessors from. all aress of the industry can and do provide regulardy
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" avaluations for insursnce companies without the eequkernmt of ars inspection,

Morgover, State Fam hires appraisers, incioding the independent appra%ser Don
Petarson, to perform such evaluations without the :raquiremrst of an inspection.

tmpariantly, beginning In approximstely 1885, Sate Farm ufilized the largest valuation

many In this valuaetion Indusiry, CCC infumraﬁcm Bervices Inc., to perform
Wmutwquiﬂng_

. Stats Fam has used fw years {he

an Inspaction. Urknowm 4o s poficyholders
valustion company, CCC, to reducs State Fams obligation to third paty claimants
against Stats Fam in #s resistance to paying for losses o vehicles Insyred by cther
cariers where such losses were caused by Stats Fam's policyholders. Ir this context,
State Farm used CCC's non-rapeir m!atad diminished value sssessmenis © pmvs that
the third parly vehicle had been In & previous colision and sufferad dirvinistied value

" even though properly repaired. By using CCC's methodology for assessing non-repakr

mhteddkrﬁnishedmmmmem&evehm%%tmhmmenab{afm
mm@umammmmmwmmmmmd

. diminished valus,

8. mmmmﬁ%FamthﬂnWQdmﬁnﬁ
ihe need for Inspection of fts sureds’ vehicles in s fist party olaims since the
Dam 1, 2000 Order of this Cowrt as 3 means of making the assessmert
requiremant so arducus, onefous and buriensome as to accomplish WO pUrposes.
Tmmstpumm'isb:stﬂﬁmmamswedm&mmmﬁlyfcrphyakaﬁ;rnmdngm
vahicle available for inepection. State Farm has always sought o wait 1 address the
diminishied value Issue untl sfier the policyhoiders’ vehicia had been repalred and |



refumed o Hs owner, instead of desling with tha‘ issue whils the 'veﬁicEa wWas
conveniently available after repairs nthe tépair shop end when comrective’ repalrs and'a
diminfshed value assessment could mast reaﬁlly be made and befcfa further burdenmg'
‘the policyholder. - F-‘riar tn the December ¢ Onder, State Farm adctmeti diminished
valus only if the pn!lcyhoidermm ralse aﬂd clidk zaiseihahsue atwhichﬁme State
Fam‘sﬁmi’respnmwas whaiﬁmﬂﬁnmwalguehem apmpeﬂyma&ed vehicle
kas no diminished vaive. Since the Gourt’s May ¥, 2001 Onder, many policyhalders
have not been able to he contagted, resulfing in no wesessment. -'Omem have bean
requredhmhm&mmormmmmmmm rewﬁinghgmat
inconvanience and frustration.  Still others have been subjected ﬁo wsﬁmy prepared
pre-scripted mtementa and reprasantations by the company mpmentaﬁvaa in calls to
the insureds in the inspaction mﬁﬁﬁmmm&m%é@u@mm
whole process. The second purpose s, by uilizing the Inspection procedure and
insfating upon the nacessity for conducting one, Stats Famm is able to:arguoﬁomis
Court that the whole concept for assessing for diminished vgiue is s0 burdensome and
expensive as fo be an axercis which Is not worth the sffort and expense. Tha 281
State Farm policyhokders who have been paid a tatal: of $205,023.03 for diminishad
value, which according to Mr. Dosan has been paid for repsir-ratated diminished valus,
moét. fikely wouki not agma that the Court's effort to have Siate Fam WW with |
Gaorgia Iaw is not worth the effot. mmmmessrymdmmmsm
anspmmnm&hasmmmmaﬂmhwﬂnmmﬁcmrm
mdicates that at least some of the pawmm?!ﬂvabeeﬂnmdehrmmpa%rm!aﬁed
diminution inn valua. The Courl potes that State Farm has fallad fo assess on a routine
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basis all of its pciicyhdders claims fm’ dirminished vaiué since the Gibbs and Simmons

decisions and despzte numerous gther infervening cases wnsistent with thoss
decislans, as discussed in the Courts prior szers. even though i hes acoepled
remiums which include experience based on the ecoaslonsl payment of diminished
value, - :

8. Because seaﬁarmmmmadm&mwwaawa@mmm
each and eveiy vehicle in onder to fxcpaﬂy assess for diminished value, in the May 1,
2001 Order thia Court ordered Stats Farm “to evalusia those mﬁmds{ vehicies for |
Eminution In valua sliher by inspeding the vehicles at the convenience of the insureds

The Gourt futher directed: *Shoukd these phione calls or contacts (for Inspection) not
produce an assessment for diminiahed valis, for whatsver reason, State Famm wil

disposal ... (emphasis added} ﬂmevldemisnowdeermsmta&mhmigmmd '
mmﬂmﬁvadimcﬁvemumﬁmundmmwnhmﬂiemuedsorothmvisa
gat&mﬁmsnﬁmp&cﬁonmdhaschmhhsﬁead%&&emﬁmﬂﬁﬁ
hasnotbeanabfetnmmm&&mwhidmmacgunmmdﬁwmpww
thus, it @nammeEnmdmnaMmmmemmmrw s!mplydomgandﬁmﬂng :
mﬁzm ﬁﬁsarﬂﬁcepmvidesmemﬁmihmmmmmlym?ﬂimm
Mmmhanﬁﬂﬁﬁpobn&lmﬂmnmnbeﬁ mwmontyzaipaymante
belng made ferdkn!mshad value. itls sigmﬁcantthatnniy f?ﬂpaymmisﬁnrdh’énishad

" value-have been mads sinca the May 4, 2001 Order. Just as revealing and fndicative of -

State Farm's mmbnmmmmm in the Court's May 1, 2001 Order is the

10
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fact, as shown on page 21 of State Famm's Sscond Report, that since December 1, 2000
= total manber of 23,386 claims have been danled, thé vast majority of which have beéﬁ
denled w%thcu‘! the “necossary” Inspection. Except fora very fow ktsiances which ids.
Quinn coud only sketchingly recall having to do wih vehicles that had baen sald State
Farm denled zvery caim where an inspaction was not amanged. Bﬁamvert Sizts
Faris John Dosen, the Vica President of Operations In Georgia, testified that State

Famm has paid o inherent ar non-repair related diminished vakse claim t s ineureds

sinca December 1, 2000 and that the 261 claims which have heen psid weve afl repair

-

16, Tmmunhmﬁnwdmmwﬁemmm&m&rmdamﬁm
contain alﬁmmmmmmmmmmmmm melatively

inexpensive, standardized and appropiiate manner, regardiéss of whether ar: inspection

takes place or not, which mmwm'mmmmmymm&mm
assessad clalms in the past, State Farm witnesses, as well as every independent car
dealer, adjuster, appralser, clakms representative and valuation expert appearing before
this Court, hasﬁeaﬂywsﬁﬁadmat al, orsubs&mﬂallyaﬂ of the k-rrmnaﬂon aecessary

fmmawmwdimm@edwmismbwdhsmﬁa Femm's cialmsm Thesa

fles include reports of kss, polics repors, piwtugfaghs epalr es:km!as vehida
lspection reports, claims fogs, efc, which mideaﬂofmepaﬂmiamregar&nga
subject -vehicle, fo wit, year, make, modef mileage, VIN, eandiﬂon.:apﬁonamd :
sccessories, nature of damage, location of damage, cost of mepalr, : repairwmk

necessary, parts, imbor, repakr faciity, paymﬂts mada and the diswssien o

communications reganding the damage between ‘State Fanm and is paﬂcyhotdar, efo

19
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Several of these adjusters, agpraiserﬁ, claims representatives and valuafion experts,
Including Don Peterson, Javier Bermudez, John Willams, Cheis Hatmon, David

McCollum, Gene Malone, Jim Boyd, Gary Griffin, Mark Baker, Bfi Geen and Nel

Bfitsteln hava testified that, Eiasea an their patficular Arr'taﬂ’lado&ogy, Le. the Georgla
insurance Commissioner's distributed farmués, their personal formula developed and
uged in the indusiry, &r&aﬂbﬁmchmmmm a&aamﬂmmm‘
information can be used to eccurately, m&mmmfawmmm
valus. In fact, Bl Geen and Heli Biitsteln, co-pariners In CwﬂﬂmW heve
developad & methodology to determine diinished velue based on thelr twenty years
experience In the valuation businsss. Bl Geen, Mﬂ!eatcm developad the
methodology used by GGG whiclh has been recognized and uaed byaﬂautntmb!te

insurance carrlers inthe U.5., including State Farm. for determining total ioss values of

automobies. Nell Biftstein, as an Independent contractor with CCG, devetopad CRV, 2

 division of CCC, to determine mtm-vamofmﬁy vehicles, tucks, boats,

mtamydes WMW@WW&Q@M Further, MaﬁBﬁtsﬁein,w?ﬂa
with CCC, Mmammmmd&wnmmamm%mammmm,
Farm and other swance carfiers, hired CCC/ORV to provide such defenminations In
third party total loss corfexs. WPMQSM&W@MMMW
Messrs, Geen and Bitstein of CiaimCoad’t.m ufiizes the vahmﬂon meﬂ}odolcgy
mcogn[zedh&akmmiﬂusﬁy ammmn@mmmmwmmm
utilizing to determine diminished value h more compiele, awura!a and mistentﬁtan
meccmwmmmmmwmmmmm@mm
medandmﬂedmmuﬁyby%?amanﬂo&ers. In addition, the

H
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" ClaimCoach.com mathodology could he utiftzed to provide the sssesements required of

State Farm mleeﬂrg!a at a fraction of the cost State Farm has experss:fed and which it
has shown this Court it has employed with regard to iis standardless efforis at
campliance with this Court’s ordars. | ‘

11, The large expense and burden that State Fam now complains of Is 8
consequencs of s fallure fo comply limaly with this Court's December 1“_%&9:-&! the

time that such Order was erterad. lis failure 1o somply resulted in the accumutation of

a largs backlog of claims that had to be assassed and, since State Facm insisted that
mmmmﬂmmmnmawﬁmmatbadm, pwp!éﬁvmsm!a _

 Famm's national catastrophe group had tn ba brought into Georgla to accomplish the

inspections. Thess national catastrophs adjusters were, for the moet par, unfamilar
with any methodology for assessing for non-vepair related diminished valiie and were
only employed 1o fook at vahicles to determine if fhey wers fepakred comectly. The

" testimony from State Farm's Ms. Quinn that fimely compliance would net have avoided

any of this sxpenss occasloned by the five-month delay and subsequent backlog is -
simply not credible, . o |

12, State Fam is not in complianoe with sither the Cotrt's Order of December
1, 2000 or May 1, 2001. The withhokding of a decislon on this issue hy tha Court is-
reserved because of the Courfs bellef that if the resources devoted &y and the expenses
ImnﬂWMF&mmmmaWMb@émwmmkd’
determining diminished vafue as required by the Court with the employment of an -
appropriate methodology, the job could have been done. Nohetheless, in the continuing
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hcg—xe that State Farm will do &éhat it can and should do, as omfeze& by th’&s Court, the
Court reserves its daslslon on contempt untl ihe following has been completed: -

- {g} . the Court, at the June 1, 2&3*& hesring, required andSta:te Farm agreed
to provide fo Plaintiffs within 45 days of Juns 1, Edﬂ‘! the search and retrisval of iis

CSR for and dcwnload of each ormmmmmmmmmaw 16, 2001

m&ﬁngﬁ%?m%&ﬂu&eﬁmﬁmmwﬁmmhasmm
into the record by agreement of counsel} on an Access database. This search, reirie\fa!

and dmm!oad ghall encompass January 1, 1966 to the present.
b) ThstﬁordamdSthwmmpmvﬁamiofﬂmdaimsmw&mwa

Inspections and assessments referenced in Stats Farm's Second Report of Compliance
 with the Court's May 1, zom Order within thirty (30) days from the June st hearing for

Plalntlifs' raview atd copying.

) The Coust Orders State Famm to produce, within that sams thirty (30) days,
all the wiitlen assefssmen!s of the 24,250 ma!m files nofed at page 21 ot Stete Fernt's
Second Rmmsmmcm&em Heny, &ta!eFamé!diamagsﬂmf&’es.
ff ther are o such assessment documents, Stats Famm s to notfy the Gourt in writing
na later than Monday, July 8, 2001, :

() ‘The Courtordered State Farm toproduce hereafler, on & reguiar basis, for
review and copying by Plaintilfs, the cialms fles foi any additional Inspections and/or
aaseassments not heretofore addressed in this Order; and ;

{e) State Farm Is ordered fo proposs 1o this Court, no kater than thirty (30)
days after the entry of this Ovrder, an assessment methodology, basad :up-on criteria
found in and determined from s policyhoiders’ claim files, with standards appiied

~

4



thereto to detarmine the existence of and amount of non-repair related diminished
value. Such a methedology must clearly _ﬁﬁmﬁié how Stats Fam's qié&m
representatives will uniformly and conefstently defermine, In writing, tha "gxistance of

and amount of diminished value that will provide this Court with an opportunity to

objectively review each written assessment. This asssssment mefhodology must be
applicable whether or not an inspection I8 of could be condicted. ¥ st the end of the
thirty (30) day period, Stats Farm fafls of refuses to provide an appraved msthodology,
e Gourt wil select ane of the methodologies eferencad in 157, 10 and 17, at least for
the reassessment of tha spproximately 24,000 fles not heretofore éppropriatoly
assessed and for &l futre claims. A fimetable for these reassessments will bo
addressed by further order of the Court. |

13, The Court finds the factual and legal sceraro with regard %o the claims |
prior fo December 1, 2000, o ba the sams 55 for thoss clalms subsequent fa that date.
The findings of the December 1, 2000 and &iw-i 2001 Grdemas-ﬁ therefare,
incorpoveted hereln, Tha!:aﬁﬂndsﬂt&t&ﬁtaﬁmdﬁ nat notify iia poﬂwhu#dam of
the coverage for diminished value lossas nor did State Famm evaluate for ti&nhshed
value arxd pwﬁspoﬁayhaﬁammdmm’«am un&esamwdumngts
policyholders, despite the fact thal policyholders pay a partion of thek pmnimu that Is
attrfoutablo to diminished value losses. (February 14, 2001, Heértﬁg Transeript, p. 267).
Neverthelass, Stats Fam did not obtain mm@wm;:@mam
claimants and the clalms, thorsfore, remain unevaluated to prosent.  (Februsry 14,
2001, Hearing Transcript, pp. 268.260). Counsel for Sta&a Farm agreed at tha Juns 1,
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2001 hearing that Stete Farm's files were sl open éﬁd the diminished valie lossas
were not resalved.. He further agreed that policyholders who sustzined 2 lozs during
the past six years could today seek paymant for diminution In value from State Farm.
, 14._ The Court hereby grants Plaintlfis” #otion for Furthee ln]’unctm Relisf, and
with ragard to the first parly property damage reports of toas by class m&mhm herein
mada prior to Decamber 1, 2000, ard subsequent to Decembar 22, 1893, this Court
hereby ORDERS and ENJOINS State Farm o evaluste each of those first pary
phm_mdﬂmmmmmdmmkmadﬁmmmn in valua by an
appropriata mefhodology and procedurs, as that methodology fs outined n ¥7 and 710
abave, and to offer to pay such diminution in valus i it determines it has acwred orto
dawﬁmprsamufﬁmﬁnuﬂmiﬂmlu&andwadﬂ%%mured& Theﬁowt-
ORI}ER$ gnd ENJOINS State Fam collect, aaf:a!ng and mﬂinﬁln any informnation
necessary to make such determinafion as to the amount of any loss for ;ﬂkninu&on n
value sustained by the vehlcles of its Insureds. |

18. State Farm has not estabEshed aﬁaﬁawmmmmmm‘
 non-epair related diminished valie lozses, yot because Stabe Farm has demansirated
“to the Cowrt it Is capable ofdewlo;ﬁm:and ufilizing & mamlogy of assessment
based on criteria and standards that will result in datermining lmf?apair mm
diminished valus, from the claims files and without the necesaity for an inspection, the
Court will nof accept State Famm’s decision to expend addrﬁondenmmm a8
astablishing anything other than a hollow pmaass that results In & blankeat denial offered

under the guise of an "assessment.”
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18.  The Courtis convinced fhat methodologies are avaitable and in usa in the
insurance and valuaion industries that will and do provide ass;sswanﬁs of non-repair

related diminished value based squarsly on recognized criteria and standards which

© resuft in fair and res=onable determirations and quaﬁtiﬁcaﬁeﬁs of dfm&%she_:i valua

Iveses. Sea 117, 10 supra.
17. Wminﬂﬁwm}dﬁyscfmeenﬁycfﬂﬁsﬂm mz-'mssmmﬁin

writing for approval, by the Court, a methodalogy for asse: srent of non-repair related |
disnirished valus based on citeria and standards that the Court can approve 28 belng
acceptable. State Farm may employ or usa the following methodologies to make such

requlmd assossments:
{a} TThe ClafmConch.com system;
(b} The Classk Car Apprelsal Servics (Don Peterson) methodology;
() The formula distibuted by the Georgia Insurance Commissionar's

. office and used by Safeco, Prograssive, Natlonwide and Crawford & Co.;

{d} mmmmmmmwm (b or {c) s approved by the
Coury; ' '
HsmmFammmmm?wm(a)m{b)mmycmmmm such
emptoymntandmwﬁdba&tﬁtaWFWSaxpaﬂse. ~ ,

18, If, after the end of the thirty (30) day period, StateFarmhasndswmmd
an appropriste methodology approved by the Court, the Court, in such event, will sefect
one of the methodoingles outiined in §17 suprg, for the assessiments of pre December
1, 2000, reports of loss, which assessments chall be conducted at State Farm'a

expense.
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19,  After the end of tha thirty (30} day perlod, the Court will caneider State
Farm's aubmlsafon and theroafter vall estahlish a schedui@ of ass%sameﬁt% of pre
Decomber 1, 2000 losses and schedule ragcrts %o bo received from Sme Famn
regarding the fmeliness, adequacy and sufficlency of eald asssssments,

SO ORDERED this ﬁ'&e_zg_dayauma. 2001.
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