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OPINION
Justice Robinson, for the Court. The plaintiffs, Richard Machado and
Susan Machado, own a home in Smithfield, Rhode Island, which at the relevant
times was insured by the defendant, Narragansett Bay Insurance Company (NBIC).
In March of 2015, the Machados notified NBIC of water damage to their home that
stemmed from the accumulation of snow on their roof. The Machados promptly
submitted a claim to NBIC, detailing the damage to their home. Shortly thereafter,
they received from NBIC a check for $14,549.78. The instant case arises out of a
dispute as to whether the Machados, pursuant to their homeowners insurance
policy with NBIC, were entitled to receive a subsequent appraisal of the damage to

their property as well as additional compensation for damage incurred. The only



issue before us is whether the Superior Court acted properly in granting summary
judgment to the defendant insurer.

This case came before the Supreme Court for oral argument pursuant to an
order directing the parties to show cause why the issues raised in this appeal should
not be summarily decided. After examining the written and oral submissions of
the parties, we are of the opinion that cause has not been shown and that the appeal
may be resolved without further briefing or argument. For the reasons set forth in
this opinion, we affirm the judgment of the Superior Court.

|
Facts and Travel

The following facts are gleaned from the exhibits attached to NBIC’s
memorandum in support of its motion for summary judgment and from the
Machados’ memorandum in opposition to NBIC’s dispositive motion.

NBIC and the Machados were parties to a homeowners insurance policy for
their residence located on Farnum Pike in Smithfield. That policy became
effective on January 5, 2015 and extended until January 5, 2016. On March 6,
2015, the Machados notified NBIC in writing of a loss caused by water damage in
the wake of a series of late Winter storms, stating: “Storage space was built on side
of home and is damaged from water. Water damage in hallway throughout home.

Roof has water leak.” Very shortly thereafter, Ryan Vickery, a General Adjuster



for the Claim Consultant Group, LLC (CCG), performed an inspection of the
Machados’ residence on behalf of NBIC. After completing the inspection, Mr.
Vickery informed the Machados, in a letter dated March 14, 2015, that the total
estimated replacement cost for their claim was $15,049.78. In that letter, he also
advised the Machados of the following:

“[IIn accordance with the Terms & Conditions of your
policy’s replacement cost provisions, your building
and/or personal property claim has been settled on an
actual cash value basis, pending repair or replacement of
the damaged building and/or personal property. In
accordance with the aforementioned replacement cost
Loss Settlement provisions of your policy, you have 180
days from the date of loss to repair or replace the
damaged building and/or personal property and to make
a Replacement Cost claim under this policy.” (Emphasis
added.)

Subsequently, on March 19, 2015, NBIC mailed the Machados a check for
$14,549.78, which represented the total estimated replacement cost less the $500
deductible. It is undisputed that the Machados deposited that check on March 24,

2015.!

! There i1s evidence in the record that, at some point in September of 2016,
there was contact between NBIC and the Machados with respect to the damage to
their property. Even though the record is silent as to the substance of such contact,
it can be inferred that it dealt with the estimate that the Machados received from a
public appraiser who worked for A-Plus Construction Company, whom Mr.
Machado had hired to conduct an appraisal of the damages. That estimate, which
was communicated on or about August 9, 2016, indicated that the replacement cost
relative to the water damage to the property would be over $130,000.
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