


GEICO LIABILITY 
CHALLENGE



GEICO'S STATED LIABILITY THEORY:
Cybertruck changed lanes → entered Toyota's adjacent lane → collision.

“The driver of your vehicle attempted to change lanes without confirming that it was safe to do so. As a result, your 
vehicle collided with the vehicle [next to it].”

ERRORS IN FINDING:

There was no vehicle next to the Cybertruck.

There were no vehicles to the right, nor to the left.

The accident occurred head-on.

There are only two lanes. 

The Cybertruck always remained right.

The Black Toyota did not.

VIDEO/PHYSICAL EVIDENCE:
Cybertruck turns right → remains within its established wide-turn lane → 

Toyota approaches from the opposing direction → Toyota fails to remain right → 

Toyota enters Cybertruck's lane → collision.

QUESTION OF FACT:
What lane does GEICO contend  changed from, and; what lane does GEICO contend she changed into?

ISSUES OF FACT:
A right turn is not a lane change.

No lane change movements occurred by the Cybertruck.





PROPERTY INFORMATION
FLOW OF TRAFFIC ANALYSES







COMPARATIVE ANALYSES OF THE ADJACENT PARKING LOT
The adjacent parking lot is comprised in exactly the same manner, as both were designed and built by Intertex 
properties. The white lines are painted on the ground and show lane borders and demarcation. They define the width 
and border of each lane. Just as with the school, arrows tell traffic which way to flow and which way to turn.





TRAFFIC DIRECTION,
LANE BORDER ANALYSES









COLLISION 
AND 

INCIDENT FACTS



The Collission

1. At precisely the same time, both the Cybertruck and the Toyota were rounding their respective corners.
2. The Toyota was travelling at a higher rate of speed and left a considerable right-tire gap from the corner.

3. This gap likely contributed to the incident.
4. The Toyota as it turned experienced full axial tilt on it’s left side, indicating the driver had oversteered and 

overcorrected the turn due to increased speed and poor handling:

5. The other parties’ Toyota had rounded the corner and made an erratic “snap” motion to the steering wheel; 
causing significant lateral force; indicating any of the following:

a. He may not have been paying attention or;
b. He may have been distracted while turning the corner or;
c. He may have seen the arrow on the ground indicating he must remain in the right lane but had become 

unsure.
6. Either way, the overcorrection resulted in extreme body roll. The Toyota was not just dealing with one isolated 

car pulling out; they were approaching an active, established stream of moving traffic following a uniform path.















