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And Then There Was One:  The Emerging 
Split over Insurance Coverage for Social 
Engineering Fraud Claims

Entering 2018, five coverage cases involving claims of social engineering fraud 

were progressing through the Federal Circuit Courts of Appeal. Briefly, social 

engineering fraud consists of a fraudster using email to deceive an employee of 

a business into transferring funds to a source appearing legitimate, e.g., a trusted 

vendor, with the intention of the fraudster absconding with the funds. Importantly, 

social engineering fraud has exploded, with losses having increased 2370% in a 

recent two-year period, according to the FBI. See https://www.fbi.gov/contact-us/

field-offices/chicago/news/stories/fbi-chicago-warns-area-business-owners-of-

business-e-mail-compromise-scam.  

Decisions in four of the five cases have since been handed down, which is 

significant in light of the relative paucity of existing precedent. Below, we will analyze 

Read more on page 14 
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Welcome to another action-packed FSLC year. I am honored to serve as your 

Chair for the year. Before turning to the 2108-19 programming year, congratulations 

are in order for our Immediate Past Chair, Toni Scott Reed. At the ABA’s August 

Annual Meeting in Chicago, TIPS awarded the FSLC for its “overall excellence in the 

intensity and quality of its efforts to involve its members in the activities of the FSLC 

and TIPS.” I had a front row seat to watch Toni guide every program, book chapter, 

article, and activity. Her graceful leadership directly led to the prestigious award the 

FSLC received. 

Looking forward to this year, we will be going to some new places, but the educational 

programs will be just as informative as members have come to expect. First up, on 

November 7 and 8, we will be in Philadelphia for the Fall Fidelity Program. The title 

of the program is “An Analysis of Fidelity Claims for the Modern World.” As in the 

past, our program will immediately follow the Fidelity Law Association’s Fall Meeting. 

I encourage you to register for that program as well as ours. You will be updated on 

the latest developments and cases impacting fidelity practitioners. Please register 

early to make sure you take advantage of the special pricing we have arranged. 

In the coming months, you will hear more about the other programs planned for the 

year. For now, please mark your calendars for the Mid-Winter Meeting that will take 

place from January 14 to 16, 2019 at the Hilton Bayfront San Diego. It will not feel 

like winter in Southern California in January and there will be time built in to allow 

you to enjoy being outside. We will be in Austin, Texas at the JW Marriott on May 8 

to 10 for the Spring Surety Program. Dozens of authors and speakers have already 

been working for several months to prepare these programs for you. I hope you will 

make plans to attend as many of our conferences as you can.

One of our goals for this year is to provide greater networking opportunities for all of 

our members. Outsiders often remark about the collegiality of the FSLC’s members. 

The best way to maintain that connectivity is to meet new people and include all of 

our members in social events. So, in addition to the substantive CLE/CE programs, 

we will have some events at the Fall and Spring meetings that will not only allow old 

friends to re-connect but that will also lead to new friendships. I hope you will attend 

the group social events we hold this year and that you make it a personal goal to 

meet at least one new person at each conference you attend.

In other news, we have a new website. The website should become the one-stop 

shop for all information you need about the FSLC. The content will become more 

robust in the coming months, but you will be able to get information about upcoming 

conferences, read the most recent newsletters, find a directory of members, and 
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obtain other useful information. Plans are in place to allow for interactive discussions 

(like a message board) where members can interact on a host of topics. Bookmark 

the page and visit it often because it will be your best resource for information.

The best way to make the most of your membership is to get involved. There are 

many ways you can do that – by writing an article, speaking at a conference, or 

participating on a committee. Please don’t feel like you have to wait for someone to 

ask you. If you want to get involved, please let me know directly (bdivers@mpdlegal.

com) and I will connect you with the right person.

We have a busy year ahead and will have some fun along the way. I look forward to 

serving you this year and hope to see you at our conferences.  
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Stay Connected
with TIPS
We encourage you to stay up-to-date on important Section news, TIPS meetings 
and events and important topics in your area of practice by following TIPS on 
Twitter @ABATIPS, joining our groups on LinkedIn, following us on Instagram, 
and visiting our YouTube page! In addition, you can easily connect with TIPS 
substantive committees on these various social media outlets by clicking on any 
of the links.

Connect with  
Fidelity & Surety Law 
website

www.americanbar.org/tips
mailto:bdivers@mpdlegal.com
mailto:bdivers@mpdlegal.com
https://twitter.com/ABATIPS
https://www.linkedin.com/groups/55713/profile
https://www.instagram.com/aba_tips/
https://www.youtube.com/user/AmericanBarTIPS
https://www.linkedin.com/groups/55713/profile
https://twitter.com/ABATIPS
https://twitter.com/ABATIPSCyber
https://twitter.com/ABATIPSFSLC
https://www.youtube.com/user/AmericanBarTIPS
https://www.instagram.com/aba_tips/
http://apps.americanbar.org/dch/committee.cfm?com=IL212000
https://www.facebook.com/ABATIPSFSLC/


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

4americanbar.org/tips

Member Roster 

Chair
Brett Divers
Mills Paskert Divers
100 N Tampa St, Ste 3700
Tampa, FL 33602-5835
(813) 229-3500
Fax: (813) 229-3502
bdivers@mpdlegal.com

Chair-Elect
Darrell Leonard
Zurich
11074 Inspiration Cir
Dublin, CA 94568-5530
(800) 654-5155 EXT 2
Fax: (800) 329-6105
darrell.leonard@zurichna.com

Immediate  
Past Chair
Toni Reed
Clark Hill Strasburger PLC
901 Main St, Ste 6000
Dallas, TX 75202-3729
(214) 651-4345
Fax: (214) 659-4091
Toni.Reed@clarkhillstrasburger.com

Diversity  
Vice-Chairs
Grace Cranley
Dinsmore & Shohl LLP
227 W Monroe St, Ste 3850
Chicago, IL 60606
(312) 775-1744
Fax: (312) 372-6085
grace.cranley@dinsmore.com

Denise Puente
Simon Peragine Smith  
& Redfearn LLP
1100 Poydras St, Ste 3000
New Orleans, LA 70163-1129
(504) 569-2030
Fax: (504) 569-2999
denisep@spsr-law.com

Membership  
Vice-Chair
Scott Olson
Markel Surety
9737 Great Hills Trl, Ste 320
Austin, TX 78759-6418
(512) 732-0099
Fax: (512) 732-8398
solson@markelcorp.com

Newsletter
Editors-in-Chief
Omar Harb
Alber Frank, PC
2301 W. Big Beaver Rd., Ste 300
Troy, MI 48084-6190
(248) 282-8111
Fax: (248) 822-6191
oharb@alberfrank.com
 
Todd Braggins
Ernstrom & Dreste LLP
925 Clinton Sq
Rochester, NY 14604-1708
(585) 473-3100
Fax: (585) 473-3113
tbraggins@ed-llp.com

John Sebastian
Watt Tieder Hoffar  
& Fitzgerald LLP
10 S Wacker Dr, Ste 2935
Chicago, IL 60606-7411
(312) 219-6900
Fax: (312) 559-2758
jsebastian@watttieder.com
 
Newsletter
Executive Editor
Christopher Ward
Strasburger & Price LLP
2600 Dallas Parkway, Ste 600
Frisco, TX 75034-1872
(214) 651-4722
Fax: (214) 659-4108
christopher.ward@strasburger.com

Ty Thompson
Mills Paskert Divers
100 N Tampa St, Ste 3700
Tampa, FL 33602-5835
(813) 229-3500
Fax: (813) 229-3502
tthompson@mpdlegal.com

Courtney Walker
Berkshire Hathaway Specialty Ins
4539 Laurelwood Dr
Memphis, TN 38117-3507
(617) 834-8652
courtney.walker@bhspecialty.com

Technology  
Vice-Chair
Mark Krone
Anderson McPharlin & Conners LLP
707 Wilshire Blvd, Ste 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3623
(213) 236-1606
Fax: (213) 622-7594
mk@amclaw.com

Council 
Representative
Mike Pipkin
Weinstein Radcliff Pipkin LLP
8350 N Central Expy, Ste 1550
Dallas, TX 75206
(214) 865-7012
Fax: (214) 865-6140
mpipkin@weinrad.com

Scope Liaison
David Olson
Frost Brown Todd LLC
301 E 4th St, Ste 3300
Cincinnati, OH 45202-4257
(513) 651-6905
Fax: (513) 651-6981
dolson@fbtlaw.com

Vice-Chairs
Theodore Baum
McElroy Deutsch et al
820 Bausch and Lomb Pl
Rochester, NY 14604-2704
(585) 623-4286
Fax: (585) 295-8300
tbaum@mdmc-law.com

Amy Bernadas
Krebs Farley PLLC
400 Poydras St, Ste 2500
New Orleans, LA 70130-3224
(504) 299-3570
Fax: (504) 299-3582
abernadas@kfplaw.com

JoAnne Bonacci
Dreifuss Bonacci & Parker PC
26 Columbia Tpke, Ste 101
Florham Park, NJ 07932
(973) 514-1414
Fax: (973) 514-5959
jbonacci@dbplawfirm.com

Virginia Boyle
1425 Kershaw Drive
Raleigh, NC 27609
(610) 858-2433
Fax: (610) 828-4684
virginia.boyle@libertymutual.com

Lee Brewer
Bryan & Brewer LLC
355 E Campus View Blvd, Ste 100
Columbus, OH 43235-5616
(614) 228-6131 EXT 203
Fax: (614) 890-5638
lbrewer@bryanandbrewer.com

Shannon Briglia
BrigliaMcLaughlin PLLC
1950 Old Gallows Rd, Ste 750
Vienna, VA 22182-4014
(703) 506-1990
Fax: (703) 506-1140
sbriglia@briglialaw.com

Luke Busam
Frost Brown Todd LLC
301 E Fourth St 
3300 Great American Twr
Cincinnati, OH 45202
(513) 651-6800
Fax: (513) 651-6981
lbusam@fbtlaw.com

Gerald Carozza
Selective Ins Co of Amer
40 Wantage Ave
Branchville, NJ 07890
(973) 948-1823
gerald.carozza@selective.com

Paula-Lee Chambers
28 State Street 24th Floor
Boston, MA 02109
(617) 213-7007 
Fax: (617) 213-7001
pchambers@hinshawlaw.com

Andy Chambers
Jennings Strouss & Salmon PLC
1 E Washington St, Ste 1900
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2554
(602) 262-5846
Fax: (602) 495-2728
achambers@jsslaw.com

Bogda Clarke
Nationwide Insurance
250 Greenwich St, Fl 37
New York, NY 10007-2140
(212) 329-6977
Fax: (732) 805-2395
bogda.clarke@nationwide.com

Bruce Corriveau
Travelers
111 Schilling Rd
Hunt Valley, MD 21031-1110
(443) 353-2076
Fax: (410) 205-0608
bcorrive@travelers.com

William Downing
Nationwide Surety & Fidelity
1100 Locust St, Dept 2006
Des Moines, IA 50391-2006
(515) 508-4114
Fax: (877) 272-8782
downiw1@nationwide.com

www.americanbar.org/tips


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

5americanbar.org/tips

Member Roster | continued

Bruce Echigoshima
23281 NE 17th St
Sammamish, WA 98074-4447
(206) 545-5000
Fax: (866) 548-6837
bruech@safeco.com

Jennifer Fiore
Dunlap Fiore LLC
6700 Jefferson Highway, Building 2
Baton Rouge, LA 70806
(225) 282-0652
Fax: (225) 282-0680
jfiore@dunlapfiore.com

Robert Flowers
Travelers
1 Tower Sq, Ste S202A
Hartford, CT 06183-0001
(860) 277-7150
Fax: (860) 277-5722
rflowers@travelers.com

Jeffrey Frank
Alber Frank, PC
2301 W Big Beaver Rd, Ste 300
Troy, MI 48084-3326
(248) 822-6190 EXT 110
Fax: (248) 282-8110
jfrank@alberfrank.com

Adam Friedman
Chiesa Shahinian & Giantomasi PC
One Boland Drive
West Orange, NJ 07052
(973) 530-2029
Fax: (973) 530-2229
afriedman@csglaw.com
Melissa Gardner
Liberty Mutual Group
PO Box 259015
Plano, TX 75025-9015
(469) 232-5607
Fax: (469) 227-8004
Melissa.Gardner01@LibertyMutual.
com

Jeffrey Goldberg
SWISSRE
1450 American Lane, Ste 1100
Schaumburg, IL 60173-2276
(847) 273-1268
Fax: (847) 273-1260
jeff_goldberg@swissre.com

Ivette Gualdron
Zurich
236 Rue Landry Rd
Saint Rose, LA 70087-3666
(504) 471-2676
Fax: (504) 712-3507
ivette.gualdron@zurichna.com

Manju Gupta
Ulmer & Berne
1660 W 2nd St, Ste 1100
Cleveland, OH 44113
(216) 973-4453
Fax: (216) 348-5474
mgupta@ulmer.com

James Hamel
Zurich North America
2609 Summit Ridge Dr
Southlake, TX 76092-2623
(817) 421-6138 
Fax: (817) 421-4240
james.hamel@zurichna.com

David Harris
Bovis, Kyle, Burch & Medlin, LLC
200 Ashford Center North, Ste 500
Atlanta, GA 30338
(678) 338-3931
dah@boviskyle.com

Brandon Held
Mills Paskert Divers
100 N Tampa St, Ste 3700
Tampa, FL 33602-5835
(813) 527-4072
bheld@universalroof.com

Stacy Hipsak Goetz
Liberty Mutual Group
2815 Forbs Ave, Ste 102
Hoffman Estates, IL 60192-3702
(847) 396-7140
Fax: (866) 548-7309
stacy.hipsakgoetz@libertymutual.
com

Hilary Hoffman
Chubb
150 Allen Road, Ste 101
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 605-3117
hhoffman@chubb.com

Michael Hurley
Berkley Surety Group LLC
412 Mount Kemble Ave, Ste 310N
Morristown, NJ 07960-6669
(973) 775-5040
Fax: (973) 775-5204
mhurley@berkleysurety.com

Susan Karlan
ICW Group - OPRS
15025 Innovation Drive
San Diego, CA 92128
(858) 350-7213
Fax: (858) 350-2640
skarlan@icwgroup.com

Peter Karney
SWISSRE
1450 American Lane, Ste 1100
Schaumburg, IL 60173
(847) 273-1259
Fax: (847) 273-1260
pkarney@gmail.com

Todd Kazlow
Kazlow & Fields LLC
8100 Sandpiper Cir, Ste 204
Baltimore, MD 21236-4999
(410) 825-9644
Fax: (410) 825-6466
todd@kazlowfields.com

James Keating
Allied World Insurance Company
30 South 17th St, 16th Fl
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(267) 800-1819
james.keating@awac.com

Christina Kocke
Merchants Bonding Company
215 Savanna Drive
Luling, LA 70070
(504) 417-5164
tkocke@merchantsbonding.com

Lawrence Lerner
Levy Craig Law Firm
4520 Main St
Kansas City, MO 64111-1876
(816) 460-1807
Fax: (816) 382-6606
llerner@levycraig.com

Mark Marino
Travelers
1500 Market St, Fl 29 West Tower
Philadelphia, PA 19102-2103
(267) 675-3057
Fax: (888) 201-5476
msmarino@travelers.com

Rosa Martinez-Genzon
Anderson McPharlin & Conners LLP
707 Wilshire Blvd, Ste 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3623
(213) 236-1653
Fax: (213) 622-7594
rmg@amclaw.com

John McDevitt
Liberty Mutual Group
20 Riverside Rd
Weston, MA 02493-2206
(617) 243-7918
Fax: (866) 547-4882
john.mcdevitt@libertymutual.com

Kyle Murphy
6281 Setting Star
Columbia, MD 21045-4525
(410) 527-3461
Fax: (732) 559-7171
kpmurphy@ific.com

Robert O’Brien
Liberty Mutual Group
9450 Seward Rd
Fairfield, OH 45014-5412
(513) 867-3718
Fax: (866) 442-4060
robert.obrien@libertymutual.com

Mark Oertel
Lewis Brisbois Bisgaard & Smith LLP
633 W 5th St, Ste 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(213) 250-1800
Fax: (213) 250-7900
mark.oertel@lewisbrisbois.com

Derek Popeil
Chubb
150 Allen Road, Ste 101
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 605-3009
Fax: (908) 903-5537
dpopeil@chubb.com

Fred Rettig
State Farm Insurance
One State Farm Plaza A-3
Bloomington, IL 61710-0001
(309) 766-5051
fred.rettig.c8f1@statefarm.com

John Riddle
Clark Hill Strasburger
901 Main St, Ste 6000
Dallas, TX 75202-3729
(214) 651-4672
Fax: (214) 659-4038
john.riddle@strasburger.com

Kenneth Rockenbach
Liberty Mutual Group
1001 4th Ave, 37th Fl
Seattle, WA 98154
(206) 473-3350
Fax: (855) 318-4099
kenneth.rockenbach@libertymutual.
com

Cynthia Rodgers-Waire
Wright Constable & Skeen LLP
7 St Paul St, Fl 18
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 659-1310
Fax: (410) 659-1350
crodgers-waire@wcslaw.com

www.americanbar.org/tips


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

6americanbar.org/tips

Member Roster | continued

Edward Rubacha
Jennings Haug & Cunningham LLP
2800 N Central Ave, Ste 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85004-1049
(602) 234-7800
Fax: (602) 277-5595
er@jhc-law.com

Chad Schexnayder
Jennings Haug & Cunningham LLP
2800 N Central Ave, Ste 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85004-1049
(602) 234-7830
Fax: (602) 277-5595
cls@jhc-law.com

John Sebastian
Watt Tieder Hoffar & Fitzgerald LLP
10 S Wacker Dr, Ste 1100
Chicago, IL 60606-7485
(312) 219-6900
Fax: (312) 559-2758
jsebastian@watttieder.com

Matthew Silverstein
International Fidelity Insurance 
Company
5 Park CenterCourt, Executive Plaza 
III, Ste300
Owings Mills, MD 21117-4203
(443) 253-0577
Fax: (732) 559-7825
msilverstein@ific.com

Carol Smith
Dysart Taylor
4420 Madison, Ste 200
Kansas City, MO 64111
(816) 931-2700
Fax: (913) 317-9100
csmith@dysarttaylor.com

Jan Sokol
Stewart Sokol & Larkin LLC
2300 SW 1st Ave, Ste 200
Portland, OR 97201-5047
(503) 221-0699
Fax: (503) 227-5028
jdsokol@lawssl.com

Scott Spearing
Hermes Netburn O’Connor & 
Spearing PC
265 Franklin St, Fl 7
Boston, MA 02110-3113
(617) 728-0050
Fax: (617) 728-0052
sspearing@hermesnetburn.com

Michael Spinelli
Cashin Spinelli & Ferretti LLC
801 Motor Pkwy, Ste 103
Hauppauge, NY 11788-5256
(631) 680-3100
Fax: (631) 737-9171
mwspinelli@csfllc.com

Michael Stover
Wright Constable & Skeen LLP
7 St Paul St, Fl 18
Baltimore, MD 21202
(410) 659-1321
Fax: (410) 659-1350
mstover@wcslaw.com

Ira Sussman
RLI Insurance Company
525 W Van Buren St, Ste 350
Chicago, IL 60607
(312) 360-1566
ira.sussman@rlicorp.com

Richard Towle
Chubb Limited
150 Allen Rd Suite 101, 
Basking Ridge, NJ 07020
(908) 605-3010
Fax: (908) 903-3030
rtowle@chubb.com

Gary Valeriano
Anderson McPharlin & Conners LLP
707 Wilshire Blvd, Ste 4000
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3623
(213) 236-1658
Fax: (213) 622-7594
gjv@amclaw.com

Thomas Vollbrecht
333 S Seventh St, Ste 2600
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 359-7659
tvollbrecht@fwhtlaw.com

Patricia Wager
Torre Lentz Gamell Gary & 
Rittmaster LLP
100 Jericho Quadrangle, Ste 309
Jericho, NY 11753-2702
(516) 240-8969
Fax: (516) 240-8950
pwager@tlggr.com

Christopher Ward
Clark Hill Strasburger PLC
2600 Dallas Parkway, Ste 600
Frisco, TX 75034-1872
(214) 651-4722
Fax: (214) 659-4108
christopher.ward@clarkhillstrasburg-
er.com

Justin Wear
Manier & Herod
1201 Demonbreun St, Ste 900
Nashville, TN 37203
(615) 244-0030
Fax: (615) 242-4203
jwear@manierherod.com

Michael Weber
Dinsmore & Shohl LLP
227 W Monroe St, Ste 3850
Chicago, IL 60606
(312) 775-1742
Fax: (312) 372-6085
michael.weber@dinsmore.com

Gregory Weinstein
Weinstein Radcliff Pipkin LLP
8350 North Central Expy, Ste 1550
Dallas, TX 75206
(214) 865-6126
Fax: (214) 865-6140
gweinstein@weinrad.com

Blake Wilcox
Liberty Mutual Group
1001 Fourth Ave, Fl 38
Seattle, WA 98154
(206) 473-3264
Fax: (425) 376-6533
blake.wilcox@libertymutual.com

Douglas Wills
Chubb
436 Walnut Street, WA10A
Philadelphia, PA 19106
(215) 640-1835
Fax: (908) 903-5537
dwills@chubb.com

Douglass Wynne
Simon Peragine Smith & Redfearn 
LLP
1100 Poydras St, 3000
New Orleans, LA 70163
(504) 569-2030
Fax: (504) 569-2999
dougw@spsr-law.com

Frederick Zauderer
AXIS Capital
1211 Avenue of The Americas
24th Fl
New York, NY 10036
(908) 508-4370
Fax: (908) 508-4389
fred.zauderer@axiscapital.com

www.americanbar.org/tips


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

7americanbar.org/tips

www.americanbar.org/tips


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

8americanbar.org/tips

Albert L. Chollet III, Partner

Read more on page 19 

Case Update: Recent Appellate Court Ruling 
Potentially Increases Sureties’ Performance 
Bond Exposure In Illinois For Payment 
Claims

Introduction

In June 2018, the Third District Appellate Court of Illinois issued an opinion which 

provides cause for uncertainty and a substantial increased risk for sureties doing 

business in Illinois.  The appellate court found that an unpaid wage and welfare 

fund for union laborers had the right to assert a claim for non-payment against a 

performance bond. 

In Valley View School District 365-U for the use of IBEW Local 176 Health, Welfare, 

Pension, Vacation and Training Trust Fund Trustees v. Hartford Fire Insurance 

Company, a union benefit funds brought claims for non-payment of wage and welfare 

contributions against the surety’s AIA A312 performance bond notwithstanding the 

existence of a companion AIA A312 payment bond.  The claims were made after 

the expiration of the one-year limitation provision in the payment bond, but before 

the expiration of the two-year limitation period in the performance bond.  The surety 

denied the union benefit funds’ claims as time-barred under the payment bond.  

When the trial court ruled in favor of the union benefit funds finding that the union 

benefit funds had properly and timely asserted a claim against the performance 

bond, the surety appealed. The appellate court affirmed the trial court’s ruling.

As discussed below, three noteworthy factors weighed upon the appellate court’s 

ruling in Valley View: the exacting language of the Illinois Bond Act and the Illinois 

Supreme Court’s 2014 opinion in Lake County Grading Co., LLC v. Village of 

Antioch, and the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act.

The Illinois Bond Act and the Lake County Grading Decision

The Illinois Bond Act requires a surety bond to secure both performance of a contract 

and payment for the material and labor performed in furtherance of a contract for 

public projects in excess of $50,000 for state-owned projects and $5,000 for political 

subdivision-owned projects.  The Bond Act provides, in part, as follows:

Except as otherwise provided by this Act, all officials, boards, commissions, or 

agents of this State in making contracts for public work of any kind costing over 

www.americanbar.org/tips
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How to Measure the Reasonableness  
of Completion Costs Post  
Termination-For-Cause 

If an owner terminates its contractor for cause, or if a general contractor or 

construction manager terminates one of its subcontractors for cause, it owes the 

terminated party as well as its surety, if applicable, a duty to incur only the reasonable 

and necessary costs to complete the work.1 In other words, the non-default party 

has a duty to mitigate the costs of completion.

1. How to Determine if Completion Costs are “reasonable.”

Finishing the Work

Per Article 14.2 of the AIA A201 General Conditions, which is incorporated in most 

AIA contracts, the terminating party may “finish the Work by whatever reasonable 

method the Owner may deem expedient, including making demand on the surety to 

perform the Work.” When this occurs, the Owner will not furnish further payments to 

the Contractor until the work is finished. Once the work is complete, the Owner will 

reconcile its completion costs with the remaining contract balance to determine any 

payments required to the principal or potential damages to be recovered.

Similarly, the Standard Form of Agreement and General Conditions between Owner 

and Contractor published by the Associated General Contractors of America (“AGC”) 

and the Standard Form of Agreement between Contractor and Subcontractor (AGC 

Document No. 200 and 655 respectively) both provide similar requirements. Section 

11.3 of Document No. 200 indicates that following a termination for cause:

All costs incurred by the Owner in performing the Work, including attorney’s fees, 

shall be deducted from any moneys due or to become due the Contractor under 

this Agreement. The Contractor shall be liable for the payment of any amount by 

which such expense may exceed the unpaid balance of the Contract Price. If the 

unpaid balance of the Contract Price for Work performed in accordance with this 

Agreement exceeds the expense of finishing the Work, Contractor shall be paid 

for Work performed in accordance with the Contract Documents up to the amount 

that the unpaid contract balance exceeds the expense of finishing the Work.

This paragraph further states that “[u]pon request of the Contractor the Owner shall 

furnish to the Contractor a detailed accounting of the costs incurred by the Owner 

1 Cushman, Richard F, et al., editors. Termination for Default from Owner’s Viewpoint.  In Proving and Pricing 
Construction Claims, Third Edition (pp. 214).  New York, NY:  Wolters Kluwer Law & Business, 2001.
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in finishing the Work.” AGC Document No. 655, Section 10.1.2 presents nearly 

identical language.2

When an Owner terminates the Contractor and incurs costs to complete the Work 

(which often do exceed the contract balance), it is typically with an expectation that 

these costs will be recovered from the defaulting party.

2.  When Are Costs Deemed Reasonable?

Reasonableness can be a subjective determination. In cases of construction 

contracts under federal contracting guidelines, the Federal Acquisition Regulation 

(FAR) contemplates that “a cost is reasonable if, in its nature and amount, it does 

not exceed that which would be incurred by a prudent person in the conduct of 

competitive business.”3

The non-default party will often be looked upon favorably, and likely have its costs 

deemed reasonable if:

a.  A Thoughtful Re-Solicitation is Performed

If the completion of work is being re-let, solicitation of multiple bidders can promote 

competitiveness and allow for additional savings through cost negotiations. 

Original bidders on the project should be considered for the completion as they 

likely already have familiarity with the plans and specifications. Contractors 

familiar with completion work should also be considered. A proper bid analysis 

should be conducted prior to award.

While reviewing multiple bids can provide a better understanding of the 

completion costs dictated by the market, depending on the type or condition of 

the project, soliciting lump sum bids may not be practical, and can result in high 

bid amounts due to bidder’s pricing contingencies and uncertainties associated 

with a project default in their bids. Efforts such as site walkthroughs and access 

to sufficient project documentation may help mitigate overestimates. Prudent 

consideration of the best means of completing the work by the Owner and 

putting oneself in the best position to decide can support cost reasonableness 

when electing to use a completion contractor.

b.	 Existing Subcontractors Are Utilized

Completion costs can typically be mitigated by entering into ratification 

2  All costs incurred by the Contractor in performing the Subcontract Work, including reasonable overhead, profit and 
attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses, shall be deducted from any moneys due or to become due the Subcontractor. The 
Subcontractor shall be liable for the payment of any amount by which such expense may exceed the unpaid balance 
of the Subcontract Amount. At the Subcontractor’s request, the Contractor shall provide a detailed accounting of the 
costs to finish the Subcontract Work

3 FAR § 31.201–3
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agreements with the defaulted principal’s subcontractors and vendors to 

complete the subcontracted work, due to the monetary benefit of using these 

subcontractors, time constraints and the ability to constrain overall completion 

costs. The principal’s subcontractors may have already mobilized, are familiar 

with the project, and potentially have material available or on order, therefore 

allowing them to complete the remaining work at a lower price and in less time.4 

When utilizing a completion contractor, assignment of existing subcontractors 

can be a check against overstated costs, and can show reasonableness of 

costs as the principal would have presumably incurred the balance of its own 

subcontractor’s costs if they had completed the work.

However, just because existing subcontractors are utilized may not mean that the 

costs are necessarily reasonable. In one matter, the completion contractor was 

utilizing assigned subcontractors, but was also charging a significant markup on 

the subcontractor costs in addition to a separate Contractor’s Fee. The markup 

on subcontractor costs which the Owner paid the completion contractor on top 

of the Contractor’s Fee was argued to be unreasonable.

c.	 Detailed Cost Tracking Is Performed

If it is worth doing, it is worth documenting. Project records are key to identifying 

and substantiating completion costs, and must be furnished to the defaulted party 

upon request per standard contracting clauses, allowing for a swift resolution of 

disputes. Change order, or ticket work, should be coded separately from base 

contract work, to allow for segregation of these costs. Necessary rework of 

the principal’s issues should be documented sufficiently, with photographs and 

descriptive narrative in the daily field reports. Any self-induced deficiencies or 

inefficiencies should also be properly noted and removed from the recoverable 

costs: proper documentation and fair assignment of costs provide credibility to 

the recovery of completion costs. Typically, when a contractor is terminated, 

detailed daily reports will be kept by the completing contractor to substantiate 

all work performed, as these logs are the primary means of recordkeeping for 

activities occurring onsite and are especially important in disputes.5 When the 

work is not properly documented, it may create issues substantiating the cost 

reasonableness and necessity of the costs.

4 Clore, Duncan L, et al., editors. Takeover and Completion.  In Bond Default Manual, Third Edition (pp. 223 – 241). 
New York, NY:  American Bar Association, 2005.

5 Clough, Richard H., et al.  Construction Contracting: A Practical Guide to Company Management (Eight Ed.) (pp. 
323 – 324).  United States of America: John Wiley & Sons, 2015.
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3.  What Costs are not Reasonable for Recovery?

Costs may have been incurred in the completion of the work that are unreasonable 

or would otherwise be unnecessary had the non-default party acted prudently. Even 

when acting prudently, some costs may not be considered reasonable and therefore 

would not be recoverable.

Some examples of unreasonable costs are:

a.	 Betterments and changes to the scope of the original contract

Change orders issued after the termination, betterments to the project, and 

work performed that is not- in-scope should not be considered recoverable in 

a termination.

b.	 Rework of completing party’s deficiencies

Costs incurred by the completing contractor correcting its own deficiencies 

are not reasonable costs to be assigned to the default party. However, costs 

for remedial work for defects of the original contractor would be reasonable if 

performed prudently.

c.	 Additional costs resulting from the non-default party not promptly 

completing the Work

Work, which remains dormant due the Owner inaction can be subject to 

escalation costs, repairs / rework, standby costs, warranty issues, liquidated 

or actual damages, winter conditions and more. If practical to progress the 

work meaningfully, these efforts must be considered, as costs resulting from 

abandonment or significant delay to the completion effort by the Owner may not 

be reasonable.

In one example, after re-commencing work, raw steel installed by the terminated 

principal was left exposed to oxidation. As priming of the steel was not promptly 

undertaken by the completing party, additional costs for blasting and wire 

brushing became necessary to allow for the painting work to proceed – these 

costs were not recoverable based on the work not being promptly resumed.

In another example, UV-sensitive materials that were staged for installation 

prior to termination were left exposed to sunlight and weather. While the duty to 

protect materials is often a contractual obligation of the principal, based on the 

timing of the termination and barring of the contractor from returning to the site, 

the material ended up remaining unprotected for longer than the manufacturer’s 

exposure limit, and new material needed to be re-ordered and the existing 

material needed to be disposed of. Protecting the material with tarpaulins would 
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have been a reasonable action and compensable cost of the non- default party. 

By not acting promptly, the cost incurred in replacing the materials was not 

reasonable.

d.	 Costs resulting from inexperience or unfamiliarity with type of 

construction

Completion work should be performed by a capable party who can perform 

the work efficiently and per industry standards. If the work is performed by an 

inexperienced party, costs associated with inefficiencies from the inexperienced 

contractor may not be considered reasonable.

In one case, a completion contractor was retained to construct an elevated 

parking deck with a pre- engineered, factory-built, reusable concrete forming 

system. At the time of the termination, the elevated deck work had not begun. 

When the completion contractor started this work, they proceeded in an 

inefficient, circular sequence of deck placements that required concrete to 

cure and post-tension cables to be stressed before cables could be laid on 

the subsequent deck area to be poured. Had a more common checkerboard 

sequence been utilized, which was possible with the forming equipment that 

was onsite, concrete curing and cable stressing would not have been critical 

predecessors to the subsequent deck placement, and the overall completion 

time of the project could have been reduced. The additional delay damages, 

labor, and rental costs resulting from the inexperience of the completing party 

were not reasonable as an experienced contractor, acting prudently, would 

have mitigated these costs by performing the work in accordance with generally 

accepted practices.

e.	 Unnecessary costs of expediting

If completion of work is not constrained by a deadline, and costs are spent on 

overtime labor or winter heating, these costs may not be practical and efficient, 

and would be disputed as unnecessary and unreasonable.

Other costs incurred in completing the work following a termination may be 

deemed unreasonable. When disputes over completion costs arise, the adverse 

parties may look to retain damages and allocation experts to review the disputed 

costs. These experts will review the manner in which the work was completed, 

pore over the financial data and construction documents, and prepare their own 

estimates to affirm or contest the reasonableness of the costs. 
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the decisions in chronological order, highlight the remaining undecided case, and 

discuss the overall impact of these rulings. 

Aqua Star (USA) Corp. v. Travelers Cas. & Sur. Co of Am., 719 Fed. Appx. 701 (9th 

Cir. Apr. 17, 2018) 

In the first and shortest decision of the four, the Ninth Circuit determined an exclusion 

in a computer fraud coverage part of a commercial crime policy barred coverage.  

Specifically, as developed before a Washington federal district court, the issue 

concerned whether the losses suffered by Aqua Star (USA) Corp. (“Aqua Star”) due 

to a fraudulent email scheme were covered. The fraud was perpetrated when one of 

Aqua Star’s Chinese vendors was hacked, which allowed the fraudster to monitor and 

intercept emails between an Aqua Star employee and a counterpart at the vendor. 

The fraudster then spoofed the email domains of the vendor’s employees and, in 

turn, directed an Aqua Star employee to wire funds to a bank account controlled by 

the fraudster.  

On appeal, the Ninth Circuit affirmed the lower court’s decision, relying on Exclusion 

G applicable to the computer fraud coverage part, which stated the policy “will not 

apply to loss or damages resulting directly or indirectly from the input of Electronic 

Data by a natural person having the authority to enter the Insured’s Computer System 

. . . .”  The Ninth Circuit reasoned that since Aqua Star’s losses resulted from its own 

employees (who were authorized to enter its computer system) having changed 

wiring information so the funds would be sent to the fraudster, the circumstances fell 

squarely within the exclusion.  

Interactive Commcn’s Int’l, Inc. v. Great Am. Ins. Co., 731 Fed.Appx. 929 (11th Cir. 

May 10, 2018) 

A finding of no coverage was again reached by the Eleventh Circuit when it upheld 

a Georgia federal district court’s summary judgment in favor of the insurer. A close 

analysis of the factual circumstances was especially relevant in this matter. The 

insured, Interactive Communications International, Inc. and an affiliate (collectively 

“InComm”) operated a business that sold “chits” to consumers containing a money 

value which could then be loaded onto a debit card. To redeem the value of the chits, 

consumers called InComm’s 1-800 number. They were then connected to InComm’s 

interactive voice response (“IVR”) computer system. The IVR system used eight 

computers that assisted consumers in redeeming chits. After redemption, the funds 

would become immediately available to the consumer. Notably, after making the 

funds available for use, InComm was contractually required to transfer the value of 

the funds to the card-issuing bank within 15 days.

And Then.. continued from page 1

“[T]he majority 

approach is wary to 

transform a computer 

fraud/crime policy into 

a general fraud policy.  

… This rationale is 

perceptive since 

stand-alone social 

engineering fraud 

coverage can be 

purchased in the 

marketplace.”

www.americanbar.org/tips
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I2913b3f0428911e89d97ba661a8e31a6/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://www.westlaw.com/Document/I2913b3f0428911e89d97ba661a8e31a6/View/FullText.html?transitionType=Default&contextData=(sc.Default)&VR=3.0&RS=da3.0
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I6000e5d054dc11e88a14e1fba2b51c53/View/FullText.html?transitionType=UniqueDocItem&contextData=(sc.Default)&userEnteredCitation=2018+WL+2149769
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Document/I6000e5d054dc11e88a14e1fba2b51c53/View/FullText.html?transitionType=UniqueDocItem&contextData=(sc.Default)&userEnteredCitation=2018+WL+2149769


Fall 2018Fidelity & Surety Law

15americanbar.org/tips

A problem arose when fraudsters began to exploit a vulnerability in the IVR system 

by attempting multiple redemptions of the same card concurrently. As a result, 

InComm lost $11.4 million, including $10.7 million in connection with debit cards 

issued by Bancorp. InComm turned to its commercial crime policy, and specifically, 

its computer fraud coverage. That coverage applied to losses “resulting directly from 

the use of any computer to fraudulently cause a transfer . . . .” Great American 

disputed coverage for the loss, and coverage litigation ensued. 

The district court granted Great American’s motion for summary judgment, finding, 

in pertinent part, that InComm’s loss did not “result[ ] directly from the use of a[ ]

computer.” The Eleventh Circuit affirmed, holding specifically that InComm’s losses 

did not result directly from the fraudsters’ use of the IVR system. In doing so, the 

Court concluded the phrase “resulting directly” meant straightaway, immediately, 

and without any intervention or interruption. As a result, since several intervening 

acts occurred between the fraudulent redemption of chits and the ultimate loss of 

funds, InComm’s loss did not result directly from fraud. Indeed, the Court found 

significant that four steps existed between the fraudster’s actions and the “point of 

no return” leading to the loss. Also significant, days, weeks, or even years could 

pass between the fraud and the ultimate loss. As a result, the lack of immediacy 

doomed InComm’s bid for coverage.

Medidata Solutions, Inc. v. Fed. Ins. Co., 729 Fed.Appx. 117 (2d Cir. July 6, 2018)

The Second Circuit’s decision in Medidata upheld a New York federal district court’s 

finding of coverage. The coverage dispute arose when the insured, Medidata 

Solutions, Inc. (“Medidata”), was victimized by an email spoofing attack wherein the 

fraudsters gained entry into Medidata’s email system and, by inserting a computer 

code, were able to mask the fraudsters’ true email address. The thieves were 

successful in defrauding Medidata by posing as Medidata’s president until one of 

the executives grew suspicious of the “Reply To” email field.  

The commercial crime policy issued to Medidata contained computer fraud coverage 

applicable to “direct loss” of money “resulting from” fraud committed by a third-party.  

Also significant, the policy defined a “Computer Fraud” as the “[u]nlawful taking or 

the fraudulent induced transfer of Money … resulting from a Computer Violation.” In 

turn, a Computer Violation was defined as “the fraudulent: (a) entry of Data into a . . . 

Computer System; and (b) change to Data elements or program logic of a Computer 

System . . . .” In light of this unorthodox language, the district court determined there 

was “Computer Fraud” because the fraud was achieved by entering into Medidata’s 

email system and inserting a computer code to mask the fraudsters’ identity, which 

proximately caused the loss. 
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The Second Circuit affirmed using a summary order. It focused specifically on the 

nature of the attack, i.e., the introduction of the computer code enabling the fraudsters 

to impersonate Medidata’s president. Moreover, the Second Circuit rejected the 

insurer’s contention that the policy covered only brute force hacking scenarios in 

which hackers gain access to or control the insured’s computers or network.

Am. Tooling Ctr, Inc. v. Travelers Cas. & Sur. Co. of Am., (6th Cir. July 13, 2018) 

The most recent social engineering fraud decision by the Sixth Circuit concerned a 

classic scenario of a third party impersonating a vendor and stealing over $800,000 

from the insured, American Tooling Center, Inc. (“ATC”). The Michigan district court 

granted summary judgment in favor of the insurer, but the Sixth Circuit reversed.

On appeal, the Sixth Circuit analyzed three requirements for Computer Fraud 

coverage. First, ATC argued it suffered a “direct loss” the moment it paid the 

impersonator. The Sixth Circuit agreed because it opined there were no intervening 

event between the fraudulent emails and ATC’s transfer of funds to the impersonator.

Second, the Sixth Circuit considered whether the impersonator’s conduct constituted 

“Computer Fraud.” Relying on the fact that the impersonator sent ATC fraudulent 

emails using a computer, which allegedly caused the payments to the impersonator, 

the Sixth Circuit rejected the insurer’s argument that “Computer Fraud” should be 

limited to hacking and other brute force attacks. Plus, looking at other policies in the 

marketplace, the Court chastised the insurer for not defining “Computer Fraud” as 

narrowly as others have in terms of confining the meaning to criminal hacking.

Third, the Sixth Circuit concluded ATC’s loss was directly caused by Computer 

Fraud. Here, the Sixth Circuit specifically distinguished InComm by concluding the 

spoofed emails received by ATC served as the immediate cause of the loss.

Also significant, none of the exclusions precluded coverage, according to the Sixth 

Circuit, including the similarly worded Exclusion G, which the Ninth Circuit found 

compelling in Aqua Star. In short, the Court concluded the particular definition of 

“Electronic Data” did not include bank-routing instructions.  

The One – Principle Solutions Grp. v. Ironshore Indem., Inc., No. 17-11703-FF (11th Cir.)

The case that remains pending on appeal is Principle Solutions before the Eleventh 

Circuit. The dispute there concerns a fraudster who spoofed the email of one of 

the managing directors of Principle Solutions Group (“Principle”) and instructed 

Principle’s controller to work with an “attorney” to make wire payments to the tune 

of $1.717 million.  
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The main coverage issue was whether the loss resulted directly from a “fraudulent 

instruction.” The insurer argued the loss was not direct because additional 

information for the wire transfer was conveyed to Principle by the “attorney,” and 

Principle’s employees set up and approved the wire transfer. Since the Georgia 

federal district court deemed the pertinent policy language ambiguous, there was 

coverage because it was reasonable for Principle to interpret the language as 

allowing coverage even where there were intervening events between the fraud and 

the loss.

The issues concerning what constitutes “fraudulent instruction,” as well as “directly 

from,” are the focus on appeal. Unsurprisingly, the parties have been submitting the 

above-referenced decisions as supplemental authority contemporaneous with their 

release. A decision in Principle Solutions is unlikely to be seen until 2019, as oral 

argument likely will not be heard until November 2018. To be sure, the recent federal 

circuit court opinions, especially Incomm, will play a prominent part at the hearing 

and should be guideposts for the decision ultimately rendered by the Eleventh 

Circuit.    

Where Do We Go from Here?  

These four appellate decisions to date follow one of two paths. The decisions in 

Aqua Star and InComm take the approach of the majority of courts prior to 2018, i.e., 

a reluctance to find coverage for social engineering fraud.  A maxim undergirding 

this approach is that since the use of computers is ubiquitous, virtually all fraudulent 

conduct merely involving the use of email could potentially be covered. In other 

words, the majority approach is wary to transform a computer fraud/crime policy 

into a general fraud policy. See Pestmaster Servs. v.  Travelers Cas. & Surety Co. 

of Am., 656 F. Appx. 332 (9th Cir. 2016); Apache Corp. v. Great Am. Ins. Co., 662 

Fed, Appx. 252 (5th Cir. 2016). This rationale is perceptive since stand-alone social 

engineering fraud coverage can be purchased in the marketplace. Those following 

the majority approach also hone in on the intervening acts between the initial 

fraudulent conduct and the resultant loss. Since most computer fraud provisions 

require the loss to “result directly from” computer fraud, it would stand to reason that 

where there are several steps taken by policyholders to process the funds transfer, 

and at any point during the process someone could have put a stop to the loss 

by using an independent method to verify the legitimacy of the request, there is 

no direct or immediate nexus between the spoofed email and the funds transfer.  

InComm best embodies the reasoning espoused by the majority.

Medidata and American Tooling suggest a potentially more attractive minority 

approach than previously anticipated. Notably, the fact that American Tooling is a 
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published opinion gives it additional weight. However, Medidata could be viewed 

as an outlier decision given the atypical policy language at issue and the unusual 

factual circumstances, including the fraudster’s ability to insert computer code into 

the insured’s email system.  

At bottom, the majority of precedent remains skeptical of coverage for social 

engineering fraud under traditional commercial crime policies. However, if courts 

begin to take a different approach, a la American Tooling, insurers would be well-

served to use the Sixth Circuit’s reasoning as a blueprint to craft policy language for 

commercial crime policies that more precisely limits coverage to brute force hacking 

scenarios and further clarifies an intent to exclude coverage for social engineering 

fraud losses, thereby pushing this coverage to the stand-alone social engineering 

fraud products that are presently available for purchase. 
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$50,000 to be performed for the State, and all officials, boards, commissions, 

or agents of any political subdivision of this State in making contracts for 

public work of any kind costing over $5,000 to be performed for the political 

subdivision, shall require every contractor for the work to furnish, supply and 

deliver a bond to the State, or to the political subdivision thereof entering 

into the contract, as the case may be, with good and sufficient sureties. The 

amount of the bond shall be fixed by the officials, boards, commissions, 

commissioners or agents, and the bond, among other conditions, shall be 

conditioned for completion of the contract, for the payment of material used 

in the work and for all labor performed in the work, whether by subcontractor 

or otherwise. 

* * *

Each such bond is deemed to contain the following provisions whether such 

provisions are inserted in such bond or not: ‘The principal and sureties on this bond 

agree that all the undertakings, covenants, terms, conditions and agreements of 

the contract or contracts entered into between the principal and the State or any 

political subdivision thereof will be performed and fulfilled and to pay all persons, 

firms and corporations having contracts with the principal or with subcontractors, 

all just claims due them under the provisions of such contracts for labor performed 

or materials furnished in the performance of the contract on account of which this 

bond is given, when such claims are not are not satisfied out of the contract price of 

the contract on account of which this bond is given, after final settlement between 

the officer, board, commission or agent of the State or of any political subdivision 

thereof and the principal has been made.

30 ILCS 550/1 (emphasis added).

In Lake County Grading Co., LLC v. Village of Antioch, the Illinois Supreme Court 

considered the import of above-quoted language in determining whether an unpaid 

vendor had standing to assert a claim against a performance bond when the surety 

did not also issue a payment bond.  The Supreme Court concluded that “[e]ach such 

bond is ‘deemed’ to contain” both the completion and payment provisions of the 

Bond Act, even if such provisions are not expressly inserted in the bond.  In short, 

the Supreme Court held that the statutory payment provision would be implied in a 

performance bond even though the bond was silent as to any payment guaranty.  

In reaching this conclusion, the Supreme Court emphasized the policy behind 

the payment and completion provisions of the Bond Act.  It noted that the Bond 

Case Update... continued from page 8
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Act “guards the tax money allotted for public works by assuring that the terms, 

conditions and agreements of the contract will be fulfilled and paid by the surety if 

the contractor does not complete the project.”  As such, it found that its interpretation 

of the Bond Act to be consistent with the overarching policy behind the enactment 

of the Bond Act.  

The Valley View Arguments and Decision

Notwithstanding the precedent set by the Illinois Supreme Court in Lake County 

Grading, the surety in Valley View attempted to distinguish the two cases.  The surety 

emphasized that it, unlike the surety in Lake County Grading, issued a statutorily 

compliant bond, providing for both performance and payment guarantees as required 

by the Bond Act.  Specifically, the AIA A312 performance and payment bonds in Valley 

View contained both performance and payment guarantees that collectively complied 

with the requirements of the Bond Act.  The surety noted that the performance and 

payment bonds were contained within one instrument, on sequentially numbered 

pages, and, thus, should be read in conjunction with one another.  The surety argued 

that to permit payment claims against the performance bond even though the claims 

were untimely under the payment bond, would render the payment bond a superfluous 

nullity, contravening all canons of contractual interpretation. 

The surety further argued that the policy implications were different in Valley View 

than in Lake County Grading.  The union benefit funds trustees in Valley View had 

admitted that the claim was a claim for payment and not performance because the 

benefits were a component of labor performed on the bonded projects that was to be 

paid.  As such, the surety maintained that it would potentially increase the exposure 

of all public project sureties within Illinois for claims sounding in non-payment.  The 

surety contended that such an outcome would have the opposite effect desired 

by the Supreme Court in Lake County Grading, namely that by permitting the 

payment claims to be applied against the performance bond, the penal sum of 

the performance bonds would be reduced upon payment of such claims, which in 

turn would reduce the penal sum of the performance bond and associated funds 

available to public owners for completion of the bonded project.

The surety also attacked the standing of the union benefit funds trustees to 

maintain an against the performance bond because the trustees were not named 

obliges under the performance bond.  The fund trustees argued in response that 

wage and welfare contributions were a component of labor to be paid under the 

Illinois’ Prevailing Wage Act.  The Prevailing Wage Act mandates that all public 

entities “require in all contractor’s and subcontractor’s bonds that the contractor or 

subcontractor include such provision as will guarantee the faithful performance of 
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such prevailing wage clause as provided by contract or other written instrument.” 

820 ILCS 130/4(c).  As such, the trustees asserted that they had standing to bring 

a claim for non-payment on behalf of the union laborers as part of its obligation to 

enforce compliance of the Prevailing Wage Act.  

In addition, the surety argued that the different time limitations in the performance 

bond (two years) and payment bond (one year) were appropriate under Illinois law 

because the time periods were reasonable. The appellate court acknowledged that 

this was a correct statement of law insofar as parties may reasonably limit the time 

for assertion of a claim under a contract, and the surety’s position likely would have 

been successful had the appellate court not concluded that the union benefit funds 

trustees’ claims could not be asserted against the performance bond.

Ultimately, the appellate court ruled that the union benefit funds trustees’ claim 

against the performance bond was proper because the payment of wage and 

welfare contributions was a requirement under the Prevailing Wage Act and a 

component of completion of the principal’s bonded contract.  Because payment of 

these funds was a component of the principal’s performance obligations owed to 

the owner, the appellate court concluded that the union benefit funds could assert 

its claim against the performance bond.  In interpreting the Bond Act in under the 

facts of the case, the appellate court seized upon the Bond Act’s use of “the bond” 

and “[e]ach such bond is deemed” to rule that the performance bond was deemed 

to impliedly include a payment protection for claimants, finding persuasive the 

reasoning in Lake County Grading. 

Conclusion

The question of how the Valley View opinion will be interpreted and applied in lower 

courts remains unclear.  It would be dangerous to apply Valley View broadly to all 

payment bond claims, permitting all payment bond claims to be asserted against 

either the performance or payment bond or to conflate notions of non-payment with 

non-performance. 

It would be similarly imprudent to overlook the key and distinctive facts of the Valley 

View case when presented with similar claims.  The Valley View fact pattern has 

many distinctions from the run-of-the-mill subcontractor payment bond claim.  

Valley View involved the payment of wage and welfare contributions required under 

the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act.  In addition, the specific terms of the principal’s 

contract with the owner led the appellate court to the conclusion that payment 

of those contributions was a component of “performance.”  Consequently, non-

payment provided standing under the performance bond under those facts, but it 
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does not necessarily mean that all claims for non-payment can be claims for non-

performance when convenient to serve the needs of a claimant. 

Ultimately, the appellate court’s expansive reading of the Illinois Bond Act in Valley 

View and disregard of the existence of a statutorily-compliant payment bond 

presents a precarious and potentially perilous situation for sureties that could greatly 

expand the extent of their bonded risk for payment claims beyond the penal sum of 

the payment bonds.  The quandary in the wake of Valley View for both underwriters 

and claims professionals lies in the uncertainty of how it will be applied.  What is 

certain is that Valley View results in potentially negative business and public policy 

outcomes, and it clearly reveals the need for clarification of the Illinois Bond Act.  

From both a business perspective and a legal perspective, it is an illogical absurdity 

to apply the Illinois Bond Act in such a manner as to render a perfectly valid payment 

bond a superfluous nullity.  Unfortunately, until such time as the legislature provides 

clarification, sureties operating in Illinois will be navigating murky waters in terms of 

both underwriting projects and analyzing claims. 
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