
























































































































































I.

, In determining whether plaintiffs have an adequate remedy at law, the issue is not
whether plaintiffs will prevail in a contract action but, rather, whether a contract action
based on the insurance policy is a vehicle for raising this claim. The merits of this claim will
be considered in a breach of contract claim See Lower Paxton 1bwnship [J" U,S, Fidelity and
Guaranty Co, 557 A2d at 402-03 n.S.

n,
Plaintiffs may be claiming that the actions of the insurance industry during 1966 to

1970 described in plaintiffs' complaint caused plaintiffs' predecessors to believe that there
was coverage for any damages attributable to pollution that was neither expected nor
intended by the insured, The claim is that the insurance industry indirectly advised CGL
policy holders that there was coverage except in cases of intentional pollution by the state­
ments that it made to the insurance departments, These statements would have become
part of the body of information that was known by persons who obtained insurance cover­
age for commercial businesses,
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In their complaint, plaintiffs may be claiming that defendants' insurance policies can­
not be properly construed without considering the entire factual background of the devel­
opment and approval of the pollution exclusion. If a court construes the postw1970 CGL
policy simply by looking at the language of the pollution exclusion, the court may conclude
that the exclusion clearly and unambiguously excludes unintentional releases or dispers­
als of pollution that occurred gradually over time" But, if a court also considers the regula­
tory history set forth in plaintiffs' complaint, a court should conclude that there is embigu­
ity concerning the scope of the exclusion in which case the policy will be construed in favor
of plaintiffs

However, this is an argument that may be raised in a breach of contract claim against
defendant insurance companies,' In a contract action in appropriate situations, extrinsic
evidence can be introduced to show a latent ambiguity. Samuel Rappaport Family Partner­
ship u, Meridian Bank, 657 A2d 17,22 (Pa.Super. 1995); Z&LLumber Co.. ofAtlasburg v..
Nordquist, 502 A2d 697,700 (Pa.Super; 1985); Kahn v, Kahn, 364 A2d 350, 354 (Pa.Super.
1976), Ifplaintiffs are contending that defendants should be barred from claiming that the
insurance agreements clearly and unambiguously bar coverage for releases or dispersals of
pollution that occurred gradually over time because the 1966~1970regulatory history sup­
ports plaintiffs' interpretation of the insurance agreement, plaintiffs are simply asking this
court to rule as a matter of contract law that the insurance agreements are ambiguous and,
consequently, must be construed in plaintiffs' favor, Disputes as to a defendant's rights and
obligations under a contract must be raised in a breach of contract action or through
declaratory relief; they may not be raised in an equity action

Sunbeam Corporation, et 81. v: Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et al,

eluding pollution damage unless the discharge was "sudden" (meaning abrupt and lasting
for a limited duration) is directly contrary to the meaning and effect which defendants,
through their authorized agents, Bet forth in their official communications with the various
state insurance regulatory agencies.. Defendants, through their agents, perpetrated a fraud
on the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and its citizens. Plaintiffs contend that this court,
as a matter of equity and of public policy, should not permit defendants to benefit from their
fraudulent conduct..

In their preliminary objections, defendants contend that (I) plaintiffs have a full, corn­
plete, and adequate remedy at law, namely breach of contract suits based on the insurance
policies which defendants issued (Pa..RC.P No.. 1509(c» and (2) plaintiffs' complaint should
be dismissed for failure to state claims upon which relief can be granted (Pa"RC.,P, No
1028(0)(4)),



ID.

This is also a claim that may be raised in an action at law through a breach of contract
claim baaed on the insurance company's obligations under its insurance policies. In a breach
of contract action where the terms me known or understood in a peculiar sense, evidence is
admissible to show both parties' understanding of the meaning of the terms of an agree­
ment. Restatement (Second) ofContracts §201; Resolution 7}ust Corp, v, Urban Redevelop­
mentAuthority ofPittsburgh, 638 A2d 972, 975-76 (Pa. 1994), Furthermore, in a breach of
contract action, a party will be barred from relying on the provisions in a contract that are
inconsistent with statements that this party made to the other party to the contract regard­
ing the terms of the contract where there was reasonable reliance on these statements
7bnkouic v.. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company, 521 A,2d 920 (Fa" 1987).

For these reasons, plaintiffs have an adequate remedy at law for the claims described
in this Part ITof the Opinion.

I next consider what appears to be plaintiffs' primary claim" Plaintiffs argue that they
are entitled to the coverage that the Insurance Department believed that Pennsylvania's
policy holders were obtaining on the basis of the representations of the insurance industry
to the Insurance Department, The thrust of plaintiffs' argument is that the courts should
not decide the coverage issue solely by considering the language of a standard insurance
agreement, Standard insurance contracts are contracts of adhesion. The insured does not
have any bargaining power and must adhere to the terms of a form contract which are not
negotiable" Ferguson u.Lakeland Mutual Insurance Company, 596A,2d 883, 885 (Pa.Supen
1991)"In recognition of this fact, legislation has created a regulatory process through which
an insurance department protects the interests of policy holders. The purpose of the regu­
latory scheme is to create a balance between policy holders and insurance companies that
would not be achieved if the insurance industry was not regulated" This balance would be
undermined ifpolicy holders did not receive the protections which the insurance companies
advised the regulatory agency that they were providing. Thus, policy holders are entitled to
the protections which the Insurance Department believed that it was providing to policy
holders when it approved the use of the standard pollution exclusion"

This argument differs from the argument described in Part I of this Opinion" Plaintiffs
are not saying that the language in the policy provides protection for property damage
caused by the gradual release of pollutants, They are saying that when they purchased a
standard CGL policy, they knew that they would receive whatever protection the insurance
company was required to provide. In fact, they may very likely say that they did not bother
reading the policy because they could not do anything about the scope of the protection

This argument also differs from the argument raised in Part ITof this Opinion because
plaintiffs are not stating that they had any expectation that there would be coverage for
property damage from the gradual release of pollutants, They are simply stating that they
received whatever protection the insurance companies should have provided

Plaintiffs' argument is that the protections to which they are entitled arise out of the
regulatory scheme rather than language in the insurance policy or representations made
by the insurance industry and known to plaintiffs regarding the scope of the coverage ..
Plaintiffs' claim is much like a claim based on a minimum wage law"They are entitled to
receive the minimum protections provided for through the regulatory scheme where con­
tract law provides less protection

The New Jersey Supreme Court's ruling in Morton International Inc, v" General Acci­
dent Insurance Co.. ofAmerica, supra, supports plaintiffs' position, The Court concluded
that the requirement that the discharge be "sudden" possesses a temporal element gener­
ally connoting an event that begins abruptly and without prior notice or warning Thus, if
the coverage issue is governed by the language in the policy, coverage would not include
property damage from continuous or repeatedexposure to conditions.. However, the Court
held that notwithstanding its literal terms, the standard pollution exclusion clause should
be construed in a manner consistent with the reasonable expectations of the New Jersey
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'Ib describe a reduction in coverage of that magnitude as e "clarifica­
tion" not only is misleading, but becomes perilously close to deception"
Moreover, had the industry acknowledged the true scope of the pro­
posed reduction in coverage, regulators would have been obligated to
consider imposing a correlative reduction in rates" Ld. at 853

Sunbeam Corporation, et al. v. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et al

insurance regulatory authority. Consequently, the Court interpreted the clause to preclude
coverage only in cases in which the insured intentionally discharged a known pollutant.

In reaching this result, the New Jersey Supreme Court relied on the statement in the
explanatory memorandum to the state regulatory bodies Bet forth in this Opinion at 8,
supra, The Court said that the first sentence of the explanation ("Coverage for pollution or
contamination is Dot provided in most cases under present policies because the damages
can be said to be expected or intended and thus are excluded by the definition of occur­
rence") was untrue because the 1966 version of the CGL policy covered property damage
from gradual pollution. The Court found the second sentence ("The above exclusion clari­
fies this situation so as to avoid any question of intent") to be "even more misleading than
the first" 629 A_2dat 852_The Court said that'

Furthermore, the Court found that the explanatory memorandum's "lack of clarity was
deliberate," Id:

Assuming that I accept the argument that under a doctrine of regulatory estoppel, the
pollution exclusion clause must be construed in a manner consistent with the statements
that the insurance industry" made to the Pennsylvania Department of Insurance as
described in plaintiffs' complaint, plaintiffs must still establish that an equity action is the
only cause of action through which the Pennsylvania courts may adequately consider this
regulatory estoppel claim"

Possibly, this regulatory estoppel claim could not be raised in a lawsuit based on an
insurance policy if there were no provisions in the policy that provide coverage" However, in
the pollution coverage cases, the regulatory estoppel claim arises in the context of the scope of
an exclusion.. The policy provides coverage for an occurrence which includes damages result­
ing from continuous or repeated exposure to a pollutant, The issue is whether the insurance
company should be able to defeat its obligation to provide coverage for property damage
liability arising out of an occurrence because of the pollution exclusion within the policy.

Plaintiffs' regulatory estoppel claim is based on public policy; the enforcement of the
pollution exclusion in a manner that differs from the insurance industry's representations
to the Insurance Department would undermine Pennsylvania's regulatory scheme, Under
established principles ofcontract law, a court shall refuse to enforce a term of an agreement
if the interest in its enforcement is clearly outweighed in the circumstances by a public
policy against the enforcement of such terms.. Restatement (Second) ofContracts §178; Cen­
tral Dauphin School District u.. American Casualty Company, 426 A.2d 94 (Pa, 1981)i Con­
sequently, plaintiffs may raise the argument that enforcement of the pollution exclusion is
against public policy in a contract action to recover damages arising out of an occurrence,

Also, the rationale utilized by the New Jersey Supreme Court inMorton International,
Inc., supra, permits the regulatory estoppel claim to be raised in a contract action based on
an insurance agreement. This opinion cited case law which allows an insured to raise the
issue of estoppel to defeat limitations in a standard form policy where the insurance
company's agent had represented that the coverage was broader than that contained in the
policy. The Court stated that an insurance doctrine closely related to estoppel holds that an
insurance contract should be enforced in accord with the objectively-reasonable expecta­
tions of the insured. The Court concluded that since the interests of the policy holders are
protected through the insurance regulatory authorities rather than through any bargain­
ing between the insurance company and the policy holder over the terms of the policy, the
reasonable expectations of the insurance regulatory authorities should be imputed to the
policy holders to whom the CGL policies with standard pollution exclusion clauses were
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4 I believe that in this case the regulatory estoppel doctrine is a defense to the pollution
exclusion; thus, the doctrine would bar defendants from defeating claims based on the
provisions ofthe insurance agreement covering damages arising out of an occurrence, How­
ever, if the doctrine is instead characterized as expanding defendants' promise to provide
coverage, plaintiffs may seek recovery through' a misrepresentation claim, See Schneider u
Lindenmuth-Cline Agency, 620 A,2d 505, 512 n,,2(Pa.Supen 1993) (concurring and dissent..
ing opinion), There is still an action at law that will provide complete relief to plaintiffs

Plaintiffs' final argument is that equity is always available to provide relief for causes
of action based on fraudulent conduct

The first problem with plaintiffs' argument is that it appears to conflict with Pennayl­
vania case law which holds that a promise to do something in the future is enforceable only
through a contract action, Plaintiffs' fraud claims are based on the insurance companies'
interpreting the pollution exclusion clause in a broader manner than the construction that
the companies gave to the exclusion when they sought regulatory approval for use of the
exclusion, However, what the pollution exclusion means is not a "fact .." Plaintiffs are accua­
ing defendants of representing that they would construe the pollution exclusion in dealings
with policy holders in a manner consistent with the interpretation that they used when
they sought regulatory approval. Consequently, this was a promise to do something in the
future, and there is Pennsylvania case law holding that a promise to do something in the
future which is not kept is not fraud. Bash v. Bell Telephone Co ofPennsylvania, 601 A,2d
825,832 (Pa.Super. 1992); Krause u' Great Lakes Holdings, Inc., 563 A2d 1182, 1187-90
CPa..8uper.1989).

However. even assuming that plaintiffs' equity action is based on fraudulent conduct,
the cases which plaintiffs cite for the principle that they may pursue an equity action wher­
ever they seek to rectify the consequences of a fraud all involve claims for which equity can
provide complete relief. Plaintiffs do not cite a single case which allows a party to bring an
equity action that will not provide complete reliefas a prelude to the institution of an action
at law that will provide full and complete relief

[144 P.L.J.PITTSBURGH LEGAL JOURNAL

Sunbeam Corporation, et al .. v. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et al

498

issued after the clause had been approved on the basis of the explanatory memorandum
For this reason, the Court held that the standard pollution exclusion clause "will be con­
strued to provide coverage identical with that provided under the prior occurrence-based
policy." 629 A2d at 875 (emphasis added)

Pennsylvania, like New Jersey, permits recovery in a contract action on an insurance
policy on the basis of the reasonable expectations of the policy holder where an agent for
the Insurance company misrepresents the scope of coverage, Tbnkovic u. State Farm
Mutual Automobile lnsuraru:e Co.., 521 A2d at 923~25; Rempel u, Nationwide Life lneur­
once Company, Inc., 370 A.2d 366 (Pa. 1977); Pekular u. Eich, 513 A2d 427, 431 (Pa.Super.
1986)c Since the regulatory estoppel doctrine recognized in Morton International, Inc, is
derived from this line of cases, the claims based on the regulatory estoppel doctrine are
contract claims,'

In summary, the New Jersey Supreme Court in Monon Intemational based its result
on its conclusion that "[aja a matter of equity and fairness, the Insurance industry should
be bound by the representations of the IRB, its designated agent, in presenting the pollu­
tion exclusion clause to state regulators," 629 A2d at 874, Ifthe Pennsylvania courts agree
with the New Jersey Supreme Court that as a matter of equity and fairness insurance
companies should be barred from construing the pollution exclusion clause in a broader
manner than that represented in the explanatory memorandum submitted to the Pennsyl­
vania regulators, the well-recognized doctrines of contract law that I have described are
appropriate vehicles for reaching this result in a lawsuit by plaintiffs against defendants
based on the CGL policies which defendants issued"



Appellant urges the present case is properly within the purview of
a bill in equity because of the allegation of fraud. Although fraud, of
which forgery is a glaring example, is one of the principal justifications
for an equity proceeding, appellarita here are not seeking cancellation
of a written instrument, but damages only An action at law is the proper
remedy.

The Setlock u Sutila opinion cited Korona u, 1bwnship of Bensalem, 122 A.2d 688, 689
(Pa. 1956), an equity action brought by purchasers oflots against sellers and the township

Plaintiffs cite the following cases in support of their assertion that equity always
assumes jurisdiction over fraud, miarepreaentatdon and civil conspiracy: Benjamin u.Foidl,
109 A,2d 300, 301 (Pa. 1954) (plaintiffs were not required to resort to the National Labor
Relations Board; state court jurisdiction upheld even though injunction sought involved
two labor unions); Zoni u. Importers & Exporters Jnsurcnce Co ofNew York, 12 A2d 575,
577 (Pa 1940) (where plaintiff Bought to set aside an appraisement of fire lOBS, the Court
stated that 1i]tia a well-established principle that where an umpire has been appointed" "an
award reached by the umpire and one of the appraisers, without conference with the other
appraiser, or notice to him or the insured, is invalid"); Rupel u, Bluestein, 421 A.2d 406, 410
(Pa. Sup ere 1980) (citations omitted) (emphasis added) (plaintiff sought to compel father's
attorney to disclose whereabouts of plaintiff's children; the opinion said that where plain­
tiffhas alleged the commission of a crime and violation of court orders, equity has juriadic­
tion; opinion also said "Courts in equity are also competent to exercise jurisdiction over
cases of fraud"); Safeguard Mutual Insurance Co. u Huggins, 361 A,2d 711, 712 (Pa ..Super.
1976) (plaintiff insurance company instituted suit in equity to cancel and rescind contract
of life insurance allegedly induced by fraudulent misrepresentation of the insured); The
Maccabees v.. Cappas, 64 A.2d 513 (Pa.Super. 1949) (bill in equity praying for can'cellation
of policy of life insurance based on alleged false answers by insured in application); Fishel
u McDonald, 60 A2d 820, 822 (Pa.Super. 1948) (emphasis added) (grantor sought rein­
statement oflien of mortgage which had allegedly been divested through fraud; the Court
said "an allegation of fraud coupled with a prayer for an appropriate and characteristic
equitable remedy always calls forth the powers of the chancery court"); Ouermiller u 1bwn
and Village Insurance Service, 21 A,2d 411, 412 (Pa.Super 1941) (plaintiff sought cancella­
tion and surrender of release due to fraud),

While there is language in some of the courts' opinions that is consistent with plain­
tiffs' claim that a party may always bring an equity action to vitiate the gains from fraudu­
lent conduct, the courts' rulings do not support plaintiffs' claims, In the cases of Safeguard
Mutual Insurance Co. u. Huggins, supra, The Maccabees u Cappas, supra, and Ouermiller
u. 7bwn and Village Insurance Service, supra, the plaintiffs sought to cancel written instru­
ments and the courts relied on the rule that the concurrent jurisdiction of equity should be
exercised when the instrument sought to be cancelled has been fraudulently obtained Simi­
lady, in Zoni u. Importers & Exporters Insurance Co.. of New York, 12 A.2d at 576, which
contains the often-quoted statement "chancery always assumeajurisdiction in reliefof fraud
and this is so whether or not the remedy in equity is more efficacious or adequate than an
action at law," the plaintiffwas seeking the cancellation of a fire loss appraisal obtained by
fraud. In Fishel v. McDonaldt supra, the equity action provided full and complete relief.. In
Benjamin [J, Foidl, supra, the court never discussed equity versus law, Rupel u Bluestein,
supra, hBB no precedental value because one of the members of the three-judge panel only
concurred in the result and the other panel member dissented; furthermore, equity would
provide more appropriate relief.

In contrast, there is language in other appellate COUIt opinions stating that an equity
action is not automatically available in cases of fraud. In Setlock u. Sutila, 282 A,2d 380,
381 (Pa 1971) (citations omitted), a statement in assumpsit and a confession of judgment
were filed attacking an allegedly fraudulent mortgage bond. The Pennsylvania Supreme
Court stated:

Sunbeam Corporation, et al. v. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et at
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A.

for fraudulent representation as to the true legal status of the streets, roads, and drainage
facilities, The Supreme Court in Korona noted that the court below

It is well established that a court of equity will not grant relief to one
who has a complete and adequate remedy at law This is: BO, as a gen­
eral rule, even though fraud be the basis of the action..

[144 P.L.J.PITrSBURGH LEGAL JOURNAL

Sunbeam Corporation, et al. v.. Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et al.

The contractor failed to pay the subcontractor the final $91,000 of the contract price
because the job was not completed until July 1, 1996 and the contract contained a Iiqui­
dated damage provision 0[$1,000 per day for each day that the job was not completed after
Aprill, 1996.. The subcontractor intends to bring a civil action to recover the $91,000, Prior
to bringing this action, the subcontractor would be permitted to bring an equity action to
enjoin the contractor from raising the "delay" defense to defeat the claims that the subcoa­
tractor will make under the contract between the contractor and subcontractor where the
subcontractor alleges that the contractor fraudulently induced the subcontractor to delay
starting the job until the contractor had completed the roofing work

Plaintiffs' position that it may bring an equity action to eliminate defenses that the
opposing party will raise in a breach of contract action is at odds with the well-accepted
legal prohibition against piecemeal litigation. If I accept plaintiffs' position, the following
are illustrations of what are now garden-variety actions at law that would, if a plaintiff
desired, be resolved through an equity action followed by an action at law.

B.
The plaintiff left her job to accept employment with the defendant, The plaintiff was

hired to supervise a construction project that would last approximately two years, The
plaintiff signed a contract which provided that either party could terminate the employ­
ment agreement upon sixty-days' notice. The defendant sent a sixty-day notice terminating
the agreement within one month after the plaintiff began her employment. The plaintifl
contends that the defendant induced her to leave her prior job by promising that her
employment would continue until the completion of the construction project except for cause
shown, and that the defendant fraudulently represented that the employment agreement

''The general rule seems to be that where an instrument has been
fraudulently obtained the concurrent jurisdiction of equity should be
exercised unless the remedy at law is sufficiently complete and speedy,
as compared with the equitable remedy, to make it equally adequate
and efficacious,"

ruled in a lengthy opinion which ended with the conclusion that the
plaintiffs had a full, adequate and complete remedy at law, wherefore
the court certified the case to the law aide of the court In so doing, the
court below acted properly..

Also, in one of the cases which plaintiffs cited-Duermiller v, 7bwn and Village Insur­
ance Service, 21A2d at 413, quoting Prudential Insurance Company of America u.. Ptohides,
186 A 386, 390 (Pa.Super, 1935)-the Superior Court said:

See also, Sixsmith [I, Mansol!. 196A.2d 662, 663 (Pa. 1964) (citations omitted) where, in an
action in equity to reform a contract allegedly secured by fraud and to restrain collection of
a note given as part nfthe purchase price, the Supreme Court said:

500



ORDER OF COURT

v.

BY THE COURT
IslWettick, J
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On this 17th day of July, 1996, upon consideration of defendants' preliminary cbjec­
tiona, it is hereby ORDERED that defendants' preliminary objections raising the existence
of a full, complete, and adequate nonstatutory remedy at law are sustained,

C.

The plaintiff purchased an office building from the defendant" Within three months
after the purchase, the plaintiff experienced severe water problems. The plaintiff repaired
the roof at a cost of$100.000. The plaintiff intends to bring an action at law to recover the
money spent to repair the roof

Before bringing the action at law, the plaintiff would be permitted to bring the follow­
ing equity action" The seller falsely stated that the roof had been replaced five years ago
when, in fact, it was last replaced twenty years ago and the seller falsely stated that the
water damage which the plaintiff observed prior to signing the agreement of sale involved
a minor problem that had been corrected. Before suing to recover the coat of repairing the
roof, the plaintiff would be permitted to bring a separate equity action to obtain an injune­
tion barring the seller from relying on a clause in the sales agreement stating that the
seller makes no representations concerning the condition of the building, that the buyer is
responsible for its own inspection and that the buyer takes the property "as is"

In summary, ordinarily equity will provide a remedy only where there isn't available
to the plaintiff a full, complete, and adequate remedy at law" There may be instances in
which a party may utilize equity to rectify the consequences of a fraud even though there is
an adequate remedy at lew" (although I believe that the courts, in fact, allow a party who
has been the victim of a fraud to pursue an equity action only when the equity action
provides a remedy that is superior to any remedy at law)" However, equity is never avail­
able where an action at law will provide a full, complete, and adequate remedy and where
an equity action will not do so

Sunbeam Corporation, et 8L v:Liberty Mutual Insurance Company, et at

which the plaintiff signed was a standard form and the sixty-day termination clause did
Dot cover the situation in which an employee WeB brought in to work on a specific project.
Before bringing a civil action based on the breach of the employment agreement, the plain­
tiffwould be permitted to bring an equity action to enjoin the defendant from asserting that
the terms of the employment agreement differ from the defendant's representations to the
plaintiff..

Because I find that plaintiffs may not pursue this equity action for the reasons set
forth in Parts I~lV of this Opinion, I need not consider whether the principles that govern
Vale Chemical Co, u., Hartford Accident and Indemnity Company, 516 A,2d 684 (Pa. 1986),
and its progeny bar this equity action.

For these reasons, I enter the following order of court:

6 "Equity will assume jurisdiction in cases of fraud to grant complete relief to the
injured party, notwithstanding the existence of a concurrent remedy at law by an action of
assumpsit." 14 Std. Pa.Prac 2d §79:25 at 113-14(1983) (emphasis added).
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

2005 u.s. Dist. LEXIS 15447

July 29, 2005, Decided
July 29, 2005, Filed

DISPOSITION: [*1] Defendant's motion for summary judgment DENIED with respect to
counts I (breach of contract) and IX (declaratory judgment). Plaintiff's motion for partial
summary judgment DENIED with respect to counts I (breach of contract) and IX (declaratory
judgment). Defendant's motion for summary judgment DENIED with respect to counts IV
(unjust enrichment) and XII (equitable rescission). Defendant's motion for summary
judgment GRANTED with respect to count V (negligence). Defendant's motion GRANTED IN
PART with respect to plaintiff's claims in counts VII (negligent misrepresentation), X (fraud),
and XI (civil conspiracy) regarding defendant's alleged misrepresentations as to wildcat
sewer lines and defendant's alleged failure to follow the One Call Act and DENIED in all other
respects.

CASE SUMMARY

PROCEDURAL POSTURE: Plaintiff surety company and defendant municipal authority
cross-moved for summary judgment in the surety's action alleging, inter alia, negligence,
breach of contract, negligent misrepresentation, fraud, and civil conspiracy.

OVERVIEW: This suit arose out of a sewer project. The crux of the cross-motions
concerned interpretation of a takeover agreement provision. The surety contended the
extrinsic evidence confirmed that "liability" referred to its out-of-pocket obligation to
expend money on the project up to the penal sum of its performance bond and did not
refer to some ensuing obligation to the authority in the event the project stopped short of
completion. The authority argued "liability" referred to the surety's liability upon defauit of
the original contract, as opposed to a cap on the surety's overall liability as to the project.
A review of the agreement and the extrinsic evidence led the court to conclude that
"liability" was ambiguous. The phrase "Surety's liability" was not qualified by language that
could aid the court in interpreting its meaning. Examining the context of the agreement, it
was unclear whether the paragraph was a specific contractual provision that trumped the
general requirement for the surety to complete all work under the terms of the original
contract. Evidence of trade usage did not clear up the ambiguity. It was for the trier of fact
to determine which interpretation was correct.

OUTCOME: The authority's motion for summary judgment was granted as to negligence,



and granted in part as to negligent misrepresentation, fraud, and civil conspiracy. The
surety's motion for summary judgment was denied in its entirety.

CORE TERMS: takeover, penal sum, surety's, performance bond, ambiguous, summary
judgment, completion, ambiguity, bid, extrinsic evidence, contractual, obligee,
misrepresentation, default, estimate, contractor, venture, sewer, contract price,
exhausted, unjust enrichment, latent ambiguity, proffered, cap, proposed agreement,
indebt, bonded, final agreement, respect to counts, original contract
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judgment. !':!.Qr.~lLkg~hisHiillQnote
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HN5±'In undertaking the interpretation of a contract under Pennsylvania law, the court
must begin with the language of the contract itself. More Like ThiS Headnote
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HN6;t.In interpreting a contract, Pennsylvania law follows the presumption that the

parties' mutual intent can be ascertained by examining the writing, Thus, where
the intention of the parties is clear, there is no need to resort to extrinsic aids or
evidence. There is an exception to this general principle: if the court determines
that a contract is ambiguous, the parties are permitted to introduce extrinsic



evidence in order to resolve the ambiguity, The threshold question of whether the
contract is ambiguous is an issue of law for the court to decide, If the court finds
the contract is ambiguous, the ambiguity must be resolved by the trier of
fact, More Like This Headnote
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HN7.±,Because the threshold determination of whether a contract is ambiguous is a
province of the court, courts have developed points of reference to aid in.making
the determination whether a contractual term is ambiguous. For example, the
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, interpreting Pennsylvania law,
has stated that a contractual term is ambiguous if, and only if, it is reasonably or
fairly susceptible of different constructions and is capable of being understood in
more senses than one and is obscure in meaning through indefiniteness of
expression or has a double meaning. More Lilse This. HeilcJno.te
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HN8.±,A court must consider the words of a contract, the alternative meaning suggested
by counsel, and the nature of the objective evidence to be offered in support of
that meaning in determining whether a term is ambiguous. !'1Q~J.jk~_Thi.sJ:!~il.QnJl.te
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HN9;'±'A court must interpret trade terms, legal terms of art, numbers, common words of

accepted usage and terms of a similar nature in accord with their specialized or
accepted usage unless such an interpretation would produce irrational results or
the contract documents are internally inconsistent. More Lik".TJJ.L"Headno-'''
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HN10.±,The party asserting that a contractual provlslon is ambiguous may resort to

extrinsic evidence to support its claim that a specific term or phrase is a latent
ambiguity. The extrinsic evidence, however, cannot be utilized to show that the
parties intended something different that was not incorporated into the contract.
In other words, the ambiguity inquiry must be about the parties' objective
linguistic reference. When determining whether a latent ambiguity exists, the
parties' expectations, standing alone, are irrelevant without any contractual hook
on which to pin them. Instead, a party offers the right type of extrinsic evidence
for establishing latent ambiguity if the evidence can be used to support a
reasonable alternative semantic reference for specific terms contained in the
contract. Thus, extrinsic evidence presented to establish a latent ambiguity may
be used to support an alternative interpretation of a term that "sharpens" the
term's meaning, but may not be used to support an interpretation that
"completely changes" the meaning of the term. !:tQr,,_Like_Ih.!~HeadJ]Qt~
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HN11.±,There are two types of ambiguities. A patent ambiguity is one that appears on
the face of a contract and is the result of defective or obscure language. A patent



ambiguity is apparent just from reading the contract without having to know
anything about how it interacts with the world. In contrast, a latent ambiguity
arises from extraneous or collateral facts which make the meaning of a written
agreement uncertain although the language thereof, on its face, appears clear
and unambiguous. MQrs;L.ikeIlJi$Hei'!':J!lQte
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HN12±A contractual term is ambiguous if it is reasonably or fairly susceptible of
different constructions and is capable of being understood in more senses than
one and is obscure in meaning through indefiniteness of expression or has a
double meaning. MgrgL.ike T/li$!ieilQ!lQte
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HN13±Custom in the industry or usage in the trade is always relevant and admissible in
construing commercial contracts and does not depend on any obvious ambiguity
in the words of the contract. MQre L.ikeI/lis!i.ei'lQ!lQte
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HN14±When a contractor defaults under the terms of its contract, its surety generally
chooses one of two options: (1) pay the penal sum of the performance bond; or
(2) enter into a takeover agreement and perform the work of its principal. If the
surety elects to perform the work of its principal in order to reduce its potential
costs -- l.e., attempts to complete the project for less than it would cost to
simply remit to the project owner the penal sum of the performance bond -- the
surety is liable without regard to the penal sum unless it is able to obtain a
clause in the takeover agreement limiting the surety's liability in the course of
performance to the original bond penalty. That kind of clause, if it appears in a
takeover agreement, is known as an absolute limitation on liability to the penal
sum of the bond. MQf.e.L.Lke.I/ll'1J:1eil9!lQte
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HN16±There is a distinction between election of inconsistent remedies and election of a
particular legal theory to pursue a claim, and a plaintiff should not be forced to
elect a particular legal theory in pursuing a claim prior to
tria I. MQmJ.ikgT/ljs_He.~<:IJJQ.t.e
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HN17± Where a plaintiff alleges it was defrauded in a contract, the plaintiff may either
(1) rescind the contract and recover restitution damages or (2) affirm the



contract and recover damages on the basis of the fraud. !'19J.?Like TI]j.s_Ij~adllQte
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HN18'±'In the context of vicarious liability, a principal is liable to third parties for the
frauds, deceits, concealments, misrepresentations, torts, negligent acts and
other malfeasances of his agent, even though the principal did not authorize,
justify, participate in or know of such conduct or even if he forbade the acts or
disapproved of them, as long as they occurred within the agent's scope of
employment. t!Q[~uil;'-I!:!l•.Headnote
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OPINION

MEMORANDUM ORDER

CONTI, District Judge

In this memorandum order, the court considers the final two cross-motions for summary
judgment filed by the principal parties involved in this suit that arose out of a costly sewer
project in East Bethlehem Township, Pennsylvania. 1 Specifically, the court considers the
cross-motions for summary judgment filed by defendant East Bethlehem Township Municipal
Authority ("defendant" or "EBTMA") and plaintiffJV1JcJ:St"l;gS\JLetyj:;:p.IpoLi'ltJO!L.T("plaintiff" or
"1"155"). EBTMA filed a motion for summary judgment With respect to the claims contained in
counts I, IV, V, VII, IX, X, XI and XII of plaintiff's complaint and the amendment to plaintiff's
complaint. 2 Plaintiff in its response to the motion agreed that count V (negligence) should be
dismissed and disputes the remainder of defendant's arguments. In addition, plaintiff filed a
motion for partial summary judgment with [*3] respect to counts I (breach of contract) and
IX (declaratory judgment) of its complaint and the counterclaim asserted in defendant's
answer (Doc. No. 21, PP43-48). After reviewing the submissions of the parties and the
voluminous record, plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment shall be denied in its
entirety. Defendant's motion for summary judgment shall be granted as to count V
(negligence) In its entirety, and granted in part as to counts VII (negligent



misrepresentation), X, (fraud) and XI (civil conspiracy) of plaintiff's complaint regarding
defendant's alleged misrepresentations as to wildcat sewer lines and alleged failure to comply
with the Pennsylvania One Call Act, E'8"SIAL_Attl\Ltit,_L~,§§lZ9, et'seq. In all other
respects defendant's motion shall be denied, and the case shall be set for trial.

FOOTNOTES

1 The court previously granted the motion for summary judgment filed by third-party
defendant Inland Waters Pollution Controls, Inc. See March 31, 2005 Mem. Op. (Doc No.
171). The court also previously granted in part and denied in part the motion for
summary judgment filed by defendant Gannett Fleming, See June 30, 2005 Mem, Op.
(Doc, No, 189). [*4]

2 Plaintiff's claims against EBTMA include: breach of contract (count I); unjust enrichment
(count IV); negligence (count V); negligent misrepresentation (count VII); and
declaratory judgment (count IX), Plaintiff also filed an amendment to the original
complaint, which added claims against defendant for fraud (count X), civil conspiracy
(count XI), and equitable rescission (count XII), Defendant's motion for summary
judgment challenges all of plaintiff's claims.

Background

3

FOOTNOTES

3 The statement of facts filed by the parties focuses exclusively upon the dispute over the
proper interpretation of the Takeover Agreement between MSS and EBTMA. The parties'
respective briefs, however, reference the arguments made by MSS and Gannett Fleming
("GF") in GF's motion for summary judgment, including the statement of facts filed in
accordance with that motion. Accordingly, the court will briefly recite the facts set forth in
its memorandum opinion issued on June 30, 2005 (Doc. No. 189), supplementing those
facts with the additional evidence submitted by the parties with respect to the Takeover
Agreement. For a more extensive factual background relating to the negligence
misrepresentation and fraud claims (counts VII and X of the complaint), the parties are
directed to review the June 3D, 2005 memorandum opinion.

[*5] I. The bid process for Contract # 1

In 1991, a feasibility study was prepared with respect to the design of a new sanitary sewer
system in East Bethlehem Township, Pennsylvania. EBTMA, the owner of the project, retained
Gannett Fleming ("GF") to provide engineering services on the project pursuant to an
engineering services agreement and various amendments to that agreement. The project
was funded in part by Rural Utility Services ("RUS"), an agency of the United States
Department of Agriculture. For planning, bidding, and construction purposes, the work on the
project was broken down into five different contracts:

· Contract # 1 -- Construction of Sanitary Sewers; 4

· Contract # Z -- Sewage Pump Stations;

· Contract # 3 -- Sewage Treatment Plant;



,
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o Contract # 4 -- Plumbing and Heating for Plant; and

, Contract # 5 -- Electrical Work for Plant.

FOOTNOTES

4 Contract # 1 was divided into four subparts: A, B, C and D,

In the original feasibility study in 1991, GF estimated the cost of Contract # 1 at $ [*6]
3,586,000. The drawings that resulted from the 1991 feasibility study did not include any
notations showing rock overhangs made by a previous engineer who prepared design plans
for a sewer project in 19730 Over the next several years, communications took place between
GF engineers and RUS engineer Korah Abraham regarding the proper cost per linear foot of
the project. GF estimated that a cost of approximately $ 80 - $ 100 per linear foot was
appropriate, while RUS asserted that a the correct price per linear foot was around $ 38 - $
460 GF became concerned that RUS was "not taking into consideration that there is rock in
the project area which wili make the cost per linear foot higher." Monroe Dep. at 108-09;
pJ.'s App. (Doc. No. 154) Ex. P, Dep. Ex. 45. Specifically, GF was concerned that bids might
be higher than estimated project costs, and that the project would no longer be feasible. 5

FOOTNOTES

5 In addition, GF would not have been compensated for several years of time and
expenses in the design phase (valued at $ 250,000) unless the bids were low enough to
make the project economically feasible.

[*7] RUS, GF, and EBTMA eventually arrived at an "agreed upon" cost estimate of $ 7.1
million for the entire cost of the project. That amount included all project costs, construction
costs, engineering costs, and legal costs. Of that amount, GF understood that $ 5,4 million
was allocated for construction costs for the entire project. Despite this understanding,
however, GF's project engineer prepared an estimate for Contract # 1 in the amount of $
6.576 million in March 1996. The project engineer was subsequently instructed that GF did
not "have the budget to argue" with RUS, and was directed to use "the figure in [the]
Feasibility Report and concentrate on getting the job done." Monroe Dep. Ex, 77. Followinq
some design changes, the next cost estimate GF prepared for Contract # 1 -- utilizing the
same unit prices used in the March 1996 estimate -- was $ 5.45 million. 6 In 1999, GF
prepared a final cost estimate. The project manager who prepared the estimate, Jack Rae,
determined that a unit cost of $ 50 per lineal foot was appropriate. This estimate, however,
was too high for the amount of funding available for Contract # 1, which Rae determined to
be $ 3.156 million, In order [*8] to adjust the estimate to the amount of funding available,
Rae made a mathematical calculation and reduced the unit cost to $ 42.09 per lineal foot.
That calculation was not based upon any reduction in the scope of the project or in response
to any requested design changes; rather, the reduction was based solely upon the
construction budget. Rae Dep. at 52-53.

FOOTNOTES

6 The date at which this cost estimate was prepared is unclear from the record.

As explained more fully in the court's June 30, 2005 memorandum opinion regarding GF's



motion for summary judgment, there is some evidence in the record that GF was aware of
mismarked utility lines, unmarked "wildcat" sewer lines, and the existence of rock in the
project area. Regarding the problem with mismarked utility lines, RUS requested GF to place
a caution note on the design plans so that bidders could adjust appropriately their bids. A GF
internal memorandum dated February 17, 1997, stated that GF was going to: "Place a
notation on each plan sheet in a 'caution' format, [*9] that the owners of the various
utilities may not know exactly where the utility is." GF App. I (Doc No. 136) Ex. 11. GF did
place a notation on the design drawings. That notation, however, was standard language GF
placed on all of its design drawings and did not refer specifically to the fact that utility lines
on the drawings may be unmarked or mismarked.

Contract # 1 was advertised for bid in two trade publications, Pittsburgh Construction News
and The Dodge Report, respectively on July 20 and 23, 1999. Pittsburgh Construction News
listed the estimated price at $ 3.156 million for Contract # 1, while The Dodge Report listed
the estimated price for all five contracts at $ 5A million. Paliotta General Contractors, Inc.
paid the requisite price of $ 200.00 and received a set of contract documents from GF. At the
time Paliotta received the contract documents, its bonding capacity as set forth by its surety,
MSS, was $ 4 million. Paliotta obtained a bid bond in the amount of 5% of the bid total from
MSS prior to submitting its bid, and Paliotta's eventual bid in the amount of $ 3,847,347.55
was the low bid for Contract # L After Paliotta was determined to be the low [*10] bidder,
MSS requested Paliotta to reevaluate its bid numbers because there was a spread between
Paliotta's bid of approximately $ 3.8 million and GF's estimate of approxlmately $ 3.2 million.
Paliotta reevaluated its bid, specifically comparing its estimate to defendant's estimate, and
subsequently informed MSS that it was confident in its bid. Paliotta claims that this
confidence arose, in part, on the basis of a comment made by GF's project manager that
Paliotta's bid was "good" and "right in there."

Paliotta received a notice of intent to award the project contract from EBTMA on November 2,
1999. On December 3D, 1999, Paliotta entered into a contract with EBTMA to complete the
construction of sanitary sewers in East Bethlehem Township (Contract # 1). Id. P7; PI.'s App,
Ex. C. MSS thereafter issued performance and payment bonds to Paliotta for Contract # 1.
Def.'s S.F. P8. 7 Paliotta began work on the project and encountered large quantities of rock
and over 600 utility interferences. PI.'s App. Ex. H. These interferences -- which plaintiff
claims were known to EBTMA and GF and omitted from the design plans because of fraud and
negligence -- impacted Paliotta's ability to meet [*11) it contractual obligations to EBTMA. 8

FOOTNOTES

7 A payment bond guarantees the payment of subcontractors, suppliers, and laborers. A
performance bond "guarantees that [the] contractor will fully perform contract and
guarantees against breach of contract." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 1138 (6th ed. 1990).

8 As discussed more fully in the court's June 3D, 2005 memorandum opinion, the parties
dispute the extent to which Paliotta (and likewise plaintiff) should have expected rock and
utility interferences on the project. The parties further dispute the degree to which
plaintiff and Paliotta should have relied solely upon the design drawinqs and
representations of GF in the face of contractual provisions that sought to limit EBTMA and
GF's liability for underground interferences.

II. The Takeover Agreement

A. The negotiations over the Takeover Agreement

By early June 2000, it was apparent to all parties involved that Paliotta would be unable to



meet its obligations under its contract with EBTMA, and [*12] that Paliotta would have to
enter into voluntary default. 9 In connection with this impending reality, MSS began
negotiating the terms of a Takeover Agreement with EBTMA that would be correspondingly
executed along with a letter establishing Paliotta's voluntary default, '0 On June 23, 2000, B,
Michael Bowen, claims manager for MSS faxed Stephen Regish of EBTMA a form copy of a
proposed Takeover Agreement under which MSS would perform or procure the remaining
work under the contract documents. 11 DeL's App. (Doc. No. 130) Ex. A at Dep. Ex. 3.
Paragraph 11 of that proposed document contained the followinq pertinent language:

11. Obligee agrees that under no circumstances shall Surety's liability exceed the
penal sum of its Bond and that all payments made by Surety to any person or
entity on account of the work covered by the Contract shall be deemed to be
payment under Surety's Bond and shall reduce the penal sum of the Bond in an
equal amount. Surety shall not indebt Obligee to any third party for work in
excess of the penal sum of the Bond.

Id.

FOOTNOTES

9 It appears that, by early June, Paliotta was unable to meet its obligations under the
payment bond, and that MSS was required to step in under its payment bond obligations.
See Def.'s App. Ex. A., Dep. Ex. 21; see also Bowen Dep. at 45-46. [*13]

10 Pallotta's voluntary default would trigger MSS's obligations under the performance
bond, thus necessitating the need for a Takeover Agreement.

11 The fax cover sheet was dated June 22, 2000. The "stamp" at the top of the fax,
however, indicates it was sent at 2:56 p.m. on June 23, 2000. Id,

There is no further correspondence in the record between the parties regarding the June 23,
2000 fax. On July 10, 2000, Bowen faxed another form takeover agreement to Regish for his
consideration. PI.'s App. Ex. F. That form agreement contained the identical proposed
provision (paragraph 11) referenced above. Id. Regish immediately faxed the form
agreement to GF and RUS. Def.'s App. A, Dep. Ex. 5. The next day, RUS sent an email to GF
and a fax to EBTMA indicating its "SERIOUS concerns" regarding the proposed agreement Id.
Ex. A, Dep. Ex. 6 (capitalization in original). RUS explicitly stated that the language of
proposed paragraph 11 was "UNACCEPTABLE." Id. (capitalization in original); PI.'s App. Ex.
G. 12 In a letter dated July 21,2000, Josh Carroll, Esq., EBTMA's attorney, responded [*14]
to plaintiff's proposed takeover agreement. In the letter, Carroll stated that EBTMA and RUS
had several concerns over provisions in the proposed takeover agreement, and that, because
RUS was the funding agency for the project, RUS was required to concur in any takeover
agreement entered into by EBTMA. PI.'s App. Ex. G. Carroll attached to the letter the "list of
concerns" raised by RUS. In order to avoid problems with the proposed agreement, Carroll
suggested that Paliotta's contract with EBTMA be assigned to Inland Waters Pollution
Controls, Inc, plaintiff's proposed completion contractor. Id.

FOOTNOTES

12 Specifically, RUS stated:

-- Clause 11: THIS PROVISION IS UNACCEPTABLE. This eliminates the
automatic escalation of the bonding capacity as expressly provided in the



performance and payment bonds, and may also serve to limit obligations
during the required one-year period following contract completion.

Id. (capitalization in original).

On July 26, 2000, Bowen sent Carroll a copy of a takeover [*15] agreement that MSS had
entered into with respect to another project Paragraph 21 of that agreement, which
contained language regarding the surety's liability under the takeover agreement, stated as
follows:

21. Obligee agrees that the Surety's liability will not exceed the penal sum of the
Performance Bond and that all payments made in excess of those amounts paid
by Obligee to the Surety ... shall be deemed to be payment under the Surety's
Performance Bond and shall reduce the penal sum of the Performance Bond in an
equal amount Surety shall not contract with the Completion Contractor for any
extra work without prior written consent of the Obligee.

PI.'s App. Ex. H. Peter Thomson, counsel for Paliotta, faxed Carroll a letter on August 4, 2000,
which stated that a takeover agreement had to be finalized or Paliotta would seek delay
damages under the contract. Rev.'d Jt. Stip. Facts (Doc, No. 18B) ("R.J.5.F.") P11; Def.'s
App. Ex. A, Dep. Ex. 11. That same day, Carroll drafted a proposed takeover agreement
using the previous drafts proposed by MSS and the comments to those drafts provided by
RUS, GF, and EBTMA. The next day, August 5, 2000, Carroll faxed the proposed [*16]
takeover agreement to Thomson and Barbara McMillen at RUS. R.J.S.F. P12. Carroll's
proposed agreement did not contain any limitation of MSS's liability as to the penal sum as
previously set forth in the three MSS proposed takeover agreements. Id.

Thomson responded to Carroll's draft on Monday, August 7, 2000. In a letter to Carroll,
Thomson stated that MSS required the language set forth in paragraph 11 of MSS's proposals
on June 23, 2000 and July 10, 2000, In order to reach an agreement. rd. P14; PI.'s App. Ex.
I. 13 The next day, Thomson sent Carroll another letter, in which he indicated he received a
fax from McMillen objecting to the language set forth in the August 7, 2000 letter. Thomson's
letter stated that he "worked out a solution" with RUS, and requested that the following
language be added to EBTMA's proposed takeover agreement:

Obligee agrees that under no circumstances shall Surety's liability exceed the
penal sum of its Performance Bond. The balance of the contract price must be
exhausted before the penal sum is reduced. Surety shall not indebt Obligee to
any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the Performance Bond.

Def.'s [*17] App. Ex. 1, Dep. Ex. 15 (emphasis added). This proposed language constituted
a "third option" -- i.e., it provided that based upon the contract balance (at that time,
approximately $ 2.5 million) and the penal sum of the performance bond (approximately $
3.5 million), EBTMA had enough coverage to complete the project. Def.'s App. Ex. A at 69-70.
Under this option, the penal sum would be reduced once MSS made payments for work which
were not reimbursed under the original contract. R.S.J.F. P17.

FOOTNOTES

13 As stated, supra, paragraph 11 stated as follows:

Obligee agrees that under no circumstances shall Surety's liability exceed the
penal sum of its Bond and that all payments made by Surety to any person or



entity on account of the work covered by the Contract shall be deemed to be
payment under Surety's Bond and shall reduce the penal sum of the Bond in
an equal amount. Surety shall not indebt Obligee to any third party for work
in excess of the penal sum of the Bond.

Def. 's App. Ex, A, Dep, Ex, 3.

Carroll [*18] spoke with Regish, McMillen, and a representative about whether the "third
option" would provide EBTMA was sufficient funds to complete the project. Id. Ex, 1 at 69, 1.

GF told Carroll that they believed the third option was feasible based upon the amount and
type of work remaining on Contract # 1. Id. On August 15, 2000, Carroll faxed an EBTMA­
proposed takeover agreement to MSS's Bowen. Paragraph 22, as set forth below, contained a
slight modification of the so-called "third option":

22, The Owner agrees that under no circumstances shall the Surety's liability
exceed the penal sum of its Performance Bond, The balance of the contract price
must be exhausted before the penal sum begins to reduce. The Surety shall not
indebt the Owner to any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the
Performance Bond,

Def.'s App. Ex. A, Dep. Ex. 18 (emphasis added). In a letter sent along with the proposed
agreement, Carroll stated that he made "one minor change in the language submitted by Mr.
Thomson for grammatical purposes." Id. Carroll further stated:

That change was made to the second sentence of paragraph number 22, "The
balance of the contract [*19] price must be exhausted before the penal sum
begins to reduce." The sentence submitted by Mr. Thompson read "The balance of
the contract price must be exhausted before the penal sum is reduced,"

Id,

FOOTNOTES

14 Carroll specifically testified in his deposition: "What we had begun to discuss at that
point was whether or not we should insert language that's In this letter in order to make it
more clear the fact that we would be Willing to possibly limit the surety's liability," Def.'s
App, I Ex, A at 69.

EBTMA's board met on the evening of August 15, 2000, and requested additional changes to
the language of the proposed takeover agreement. On August 16, 2000, Carroll sent a
revised copy of the proposed takeover agreement to Bowen. That proposed copy, however,
did not contain any changes to the paragraph regarding reduction of the penal sum of the
bond. R,J.5.F, P21. Due to other changes in the proposed agreement, however, paragraph 22
became paragraph 20. pL's App. Ex, J, Thereafter, MSS and EBTMA negotiated [*20]
specifically over paragraph 20, Bowen claims that he requested Carroll to take out of the
proposed agreement the second sentence of paragraph 20, which stated: "The balance of the
contract price must be exhausted before the penal sum begins to reduce," Def.'s Ex. E,
Bowen Aff. P4. 15 Bowen claims that he made the request "out of concern that this sentence
may be argued to mean that Mid-State would not receive credit against the penal sum for
monies spent in performing the work until the entire contract price had been paid out, which



would mean that Mid-State would not receive credit until all of the work was complete," Id.
PS. Carroll does not specifically recall speaking with Bowen or any other MSS representative.
He, however, did recall that MSS had objections to the second sentence of paragraph 20.
Def.'s App. Ex. A at 82-83.

FOOTNOTES

15 In a faxed copy sent to Regish, Don Morosky of GF crossed out all of the language
contained in paragraph 20 referencing a reduction in the penal sum. See Def,'s App. I Ex.
A, Dep. Ex. 20.

[*21] On August 21, 2000, Carroll sent Bowen a "final" draft of the takeover agreement.
R.J.5.F. P24. In a letter which accompanied the proposed agreement, Carroll wrote: "Please
pay attention to paragraph 20. I believe this addresses your concerns." Paragraph 20 of the
final takeover agreement stated as follows:

20. The Owner agrees that under no circumstances shall the Surety's liability
exceed the penal sum of its Performance Bond. The Surety shall not indebt the
Owner to any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the
Performance Bond.

PI.'s App. Ex. K. This final version of paragraph 20 deleted the second sentence that was
contained in the August 16, 2000 version of paragraph 20 regarding the relationship between
the contract price and the reduction of the penal sum of the performance bond.

MSS sent a signed copy of the Takeover Agreement to EBTMA on August 30, 2000. Jt.
Concise St. of Facts ("J.C.S.F.") (Doc. No. 187) P2S. In a letter sent to Regish along with the
signed copy, Bowen wrote that: "Mid-State Surety, in the Takeover Agreement, has agreed
to be liable to the full extent of the bond penalty above the contract balance." PI.'s App. Ex.
C. 16 [*22] The next day, September 1, 2000, Regish sent Bowen a signed copy of the
Takeover Agreement. Id. Ex. D. 17 A letter enclosed with the Takeover Agreement stated: "By
executing this Agreement, the Authority expects Mid-State Surety and Inland Waters to
provide the necessary resources to complete the project in accordance with the terms of the
contract." Id. In a letter to GF vice president Donald Morosky dated October 3, 2000, Bowen
wrote that EBTMA was "protected by the underlying Mid-State performance bond as well as
the Takeover Agreement between Mid-State Surety and the Authority, which provides Mid­
State Surety is financiaily liable to the full sum of its performance bond after all contract
balances are exhausted." Id. Ex. E (emphasis added).

FOOTNOTES

16 Bowen wrote that the purpose of the letter was to "clarify any misunderstandings we
may have had in the past." Id.

17 Although the final Takeover Agreement states that it was "executed" August 21, 2000,
that date does not seem to be the date that it was signed by all the parties. Regish's
letter dated September 1, 2000, indicates that EBTMA signed the Takeover Agreement
and returned it to MSS on that date.

[*23] Plaintiff subsequently entered into a "Contract for Completion of Construction
Contract" (the "completion contract") with Inland Waters Pollution Controls, Inc., whereby
Inland Waters agreed to complete certain work not performed by Pallotta, subject to the



terms of the completion contract, Similar to Paliotta's difficulties, Inland Waters encountered
numerous subsurface rock and utility interferences, After plaintiff spent over $ 4,2 million on
the project beyond the contract balance subsequent to the execution of the Takeover
Agreement -- approximately $ 710,000 in excess of the penal sum of the performance bond ­
- plaintiff ordered Inland Waters to stop work on the project and brought suit asserting
various claims against GF and EBTMA. R.J.5,F, P35,

C. March 28, 2002 memorandum opinion and additional discovery

On September 26, 2001, plaintiff brought a motion for partial judgment on the pleadings
(Doc. No. 40) with respect to its declaratory judgment claim at count IX. Plaintiff argued that
the language of paragraph 20 of the Takeover Agreement was clear and unambiguous, and
that it entitled Midstate to a declaratory judgment: "(i) that Mid-State's liability under the
Takeover [*24] Agreement is limited to the penal sum of the Performance Bond, $
3,539,559.75 and (ii) that Mid-State is not liable for any costs to complete the project to the
extent that such costs are in excess of the Performance Bond." March 28, 2002 Mem. Op.
(Doc. No. 45) at 2, MSS argued that the specific clause in paragraph 20 that stated "under
no circumstances shall the Surety's liability exceed the penal sum of its Performance Bond"
required MSS to perform work under paragraph 2 of the agreement only until it paid or
incurred costs equal to or in excess of the penal sum of the Performance Bond, Id. at 3, In
contrast, EBTMA argued that paragraph 20 did not modify paragraph 2, and that MSS was
obligated to complete all of the work specified in the original contract, Id. at 4. The court
determined that the term "liability" in paragraph 20 was ambiguous, Id. at 5. According to
the court:

. , . "the Surety's liability" in paragraph 20 could refer either to Mid-State's
potential legal obligation to pay the Authority for damages upon breach of the
Takeover Agreement, or the debt Mid-State would incur during performance
through hiring other subcontractors to undertake the actual [*25] sewage
system construction, Because the ambiguity is contained in the meaning of
liability -- whether liability refers to Mid-State's legal liability to the obligee of the
performance bond (the Authority) upon breach or debt liability to third-party
contractors -- it is not cured by the phrase "under no circumstances" and
interpretation will require an examination of extrinsic evidence such as trade
usage. Thus, although it is possible that paragraph 20 limits the amount of debt
Mid-State is obligated to accrue in the performance of the work, because the
language is subject to more than one reasonable interpretation it is ambiguous
and judgment on the pleadings is inappropriate,

Id. at 5-6 (emphasis added), re

FOOTNOTES

18 In a footnote to the opinion, the court stated: "The context of the agreement may even
lend some support to the Authority's interpretation that liability refers to legal liability for
breach, since the paragraph preceding the one at issue discusses the prevailing party's
entitlement to costs and attorneys fees in the event of litigation to enforce the Takeover
Agreement." Id. at 6 n.4.

[*26] Following the court's ruling, the parties engaged in discovery in order to aid the
court in resolvinq the ambiguity in the Takeover Agreement, The parties also retained
experts to opine on trade usage and custom in the surety industry regarding the language at
issue in the Takeover Agreement. MSS retained Thomas E. Crafton, Esq. as its expert. Mr.
Crafton stated in his expert report that a surety faced with a performance bond claim



essentially has four options: (1) to finance the bonded contractor in the bonded contractor's
completion of the bonded work; (2) to tender to the obligee another contractor along with a
check for the difference between the contract balance and the cost to complete the bonded
work as determined by the completion contract; (3) to do nothing and allow the bond obligee
to complete the bonded work and look to the surety to be reimbursed pursuant to the terms
of the performance bond; and (4) to take over the performance of the bonded work and
enter into a completion contract with a relet contractor for the completion of the bonded
work, DeL's App, G, Dep. Ex. 313 at 3-4. Mr, Crafton further noted that without a clause in
the contract limiting its liability, [*27] MSS would not be protected by the penal sum of its
bond, but rather would become "a completing contractor faced with the obligations of
completing the bonded work without regard to costs." Id.

Mr, Crafton stated that the proposed agreement MSS submitted to EBTMA on July 10, 2000:

contained conditions which every right thinking surety insists upon prior to
entering into a takeover relationship with a performance bond obligee: obligee
commits contract funds towards the costs of completing the bonded work
(Takeover Agreement Paragraph # 3) and the surety's liability under the
Takeover Agreement is limited to the penal sum of the performance bond
(Takeover Agreement Paragraph # 11). This condition (limitation or liability) is a
limitation upon the surety's obligation to perform".. , all work not completed
under the Contract (Takeover Agreement Paragraph # 2).["] These essential and
fundamental takeover agreement conditions are BLACK LETTER LAW for all
attorneys and claim representatives involved in the handling of performance bond
claims. These essential conditions are prescribed by surety claim handling
manuals of all major sureties and these essential conditions are, [*28] without
exception, set forth in each and every FLSC publication and form agreement
relating to surety takeovers. No informed surety would ever enter into a
Takeover Agreement without these essential conditions, nor would such actions
be approved by the surety reinsurers customarily reinsuring performance bonds.

Id. at 4. 19 Mr. Crafton opined that throughout negotiations into the Takeover Agreement
MSS "relentlessly conditioned its agreement to enter into a takeover agreement upon the
condition that the penal sum of its performance bond would be 'capped.''' Id, at 4. Mr.
Crafton concluded that MSS, "in negotiating the terms of the Takeover Agreement followed
precisely the standards and practices in the surety claims industry by insisting on language
which limited its completion obligations to an amount equal to the penal sum of its
performance bond." Id. at 6.

FOOTNOTES

19 The July 10, 2000 proposed agreement examined by Mr. Crafton was not the final
agreement entered into between the parties.

[*29] EBTMA retained Brian E. Downey as its expert. Mr, Downey stated he agreed with
the four options a surety has when faced with a performance bond claim as set forth by Mr.
Crafton; however, Mr. Downey indicated that a surety in such a situation also has a fifth
option: to payout the penal sum and receive a release from the owner. Mr. Downey also
opined that sureties customarily attempt to cap their liability to the penal sum of the
performance bond. Mr. Downey stated, however, that takeover agreements capping the
surety's liability customarily contain additional provisions that "work in tandem with that
penal sum cap" provision. Mr. Downey concluded that the contractual language in the final
Takeover Agreement did not contain the language that is customarily utilized to limit a
surety's liability to the penal sum of the performance bond. '0



FOOTNOTES

20 In a hearing held June 10, 2004, the court granted plaintiff's motion to strike Mr.
Downey's expert report with respect to those portions of the report that contained legal
conclusions as to: (1) whether the Takeover Agreement is ambiguous; and (2) whether
MSS breached a fiduciary duty in connection with underwriting the performance bond for
Paliotta. See Tr. of hearing held June 10, 2004, at 11. The court held that Mr. Downey's
opinion as to the Takeover Agreement would be considered to the extent it examined the
custom in the surety industry. The court, however, stated that it would not consider the
report with respect to interpreting the specific contractual ambiguity at issue, which is an
issue of iaw for the court to determine. Id.

[*30] Standard of Review

HN1':tfederqIRlJle.of(:illiLPfQcedlJre21?(c) provides that summary judgment may be granted
if, drawing all inferences in favor of the non-moving party, "the pleadings, depositions,
answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
a judgment as a matter of law." fEQ,R,(:iy,P.21?(C). HN2'+A motion for summary judgment
will not be defeated by the mere existence of some disputed facts, but will be defeated when
there is a genuine issue of material fact. ,i\,ndelsQJlX Liberty Lob.Qy,Jn.c,.,.477.1L.sL Z±b.2.1Z:
Z'HL.':JJL);dL2dZQ2,.I-Q§..s •.(:te.,Z5.05j12J:lQ). In determining whether the dispute is
genuine, the court's function is not to weigh the evidence or to determine the truth of the
matter, but only to determine whether the evidence of record is such that a reasonable jury
could return a verdict for the non-moving party. Id. at 24~. HN3':tThe court may consider any
material or evidence that would be admissible or usable at trial in deciding the merits of a
motion [*31] for summary judgment Horta v. Sullivan, 4 F.3d 2, 8 (1st Cir, 1993) (citing
WRIGHT AND MILLER, FEDERAL PRACTICE § 2721); P.QlJq.<:-Is.-':'~.r.ityof Newark, 147 F.SuQlJ~

J2, .~.~-<.QLfI!....LJ95.1?), aff'd, Z±.tlL2d.24]ndLQL.J~I?),cert. den led, 3.2.5.Jd...sL.--'iI?.4,...Z8...s"
Ct. 554, 2 L. Ed. 2d 539 (1956) ("in considering a motion for summary judgment, the court
is entitled to consider exhibits and other papers that have been identified by affidavit or
otherwise made admissible in evidence. ") (emphasis added).

Analysis

I. Contract Claims -- Counts I and IX of plaintiff's complaint

A. The parties' interpretation of paragraph 20

The crux of the cross-motions for summary judgment concern the parties' competing
interpretations of paragraph 20 of the Takeover Agreement. Plaintiff contends that the
extrinsic evidence confirms that the term "liability" in paragraph 20 refers to plaintiff's out-of­
pocket obligation to expend money on the project up to the penal sum of its performance
bond ($ 3,539,559.75), and does not refer to some ensuing obligation to EBTMA in the event
the project stopped short of completion. PI.'s Br. in Support of [*32] Summary Judq. (Doc­
No, 128) at 3, 5. Under plaintiff's interpretation of paragraph 20, plaintiff was to receive
credit against the penal sum for monies it expended in performing work during the course of
the project. In contrast, defendant argues that the term "liability" in paragraph 20 refers to
plaintiff's liability upon defauit of the original contract, as opposed to a cap on plaintiff's
overall liability with respect to the project Def. 's Br. in Support of Summary Judg. (Doc- No.
182) at 5. According to EBTMA, once MSS decided to enter into the Takeover Agreement and
perform work under the original contract, MSS was obligated to complete the work. 21 EBTMA
contends that paragraph 20 meant that, if MSS did not complete work under the contract,



MSS was "liable to the full extent of its payment bond, but no more." Id. at 6. 22

FOOTNOTES

21 The court does not find merit in plaintiff's argument that defendant proffered a
different interpretation of the contract earlier in the litigation, and that, accordingly,
defendant is barred by the doctrine of equitable estoppel from asserting its "current"
interpretation of the agreement. Defendant's Brief in Opposition to Plaintiff's Motion for
Partial Summary Judgment on the Pleadings (Doc. No. 42) submitted to the court on
October 16, 2000, consistently asserted the position that MSS was obligated to complete
the work under the original contract, and that MSS would not receive any credit against
the penal sum until the contract balance was exhausted. On page 8 of its brief, defendant
stated:

Plaintiff now seeks a ruling that Paragraph 20 of the Takeover Agreement
"caps" its liability. The language of the provision does nothing more than
maintain the limit on Mid-States's liability for payment of a penal sum. Mid­
States [sic] proposed construction of the paragraph would vitiate Paragraph
2, which requires that the project be completed. Thus, the only reasonable
reading of the contract as a whole would apply the cap to a situation where
Mid-State defaults under the completion contract and becomes liable once
again for payment of the penal sum. Thus, even if Mid-State performs
negligently or defaults, Mid-State's original liability will not increase. This
reasonable interpretation would not permit Mid-State to count invoices and
stop work on completion of the project, and also would not result in the
unreasonable reading out of the contract the requirement that the contract be
completed by Mid-State.

Def.'s Br. at 8 (emphasis added). On page 10 of its brief, defendant further stated:

[A] reasonable construction of this provision is that, if Mid-State defaults in
completion, then Mid-State will not be called upon to pay any more than the
penal sum. Hence, its "liability" under the performance bond would not have
changed, even though it may have expended some monies in attempting
completion.

Id. (emphasis added). Finally, page 11 of defendant's brief states:

Plaintiff seeks a ruling that it is entitled to add up the monies expended in
attempting to complete performance, and to simply stop when that amount
reaches the penal limit on the bond. This is not a reasonable interpretation of
the language at issue. Instead, the only reasonable interpretation of the
provision, one that gives effect to Paragraph 2 of the agreement, would apply
paragraph 20 in the event of a default by Mid-State.

Id. (emphasis added). [*33]

22 The parties' competing interpretations can also be viewed as turning on the issue of
timing. Both parties agree that there is some form of a "cap" on plaintiff's "liability." The
parties disagree, however, on the point at which plaintiff's liability is triggered under the
Takeover Agreement. Under defendant's interpretation, plaintiff's "liability" is triggered
upon default of its contractual obligations under the Takeover Agreement. Thus,
regardless of the amount of money plaintiff spends in an attempt to complete the project,
once a breach occurs MSS is liable for the penal sum of its performance bond. Under



plaintiff's interpretation, however, its "liability" began at the point in which it expended
costs in excess of the remaining contract balance. Once the threshold of the remaining
balance was passed, plaintiff asserts that it could be liable up to the amount of the penal
sum, but no more.

B. Pennsylvania Contract Law

In order to decide whether summary judgment is appropriate with respect to either of the
parties' competing interpretations, the court will first proceed with an [*34] analysis of
pertinent Pennsylvania law regarding contract interpretation, 23 HN4+rhe goal of contract
interpretation is "to discover the parties' objective mutual intent, "PlJqtjl:'!sol:'!.1jghtCo,y.
WI:'!stinghQWsl:'! .J;II:'!ctri.c.CQJP,,§§F,~d§Q4,§J1(~d Cicl995). HN5'+In undertaking the
interpretation of a contract under Pennsylvania law, the court must begin with the language
of the contra ct itse If. Kri;?;ovl:'!D;;kl'Jf.~KIj;?;o~veD,';,kYJ,,425"..E'il.•...~!W~L" ..:W4." ..§24.8.,2tl.?8" 642
C.E'il.Swner,Q, 1982) (stating that it is "fairly settled" that "the intent of the parties to a
written contract is contained in the writing itself. "), HN6'+Pennsylvania law follows the
presumption that "the parties' mutual intent can be ascertained by examining the writing."
pwqlje;;[)eJ.ighLC.o.,§§E1d?lL§1~,Thus, "where the intention of the parties is clear, there
is no need to resort to extrinsic aids or evidence," SJI:'!!J,?lIt..Y.,Mc.CheSI],eY,.49ILP?l.,45,..4.44
8.2dJi.59,_§§J.,,(Pa. 1982.}; see also !"1J'lJlon B.ank N.A. v. Aetna BusLness Crl:'!dit. 619 F.2d
.lQQL"l.Q'o.2J.Jd.J:;lL198m ("The strongest external sign of agreement between contracting
parties is the words they use in their written contract."). [*35]

FOOTNOTES

23 Paragraph 22 of the Takeover Agreement states that Pennsylvania law governs the
contract. PI.'s App, Ex, L

There is an exception to this general principle: if the court determines that a contract is
ambiguous, the parties are permitted to introduce extrinsic evidence in order to resolve the
ambiguity, f':JellonJ2.?lOk,§19E.?",L?l.UQJLOd,..CLr•.19.8Q}, The threshold question of whether
the contract is ambiguous is an issue of law for the court to decide, Id. If the court finds the
contract is ambiguous, the arnblqulty must be resolved by the trier of fact. Id; see Ilgg_CQIP,
y."PQWCorni[)gCQJPJ822f,2.d.~5!'LOd. .clI.19,,8Z) (district court erred in granting motion for
summary judgment because contract was ambiguous and extrinsic evidence should have
been admitted to trier of fact to resolve ambiguity).

HN7:+Secause the threshold determination of whether a contract is ambiguous is a province of
the court, courts have deveioped points of reference to aid in making the
determination [*36] whether a contractual term is ambiguous. For example, the United
States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, interpreting Pennsylvania law, stated that a
contractual term is ambiguous:

if, and only if, it is reasonabiy or fairly susceptible of different constructions and is
capable of being understood in more senses than one and is obscure in meaning
through indefiniteness of expression or has a double meaning,

PW.q!Jesne,l,ight..C.o.•t..§,§E,~d.illJ2l4,HN8+rhe court must consider "the words of the contract,
the alternative meaning suggested by counsel, and the nature of the objective evidence to be
offered in support of that meaning" in determining whether a term is ambiguous. !'il:'!JLQ!]
]:)ilDk,,,§'12..E~2d,,.;;LtlO1:l. Additionally, HN9'+the court must interpret "trade terms, legal terms
of art, numbers, common words of accepted usage and terms of a similar nature, , . in



accord with their specialized or accepted usage unless such an interpretation would produce
irrationai results or the contract documents are internally inconsistent." !Q,i';lt 1013.

HN1°::t:'The party asserting that a contractual provision is ambiguous may resort to extrinsic
evidence [*37] to support its claim that a specific term or phrase is a latent ambiguity.
BohleI-U_d_d-".holm .America.Jj}". v. Ellwood GrouQ,.247 F.3d 79 ..21.L-lc!.Qec..20011.. 24 The
extrinsic evidence, however, cannot be utilized "to show that the parties intended something
different that was not incorporated into the contract." Id. In other words, the ambiguity
inquiry must be about the parties' objective "linguistic reference." LcL.Q1.93.. When
determining whether a latent ambiguity exists, "the parties' expectations, standing alone, are
irrelevant without any contractual hook on which to pin them." Q.uq.ld.esD,".l"ig]ltCQ., ..9.§.f.}.Q
~14:.12_n.9. Instead, "a party offers the right type of extrinsic evidence for establishing
latent ambiguity if the evidence can be used to support 'a reasonable alternative semantic
reference' for specific terms contained in the contract." (:lQ.hLeE,.£47.L;l.Q..eL94.Q.•J. (quoting
Mellon Bank, 619 F.2d at 1012 n.13). Thus, extrinsic evidence presented to establish a latent
ambiguity may be used to support an alternative interpretation of a term that "sharpens" the
term's meaning, but may not [*38] be used to support an interpretation that "completely
changes" the meaning of the term. Bohler,.L4.Z.F.3Q.gt 95 n~'!:. 2S

FOOTNOTES

24 HN11::t:'There are two types of arnbiqultles. A patent ambiguity is one that appears on
the face of the contract and is the result of defective or obscure language. Ban<;:.y..y.•
Eoute. 2001 PA Super 260, 784 A.2d 132. 136 IPa. Super. Ct. 2001). A patent ambiguity
is "apparent just from reading the contract without having to know anything about how it
interacts with the world." RICHARD A LORD, 11 WILLISTON ON CONTRACTS § 33:40 (4th
ed.) In contrast, a latent arnblquity "arises from extraneous or collateral facts which make
the meaning of a written agreement uncertain although the language thereof, on its face,
appears clear and unambiguous." 12U9Qe.sneJJght,"'§'!2..f.3.Q..<tUil.:!. The Pennsylvania
Supreme Court stated that "the usual instance of a latent ambiguity is one in which a
writing refers to a particular person or thing and is thus apparently clear on its face, but
upon application to external objects is found to fit two or more of them equally." ;;;teu.9It.
444 A.2d at 663 (citations omitted, emphasis added). The distinction between patent and
latent ambiguities has been deemphasized: "as the law changed and began to emphasize
content over form .... Coincident with this change in focus has been a significant decline
in the importance of the distinction between latent and patent ambiguities. Many courts
now concur that the distinction is largely 'an unprofitable subtlety." Richard A. Lord, 11
Williston on Contracts § 33:40 (4th ed. 2004). While the court in the memorandum
opinion dated March 28, 2002, did not specifically identify the ambiguity in this case as a
latent ambiguity, it is apparent to the court that the ambigUity was considered
latent. [*39]

25 The court of appeals in Bohler further stated that Pennsylvania law established that:

(1) mere disagreement between the parties over the meaning of a term is
insufficient to establish that term as ambiguous; (2) each party's proffered
interpretation must be reasonable, in that there must be evidence in the
contract to support the interpretation beyond the party's mere claim of
ambiguity; and (3) the proffered interpretation cannot contradict the common
understanding of the disputed term or phrase when there is another term that
the parties could easily have used to convey this contradictory meaning.



Id. at 94-95.

The approach utilized by the United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit in Bohler to
determine if a contractual term was ambiguous is instructive. In Bohler, the parties entered
into an agreement to establish a joint venture to manufacture steel ingots. The joint venture
was primarily formed: (a) to allow the defendant to produce its own supply of steel ingots;
and (b) to permit the plaintiff, a Swedish corporation, to avoid steel import quotas. [*40]
Id. at 87. The contract specified that the parties would pay for the joint venture's overhead
costs in accordance with the percentage each partner controlled in the joint venture. One
clause in the agreement specified that the defendant could receive a rebate from the joint
venture if the amount of steel it "purchased" from the joint venture exceeded the defendant's
allotted overhead percentage. IQ"--"UlZ. 26 After the plant commenced operation, a dispute
arose between the parties over the proper interpretation of the term "purchases" in the joint
venture agreement. The defendant argued that buying ingots from the joint venture and
reselling them to third parties constituted a "purchase" under the agreement. !!:L.."UtE!. In
contrast, the plaintiff asserted that the joint venture sold the ingots directly to third parties at
the defendant's direction, and that the defendant was not entitled to a rebate on such
"purchases." Id.

FOOTNOTES

26 The Agreement specifically provided as follows:

§ 2.3 Price Adjustment or Rebate for Contribution. Within 90 days after the
end of each calendar year of Seller [EUS], the prices with respect to the
purchase of Products during the preceding calendar year by Buyer [Ellwood]
shall be adjusted by way of rebate (after giving effect to quarterly estimated
allowances) if Buyer's Purchases (net of returns and allowances) in any year
constitute more than 80% of the aggregate amount received by Seller in such
year in excess of aggregate above defined "base costs" for such year
(hereinafter for this Section 2.3 referred to as "Contribution").

!Q.cflt'il.? (emphasis added).

[*41] The district court determined that the agreement was ambiguous with respect to the
plaintiffs right under the contract to receive rebates on the basis of sales to third parties, and
the jury determined that the plaintiff breached the agreement by including third party ingot
sales in its rebate calculations. 19-,-"h 90. Upon review of the district court's determination
that the contract was ambiguous, the court of appeals affirmed. The court of appeals first
examined the plaintiff's proffered "contractual hook," which was that the term "purchases" in
the agreement was ambiguous. The court of appeals noted that the plaintiff pointed to
several provisions in the joint venture agreement and the business plan that could become
meaningless if the defendant's interpretation was accepted. Id. at 9?::9_E!.. The court of appeals
also examined language that the defendant proposed during negotiations but was rejected by
the plaintiff and did not become part of the final business plan and agreement. Id. at 98 n.5.
27 Because the court of appeals determined that the plaintiff's "proffered interpretation of
these sections does not contradict the common meaning of the terms contained



therein [*42] but merely narrows those meanings," the court next examined extrinsic
evidence offered by the plaintiff to support its alternative interpretation of the contract. Id_.gJ
Sia. The extrinsic evidence reviewed by the court of appeals consisted of: (1) testimony of the
plaintiff's general counsel regarding the negotiation of the agreement; (2) a proposed
business plan the defendant sent to the plaintiff which stated that the primary purpose of the
joint venture was to supply ingots to its owners, not to third parties; (3) evidence that all
references to "third party purchasers" were deleted in the final version of the agreement; and
(4) an affidavit submitted by the plaintiff's president regarding his understanding as to when
the defendant was permitted to sell ingots to third parties under the agreement. Ic;/_,._QLSia::Si9..
The court of appeals concluded that the extrinsic evidence the defendant offered in support
of its interpretation "supports its reasonable alternative interpretation of the agreement" Ii:!,
gLSi97JJlQ. Thus, the court of appeals held that the district court was correct in determining
that the agreement was ambiguous and submitting the issue of the proper
interpretation [*43] of the contract to the jury to decide. Id,.gJ.1Q.\).

FOOTNOTES

27 See also lV1eI/QDl3gDk,i51Si.F.2dgtlO14 (court stated that where clause the plaintiff
demanded to be excluded during negotiations was contained in final agreement, and
where the plaintiff signed agreement notWithstanding inclusion of the clause, the plaintiff
"became bound by the usual meaning" of the clause).

In summary, in determining whether the term "liability" is ambiguous in this case, the court
must decide whether the party's proffered "contractual hook" contradicts the common
meaning of the term or narrows its meaning. If the interpretation narrows the term's
meaning, the court may then consider extrinsic evidence offered by the party to establish a
latent ambiguity. If such evidence supports a reasonable alternative interpretation of the
agreement, the court may find the contract to be ambiguous. If the contract is ambiguous,
the court cannot grant summary judgment as a matter of law, and the finder of fact will
ultimately have [*44] to weigh at trial the evidence offered by the parties in support of
their respective interpretations and determine the proper interpretation of the contract.

C. The term "liability" in the Takeover Agreement is ambiguous and the trier of fact
will have to resolve the ambiguity

Applying the above principles of Pennsylvania contract law to the present dispute, the court
must first determine whether the term "liability" in the Takeover Agreement is ambiguous.
The court begins its analysis at the appropriate starting point: by examining the language of
the agreement itself. In this respect, the Takeover Agreement contains the following
pertinent provisions:

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to effect the completion of said Contract in order to
preserve the work in place and to expedite completion and to avoid delays and
inconvenience; and

WHEREAS, the Surety is Willing to exercise its election to complete the Contract
as a measure of cooperation With the Owner providing Surety can be assured
that in doing so, it will receive the Contract payments as hereinafter set forth.

* * * *
2. The Surety agrees to perform or procure the performance of all work to be
[*45] completed or corrected in accordance with the terms and conditions of

the Original Contract and approved change orders thereto and its Performance



and Payment Bonds, the terms and conditions of which are incorporated herein
by reference,

3. The Owner acknowledges that the Surety shall receive ali contract proceeds
upon completion of the work covered by the Contract in the manner specified by
the Contract. Accordingly, the Owner acknowledges that the remaining Contract
balance, as of the date of the signing of the Agreement, for the completion of the
contract is $ 2,575,270.05.

* * * *
11. The parties to this Agreement accept that this Takeover Agreement should
not be construed to waive, limit, alter or amend any of the parties obligations,
rights, defenses or liabilities under the Bond or the Contract.

* * * *
15, If, for any reason, the terms and conditions of this Takeover Agreement
conflict with the requirements, rights, obligations or responsibilities enumerated
under the Contract, then the terms and conditions of the Contract shall
supersede this Agreement,

16. This Takeover Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the
parties for purposes [*46] of the takeover of this project only. The contract
entered into between the Owner and the principal remains in fuli force and effect.

* * * *
19. In the event of litigation to enforce the terms of this Takeover Agreement,
the substantially prevailing party shall be entitled to its costs, including
reasonable attorney fees to the extent permitted by law.

20. The Owner agrees that under no circumstances shali the Surety's liability
exceed the penal sum of its Performance Bond. The Surety shall not indebt the
Owner to any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the
Performance Bond.

PI.'s App. Ex, A (emphasis added).

EBTMA contends that the meaning of the term "liability" is apparent from the term's plain
meaning and the language in the corresponding provisions of the contract. According to
EBTMA, several provisions in the Takeover Agreement clearly mandate MSS to complete
Contract # 1, and that, to accept MSS's interpretation of "liability" would be to nullify those
express provisions of the Takeover Agreement that require MSS to complete Contract # 1.
See Second Fedgri'il SavlDg~;;tQ!:L,Loar] Ass'n v •.BrenDi'in,30'Z.p.i'i~~er..5..1l1,..53JLl\.2d 397.,
lQQQ{f'iLSl1!LeL,CL1'Z,'ZU [*47] (stating that one part of a contract cannot be read to
annul another part of the contract, and that a contract must be construed, if possible, to
effect ali of its terms). In addition, EBTMA asserts that the inclusion of paragraph 20
immediately foliowing paragraph 19 (which addresses litigation between the parties over the
Takeover Agreement) indicates that, if MSS fails to complete the contract, MSS's liability to
EBTMA upon default of its contractual obligations is capped at the penal amount of its
performance bond. EBTMA argues that this is a reasonable interpretation of the Takeover
Agreement, especially because MSS would be responsible to complete the project regardless
of cost once it entered into the Takeover Agreement in the absence of a limitation of liability
ciause. See flr§Um!em.,gLAm. IDS~.C.Q.d', •.f':1odIJ@r,Stn,lct.L!Ies(lrue.f':1.odIJli'iLStrlJctures)L,n,
L~9]2,]4,!J.1J;ld_Clr~.1';l'Z,!}. Finaliy, EBTMA asserts that the parties' conduct during the



course of performance of the contract -- specifically the letters sent by Bowen to Regish on
August 30, 2000, and to Morosky on October 2, 2000 -- compels its proffered interpretation
of the contract term. See Pennsylvi'loii'l l;nginS:"'Iing Corp· 'L. M_"Gri'lW' E.d IsoD, CO,,200Pi'l,
Ei02.. t. 4..2'3 A.2.d :329,332 (Pi'l. 19S3) [*48] (stating that the parties' post agreement conduct
is relevant to aid in contract interpretation irrespective of whether the contract is
ambiguous).

MSS contends that the term "liability" is not clear and unambiguous under the plain meaning
and context of the agreement. In support of its argument, MSS asserts that paragraph 20 is
a specific contractual provision that qualifies the general requirements in the "whereas"
clause and paragraph 2 to complete the work under the contract. See PB.s__Co,i'lJ,Jn",\!"
tli"LrdbitLMining ,_In.>:,,....42.'3. Pi'l·SidPS:L2f-2, ..Eil.2./j.2d.'2Q3.,...<:JWi (P.i'l r: SidPS:I•..Ct".J.9.'3.3.). Th is
interpretation is MSS's so-called "contractual hook" in support of its argument that its
proffered interpretation "does not contradict the common meaning of the terms contained
therein but merely narrows those meanings. "Bohler,24Z'£'ZQ.i'l.L'3JI. MSS argues that
extrinsic evidence clearly establishes its proffered interpretation of the term. jd~i'l.t.'3Z

(stating that, when faced with the threshold question of whether the contract is ambiguous,
"Pennsylvania law both requires that the court interpret the language without using extrinsic
evidence, and allows the court to bring in extrinsic [*49] evidence to prove latent
ambiguity").

Proceeding to the specific term in dispute, the term "liability" is defined by Black's Law
Dictionary as follows:

liability, n. 1. The quality or state of being legally obligated or accountable; legal
responsibility to another or to society, enforceable by civil remedy or criminal
punishment.... 2. (often pl.) A financial or pecuniary obligation.

BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 932 (8th ed. 2004). Under this definition, the term "liability"
could reasonably refer to either of the competing interpretations offered by the parties:
plaintiff's total financial obligation to defendant after default, no matter what amount of
money plaintiff spent in an unsuccessful attempt to complete the contract (defendant's
interpretation); or plaintiff's total out-of-pocket obligation to spend up to the penal sum of its
performance bond, rather than some ensuing obligation to defendant in the event the project
stopped short of completion (plaintiffs interpretation). The major defect of paragraph 20 is
that the phrase "Surety's liability" is not qualified by any language that could aid the court in
interpreting its meaning. Furthermore, [*50] examining the context of the agreement, it is
unclear whether paragraph 20 is a specific contractual provision that trumps the general
requirement for plaintiff to compiete all work under the terms of the original contract. In this
respect, the court agrees with the earlier assessment made in connection with the motion to
dismiss that the plain meaning of the term "liability" is ambiguous under the reasonable
competing interpretations of both parties. See D.u.Q!!.esDS:..,L[gj]J;"..96.£,,:3_di'l.L614: (stating that
HN1.2':;:a contractual term is ambiguous if it is "reasonably or fairly susceptible of different
constructions and is capable of being understood in more senses than one and is obscure in
meaning through indefiniteness of expression or has a double meaning").

Furthermore, evidence of trade usage advanced by the parties does not clear up the
ambiguity. See SidDQe13illCQIP" ..Y.e, LiQ.eltYMlJt· )ns,CQ"266 Eg,4<:J4, Z8Lfl.2dl1S.9,.;U2:2.
(Pi'l.2.0.0JJ HN13':;:("custom in the industry or usage in the trade is always relevant and
admissible in construing commercial contracts and does not depend on any obvious
ambiguity in the words of the contract"). Neither party disputes that HN14':;:when a contractor
defaults [*51] under the terms of its contract, its surety generally chooses one of two
options: (1) pay the penal sum of the performance bond; or (2) enter into a takeover
agreement and perform the work of its principal. See also March 28, 2002 Mem. Op. at 4
(citing, DEUTSCH, KERRIGAN & STILES, CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY INSURANCE HANDBOOK



§ 166.4 (1991)). If the surety elects to perform the work of its principal in order to reduce its
potential costs -- i.e., attempts to complete the project for less than it would cost to simply
remit to the project owner the penal sum of the performance bond -- the surety is liable
without regard to the penal sum unless it is able to obtain a clause in the takeover
agreement "limiting the surety's liability in the course of performance to the original bond
penaltv." IOt,e,m,Cl.tJ0 OCl 1" FideJitYJns."y"C;o!JntY_QLEQ~kLClDd, 9l:\f,;:;,\JJ!R,2,d40Q,A2~ CS_,D,J'j,y"
2000). That kind of clause, if it appears in a takeover agreement, is known as an "absolute
limitation on liability to the penal sum of the bond." I'LCl.L430.

In support of their respective positions, both parties retained experts with respect to trade
usage. Both experts acknowledged [*52] the risk-reward position of a surety electing to
enter into a takeover agreement to complete the work of its defaulting principal. Both
experts further stated that sureties attempt to include clauses in the takeover agreement
that cap the surety's absolute liability to the penal sum of the performance bond. Neither
expert, however, expressed a clear opinion as to whether an established trade usage exists
with respect to the word "liability," Thus, although both parties' experts agree that sureties
often attempt to limit their total costs under takeover agreements to the penal sum of the
performance bond, it remains uncertain whether plaintiff was able to accomplish that goal
within the confines of the specific agreement at issue in this case. Therefore, the court finds
that the term "liability" is ambiguous.

This determination that the term is ambiguous is further supported by extrinsic evidence
revealed through discovery. !2QJJJeI,,24LL2djiL9Z. The parties engaged in extensive
discovery into the bargaining history and subsequent conduct of the parties pursuant to the
Takeover Agreement in an attempt to determine the meaning of the term "liability" in
paragraph 20. [*53] The extrinsic evidence set forth in part II.A., supra, reveals that MSS,
throughout the bargaining process in the form of contract proposals and letters to EBTMA and
GF, insisted that its liability had to be capped at the penal sum of its performance bond. MSS
initially proposed language which clearly stated that MSS would receive credit for payments
made in excess of the remaining balance under the contract. RUS, however, determined that
this language was "unacceptable." Throughout the negotiating process, RUS -- which had to
give its approval to the agreement as EBTMA's governmental source of funding -- was
steadfast that the Takeover Agreement could not contain any language creating an absolute
cap on MSS's liability that could threaten the completion of the project. Thus, EBTMA's first
proposed takeover agreement did not contain any limitation of MSS's liability as to the penal
sum amount. MSS responded by stating the limitation of liability clause was required to reach
an agreement.

In an attempt to undue the stalemate, the parties explored the so-called "third option."
Under this option, EBTMA examined whether there was enough coverage under the contract
balance (approximately [*54] $ 2.5 million) and the penal sum of the performance bond ($
3.5 million) to complete the project. MSS proposed the following language be inserted into
the Takeover Agreement under the "third option:"

Obligee agrees that under no circumstances shall Surety's liability exceed the
penal sum of its Performance Bond. The balance of the contract price must be
exhausted before the penal sum is reduced. Surety shall not indebt Obligee to
any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the Performance Bond.

Def.'s App. Ex. A, Dep. Ex. 15 (emphasis added). Under this option, MSS would receive credit
and the penal sum would be reduced with respect to payments made by MSS for work that
was not reimbursed under the original contract. EBTMA's attorney proposed the following
paragraph, which contained a minor grammatical change that significantly altered MSS's
proposed language:



The Owner agrees that under no circumstances shall the Surety's liability exceed
the penal sum of its Performance Bond, The balance of the contract price must be
exhausted before the penal sum begins to reduce, The Surety shall not indebt the
Owner to any party to pay for work in excess [*55] of the penal sum of the
Performance Bond,

Def.ts App, Ex. A, Dep, Ex, 18 (emphasis added), The "slight modification" in effect suggests
that MSS would not receive any credit With respect to its penal sum until the balance of the
contract price was exhausted. See DeL's Ex, E, Bowen AfL P5. 2. Thereafter, MSS and EBTMA
negotiated over the second sentence to paragraph 20,

FOOTNOTES

28 Despite whether plaintiff would receive any credit against its penal sum under this
proposal, the proposal did appear to cap plaintiff's absolute liability to the penal sum of
the performance bond.

Ultimately, that sentence was left out of the final agreement in its entirety. Paragraph 20 of
the Takeover Agreement stated:

20. The Owner agrees that under no circumstances shall the Surety's liability
exceed the penal sum of its Performance Bond, The surety shall not indebt the
Owner to any party to pay for work in excess of the penal sum of the
Performance Bond,

PI:s App, Ex, A (emphasis added). The flurry [*56] of letters sent between the parties after
this final proposal reveals a textbook case for concluding that the term "liability" is
ambiguous. EBTMA sent MSS a letter along with the final proposed language which stated:
"Please pay attention to paragraph 20. I believe this addresses your concerns:' This letter
creates an objective inference that the term "liability" is ambiguous based upon the prior
bargaining history of the parties, and it cuts against EBTMA's argument that the term clearly
and unambiguously: (1) required MSS to complete the contract prior to receiving credit
against the penal sum; and (2) required MSS to spend out-of-pocket costs in excess of the
penal sum, The extrinsic evidence also supports an inference that EBTMA's interpretation of
the agreement is "unreasonable" because, under its interpretation of the agreement, MSS
would never earn any credit under its penal sum, See PI:s Br. in Opp, (Doc. No. 149) at 9,

The extrinsic evidence, however, also undercuts piaintiff's interpretation of the agreement,
For example, although EBTMA sent MSS a proposal containing the "third option" which at the
very least capped MSS's total liability, that language was not [*57] included in the final
agreement, In Bohler, the court of appeals found persuasive the fact that language which
was contained in a draft agreement was left out of the final agreement, Bohler, 247 F.3d at
.99, The omission, according to the court of appeals, supported an inference that such an
interpretation was not supported by the final agreement Id. Likewise, the fact that the "third
option" was left out of the final agreement supports an inference that it did not become part
of the final agreement

In the end, a review of the language of the agreement and the extrinsic evidence set forth by
the parties leads the court to conclude that the term "liability" in paragraph 20 of the
Takeover Agreement is ambiguous, At this stage in the proceedings, the function of the court
is to determine whether there is an ambiguity in the Takeover Agreement, not to offer an
opinion as to which of the competing interpretations is ultimately correct. That is a function
for the trier of fact to determine at trial. fVJellonJ2QD.k.,_619.E,2c!S!LtQJ1. It is sufficient at
this point for the court to determine that each of the competing interpretations of the



agreement [*58] are reasonable, and that the term "liability" is reasonably susceptible of at
least tWD different meanings, Accordlnqly, because the court finds that the term "liability" in
the Takeover Agreement is arnblquous, the court will deny the parties' cross-motions for
summary judgment on counts I and IX,

II. Unjust Enrichment and Equitable Rescission Claims •• Counts IV and XII

Plaintiff brouqht a claim for unjust enrichment at count IV of its complaint, Plaintiff alleged in
count IV that it performed work and provided materials, labor and services for the benefit of
EBTMA, and that EBTMA was unjustly enriched at plaintiff's expense, PI,'s Compl. (DDc, No,
1) 1'1'22-26, Both parties agree that HN15:+plaintiff may not maintain an unjust enrichment
claim where a written contract exists between the parties, See MitchelLlL MDore",) 999 PA
SJJPgLZZ,Z29,8,2d)2QQ,t2Q;L(pg",SIJR~LCt,), Thus, plaintiff cannot maintain an unjust
enrichment claim at count IV in connection with its breach of contract claim,

Plaintiff, however, contends that it may maintain an unjust enrichment claim with respect to
the fraud claim at count X of the amendment to plaintiff's complaint. Count X alleges that
defendants [*59] GF and EBTMA fraudulently induced Pallotta to bid for Contract # 1, for
plaintiff to issue performance and payment bonds on Contract # 1, and for plaintiff to enter
into the Takeover Agreement. Arndt, to PL's Cornpl. (DDc, ND, 96) 1'1'.30-31, Plaintiff argues
that if Contract # 1 is rescinded based upon fraud, plaintiff could recover damages, inter alia,
under a claim or unjust enrichment. SeeShIJJt:llilJLV,,,CQ[ltjlJ.eD.l:gLELgnL,,;ilJ,["S,l!RP,,,.2Z9,__911.2
(I=,.ILPg ...19S.1) (denying motion for summary judgment with respect to unjust enrichment
claim where material issue of fact existed as to whether underlying agreement was
enforceable),

The court agrees with plaintiff's position. Plaintiff is permitted to maintain claims for fraud
and breach of contract at this stage of the proceedings because the claims, the rights
asserted, and the relief requested are not the same, SeeCl!J1Ding!:lf!m\L.JQseph,l:lQIne"CQw
'1:06--"a. 1"J].2,A2dJ?,,4,!1,65,Q.::.5UPa. 19'§)). HNl6+There is a distinction between election of
inconsistent remedies and election of a particular legal theory to pursue a claim, and a
plaintiff "should not be forced to elect a particular legal theory in pursuing a claim" prior to
trial, [*60] Sch.[eJb~LlLReQublicIntermodaU;;:QfP~d?JPa. 614,,375 A.2d 1285J,129UP.9~

1977). Thus, plaintiff is permitted to maintain both its breach of contract claim and fraud
claims. To the extent that plaintiff is successful on both claims at trial, plaintiff will have to
make an election of remedies so as to avoid double recovery. W~d9~~QQd.Dil1er,",3,I5.S,f'.9.,

S_ljP.er.,'1:SQ,,;i.31,A~2d,:?,;rz,23.s,JPQ,.J2IJQ.eL.cL1.9IE)(stating that HNl7+where a plaintiff
alleges it was defrauded in a contract, the plaintiff may either (1) rescind the contract and
recover restitution damages or (2) affirm the contract and recover damages on the basis of
the fraud); see also Jjffy1]JbEUnterngliQDg[,_LnLY~,liffY..ll!I;>,e ofJ'_~nDsyLI!QnJQJ,l1:l~,JH,S

F.Supp. 569, 576-77 ("under [the doctrine of election of remedies], a party alleging fraud in
connection with the formation of a contract has a choice: the party may either disaffirm the
contract and tender back the consideration received, or affirm the voidable contract and
waive the fraud,"), Plaintiff may pursue both claims and is not required to make an election
of remedies prior to or at trial, .c[gjgjeJ!~G.eD~J.9LMQ.l:Qrs..CQrp'J,],'lQE.S,l!PP._35.3".3;:;3_(I=~[:)~,

£.i'l.,199,(lt [*61] Accordingly, because plaintiff is permitted to maintain its fraud claim for
rescission of Contract # 1 and the Takeover Agreement, defendant's motion for summary
judgment With respect to count IV is denied.

Count XII states a claim for equitable rescission of the Takeover Agreement, In accordance
with the rationale set forth above, the court will also deny defendant's motion for summary
judgment with respect to count XII.

III~ Negligence ... Count V



Count V of plaintiff's complaint contains a claim for negligence against EBTMA, In its
response to defendant's motion for summary judgment, plaintiff consented to dismissal of
count V, Accordingly, the court will grant defendant's motion for summary judgment with
respect to count V,

IV. Negligent Misrepresentation, Fraud, and Civil Conspiracy Claims -- Counts VII,
X, and XI

Counts VII, X, and XI of plaintiff's complaint contain claims, respectively, for negligent
misrepresentation, fraud, and civil conspiracy. Plaintiff's fraud and negligent
misrepresentation claims allege that defendant: (1) inaccurately marked utility lines on
plans; (2) failed to comply with the request by RUS to place a "caution note" on the [*62]
plans; (3) failed to disclose the potential for wildcat sewer lines; and (4) failed to update
utility markings pursuant to the One Call Act. With respect to the pending motion for
summary judgment as to counts VII, X, and XII, EBTMA and plaintiff adopted the arguments
set forth by plaintiff and GF regarding GF's motion for summary judgment. In the
memorandum opinion ruling upon GF's motion dated June 30, 2005, the court examined
plaintiff's particular fraud and negligent misrepresentation claims in great detail. The court
granted summary judgment in part in favor of GF with respect to plaintiff's fraud, civil
conspiracy, and negligent misrepresentation claims regarding private wildcat sewer lines and
GF's alleged failure to comply with the One Call Act 90 days prior to the bid date. In all other
respects, GF's motion for summary judgment on the fraud and negligent misrepresentation
claims was denied. For the reasons set forth in the court's June 30, 2005 memorandum
opinion and summarized above, the court will grant this defendant's motion for summary
judgment in part as to plaintiff's fraud, civil conspiracy, and negligence claims regarding the
private wildcat sewer lines and defendant's [*63] alleged failure to comply with the One
Call Act 90 days prior to the bid date. See Travelers Cas. & Sur. Co. v. Castegnaro, 565 Pa.
,2.1Q, 772 A.2d 456, 460 (Pq~200JJ.HN1B+("ln the context of vicarious liability, a principal is
liable to third parties for the frauds, deceits, concealments, misrepresentations, torts,
negligent acts and other malfeasances of his agent, even though the principal did not
authorize, justify, participate in or know of such conduct or even if he forbade the acts or
disapproved of them, as long as they occurred within the agent's scope of employment"), In
all other respects, defendant's motion for summary judgment for the claims set forth in
counts VII, X, and XI will be denied.

Conclusion

AND NOW, this 29th day of July 2005, upon consideration of the cross-motions for summary
judgment filed by plaintiff Mid-State Surety Corp-oration -and defendant East Bethlehem
Township Municipal Authority, THE COURT ORDERS AS FOLLOWS:

· Defendant's motion for summary judgment is DENIED with respect to counts I (breach of
contract) and IX (declaratory judgment).

· Plaintiff's motion for partial summary judgment is DENIED with respect [*64] to counts I
(breach of contract) and IX (declaratory judgment).

· Defendant's motion for summary judgment is DENIED with respect to counts IV (unjust
enrichment) and XII (equitable rescission) which plaintiff represents are based upon
defendant's alleged fraud.

· Defendant's motion for summary judgment is GRANTED with respect to count V
(negligence).

· Defendant's motion is GRANTED IN PART with respect to plaintiff's claims in counts VII
(negligent misrepresentation), X (fraud), and XI (civil conspiracy) regarding defendant's



alleged misrepresentations as to wildcat sewer iines and defendant's alleged faiiure to follow
tile One Call Act and DENIED in all other respects,

29 JUL 05

By the court:

Joy Flowers Conti

United States District Judge
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