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• Overview of Limitation of Liability (“LoL”) Clauses

• Types of LoL Clauses

• Advantages and Disadvantages 

• General Enforceability

• Differences with Exculpatory Clauses 

• Exceptions

• Bad Faith

• Intentional Torts

• Unconscionability

• Gross Negligence / Recklessness

• Public Policy

• Questions & Comments

Agenda



© 2022 Snell & Wilmer L.L.P. All rights reserved.
7

• A clause in a contract that restricts or limits the conditions under which a party 
may be responsible for losses or damages

• Often seeks to establish the maximum liability or exposure a party may face if there is a 
legal claim

• Origins 

• Flows from the freedom to contract, including the right to apportion damages in the event 
of a default or breach

• Parties to a contract are in the best position to make decisions in their own interest

• Benefits

• May allow for more accurate budgeting and financial management

• Could deter litigation 

Limitation of Liability Clause – What is it?
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• Provisions that cap damages or losses to a certain dollar amount

• The amount of the contractor’s fee (or a multiple of that fee)

• Fixed dollar amount (e.g., $500,000)

• Limits the damages to the amount recoverable under an applicable insurance policy

• Examples

• “To the fullest extent permitted by law, Contractor and Client waive against each other . . . 
any and all claims for or entitlement to special, incidental, indirect, or consequential 
damages arising out of, resulting from, or in any way related to the Project and agree that 
Contractor’s total liability to Client under this Agreement shall be limited to $50,000.00.”

• “Client and Consultant agree” that “the total aggregate liability of Consultant to Client is 
limited to the greater of $500,000 or its fee, for any and all injuries, damages, claims, 
losses, or expenses (including attorneys’ fees and expert fees) arising out of Consultant’s 
services or this agreement.”

Type 1: LoL Clauses – Dollar Limits
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• Comparison with Liquidated Damage Clauses

• Liquidated Damages

- When properly employed, these clauses attempt to fix in advance the reasonable 
compensation for actual damages 

- Could be invalidated because the parties failed to properly consider or estimate the 
damages that would reasonably flow from the breach of the agreement and operated as a 
penalty

• Limitation of Liability 

- These clauses restrict the amount of compensation available, regardless of the actual 
damages ultimately suffered 

- Generally, these clauses may not be attacked because it fails to properly consider or 
estimate the damages that would reasonably flow from the breach of the agreement

See Nahra v. Honeywell, Inc., 892 F. Supp. 962, 969 (N.D. Ohio 1995) (discussing difference between 
liquidated damages and limitation of liability provisions)

Type 1: LoL Clauses – Dollar Limits (Cont’d)
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• Provisions that limit recovering only certain types or kinds of damages

• Damages that are direct or actual, but not indirect or consequential 

• Claims or damages that arise in contract but not in tort

• Example

• “Contractor shall not be liable to Owner for any special, incidental or consequential 
damages related to the performance of Contractor’s obligations under the Agreement.”

Type 2: Lol Clauses – Type of Damages or Claims
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• Direct Damages – The damages that flow naturally and necessarily from the 
wrong complained of 

• Examples

- The reasonable cost of repair 

- Difference between the value of the building had it been built as contracted v. the value of 
the building as it was, in fact, built

• Consequential Damages – The damages that flow naturally but not necessarily 
from the wrong complained of 

• Usually stem from particular or special circumstances 

• Are foreseeable (i.e., something that was reasonably contemplated by the parties at the 
time of contracting)

Direct v. Consequential Damages
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Direct Loss Profits v. Consequential Lost Profits
Lost profits are consequential damages when, as a result of the breach, the non-breaching party
suffers loss of profits on collateral business arrangements. In the typical case, the ability of the non-
breaching party to operate his business, and thereby generate profits on collateral transactions, is
contingent on the performance of the primary contract. When the breaching party does not perform,
the non-breaching party’s business is in some way hindered, and the profits from potential collateral
exchanges are “lost.”

. . .

By contrast, when the non-breaching party seeks only to recover money that the breaching party
agreed to pay under the contract, the damages sought are general damages. The damages may still
be characterized as lost profits since, had the contract been performed, the non-breaching party
would have profited to the extent that his cost of performance was less than the total value of the
breaching party’s promised payments.

Tractebel Energy Mktg., Inc. v. AEP Power Mktg., 487 F.3d 89, 109 (2d Cir. 2007) (reversing district 
court for erroneously concluding that the lost profits at issue were contractually barred 

consequential damages)
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• Penncro Assocs., Inc. v. Sprint Spectrum, L.P., 499 F.3d 1151 (10th Cir. 2007)

• Contract forbid the recovery of “consequential damages” and specified that they “include, 
but are not limited to, lost profits, lost revenue and lost business opportunities”

• Sprint argued that this language precluded the recovery of any lost profit because lost 
profits are consequential damages

• Writing for the 10th Circuit, then-Judge Gorsuch rejected this argument based on the 
contract’s plain language:

“The parties’ language is not unlike a doctor’s prescription that “You really should not eat fried foods—and this includes but is 
not limited to, meat and potatoes.”  Ordinary usage and common experience does not suggest that the patient should avoid 
all meat and potatoes, but only those that are parts or components of the initial, larger group of fried foods (say, chicken fried 
steak and french fries).  The dictionary underscores the point.  Webster’s defines the term “to include” as meaning “to place, 
list, or rate as a part or component of a whole or of a larger group, class, or aggregate.  The more general term informs the
subsequently listed examples, not the other way around, and so lost profits here refer only to those that are “a part or 
component” of the larger group or class of consequential damages.”

Interpreting Consequential Damages Waivers
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• Penncro Assocs., Inc. v. Sprint Spectrum, L.P., 499 F.3d 1151, 1156 (10th Cir. 
2007)

“The common legal meaning of the terms involved confirms this reading. Direct damages refer to those which 
the party lost from the contract itself—in other words, the benefit of the bargain—while consequential 

damages refer to economic harm beyond the immediate scope of the contract. Lost profits, under 
appropriate circumstances, can be recoverable as a component of either (and both) direct and consequential 
damages. Thus, for example, if a services contract is breached and the plaintiff anticipated a profit under the 
contract, those profits would be recoverable as a component of direct, benefit of the bargain damages. If that 
same breach had the knock-on effect of causing the plaintiff to close its doors, precluding it from performing 
other work for which it had contracted and from which it expected to make a profit, those lost profits might be 

recovered as ‘consequential’ to the breach. All of this is by way of saying that, under the circumstances we 
face here, a reading of Section 13 informed by the normal legal meaning of its terms suggests that it bars 

only the recovery of consequential lost profits, not direct lost profits. Section 13 says that no consequential 
damages are recoverable, ‘includ[ing]’ lost profits; it simply does not speak to direct damages, or to lost 

profits recoverable under such a theory.”

Interpreting Consequential Damages Waivers (Cont’d)
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• AIA Document A201-2017

• General Conditions of the Contract for Construction 

• § 15.1.7 Waiver of Claims for Consequential Damages

- “The Contractor and Owner waive Claims against each other for consequential damages 
arising out of or relating to this Contract.  This mutual waiver includes . . . (1) damages 
incurred by the Owner for rental expenses, for losses of use, income, profit, financing, 
business and reputation, and for loss of management or employee productivity or of the 
services of such persons . . . .”

• Under Tractebel and Penncro, this provision waives only consequential lost profits, not 
direct lost profits

Example
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• Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co. v. Technip USA Corp., 2008 WL 3876141 (Tex. App. 
2008)

• Owner brought a breach of contract action against an engineering and construction Contractor for 
failing to timely upgrade and replace six generators

• Contract contained an LoL clause waiving consequential damages 

• Jury found for Owner and awarded damages for delay costs and the costs for renting a backup 
generator, among others

• Contractor moved for JNOV that the damages were consequential and barred by the LoL clause

• Trial and Appellate Courts largely agreed

- “Project Delay Costs”: The Owner’s additional expenses for labor, travel, and the purchase 
of additional construction supplies were direct damages because the contract made the 
Owner responsible for these costs but the Contractor’s delays caused the Owner to incur 
these additional costs

- “Backup Generator Costs”:  Consequential because, when the Contractor failed to timely 
repair generators, the Contractor could not have foreseen or contemplated a power outage 
that would necessitate renting a backup generator to produce power

Example of Direct v. Consequential Damages
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• Definitional Problems

• Significant confusion and litigation may ensue over whether a particular item or damage 
is “consequential”

• Potential Solutions

- Could use a dollar-cap LoL clause

- May define consequential and incidental damages

• Consider a tie with the Uniform Commercial Code’s definitions (see U.C.C. § 2-715)

• Consider a tie with the Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 347 ctm. c. & illus. 4

- May provide specific examples of each type of damage not recoverable or prohibited

• Difficult to Estimate Probable Damages Resulting from Breach

• Potential Solution 

- May want to use a damage-type LoL clause

- Could overestimate the potential damages 

Disadvantages of LoL Clauses
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Potential Solutions: Define Consequential Damages

• Section 6.5 of ConsensusDoc 415

“Except for damages mutually agreed upon by the Parties as liquidated damages . . . and 
excluding losses covered by insurance required by the Contract Documents, Owner and 
Design-Builder agree to waive all claims against each other for any consequential damages 
that may arise out of or relate to this Agreement . . . . Owner agrees to waive all damages 
including but not limited to Owner’s loss of use of the Project, any rental expenses incurred, 
loss of income, profit, or financing relating to the Project, as well as the loss of business, 
loss of financing, principal office overhead and expenses, loss of profits not related to this 
Project, loss of reputation, or insolvency.  Design-Builder agrees to waive damages including 
but not limited to loss of business, loss of financing, loss of profits not related to this 
Project, loss of bonding capacity, loss of reputation, or insolvency.”
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• Most jurisdictions enforce LoL clauses

• But see City of Dillingham v. CH2M Hill N.W., Inc., 873 P.2d 1271 (Al. 1994) (refusing to enforce 
provision limiting the amount of damages arising out of engineer’s negligent acts under Alaska’s 
Anti-Indemnity Act)

• Contractors may generally agree to assume the risks of delays or hindrances 

• Other considerations

• Clear?

• Conspicuous?

• Bargained for? Product of arms-length negotiations?

• Mutual? 

• Position of Parties?  Sophisticated?

• Type of transaction – commercial or consumer?

General Enforceability of LoL Clauses
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• Some exceptions appear within the LoL clause itself

• “Except in the event of [the contractor’s] gross negligence, willful misconduct, or fraud, 
[the contractor] shall not be responsible or held liable for consequential, incidental, 
special, or indirect damages, including without limitation, liability for loss of use of the 
facilities, loss of profits, product or business interruption . . . .”

• Others flow from the common law or statutory law

• Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 195 (“A term exempting a party from tort liability for 
harm caused intentionally or recklessly is unenforceable on grounds of public policy”)

• Burden of Proof:  The party attacking the LoL clause bears the burden to 
establish that the exception applies

Exceptions to the Enforceability of LoL Clauses



© 2022 Snell & Wilmer L.L.P. All rights reserved.
21

• The law implies a covenant of good faith and fair dealing in every contract

• In other words, the duty not to act in bad faith or deal unfairly becomes a part of the contract

• As a matter of public policy, a party should not benefit from a contract that it 
performed in bad faith

• “[B]ad faith may be overt or may consist of inaction, and fair dealing may require more than honesty. 
A complete catalogue of types of bad faith is impossible, but the following types are among those 
which have been recognized in judicial decisions: evasion of the spirit of the bargain, lack of 
diligence and slacking off, willful rendering of imperfect performance, abuse of a power to specify 
terms, and interference with or failure to cooperate in the other party's performance.”  Restatement 
(Second) of Contracts § 205, cmt. d

• “A party may contract to limit liability in damages for nonperformance of promises . . . . 
Such a provision is not effective, however, if that party acts fraudulently or in bad faith.”  
Corbin on Contracts §85.18 at 471 (2003) (emphasis added)

•

Bad Faith Exception
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• Airfreight Exp. Ltd v. Evergreen Air Ctr., Inc., 158 P.3d 232 (Ariz. App. 2007)
• Plaintiff AFX had a contract with a company, Evergreen, to repair AFX’s aircraft so it could perform 

an air cargo service contract with a third-party, Air France

- Evergreen delayed in making repairs on AFX’s aircraft, and Air France cancelled its contract with AFX

• AFX sued to recover damages from Evergreen’s failure to timely complete the repairs, including lost 
profits with Air France

- AFX alleged breach of contract, fraud, and “unlawful conduct”

• Evergreen moved for summary judgment, arguing that the contract’s LoL clause barred AFX’s lost 
profit claim

- LoL clause stated: “In no event shall Evergreen be liable to AFX for . . . special, incidental, or 
consequential damages, such as lost revenues, lost profits, or loss of prospective economic 
advantage, resulting from the delay in performance or failure to perform”

• Trial court granted Evergreen’s summary judgment motion, finding that the LoL clause prohibited 
AFX from recovering its lost profits

Bad Faith Exception (Cont’d)
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• Airfreight Exp. Ltd v. Evergreen Air Ctr., Inc., 158 P.3d 232 (Ariz. App. 2007)
• The Arizona Court of Appeals reversed

- Adopted the “sensible rule” that, as a matter of public policy, a party should not benefit from 
a bargain it performed in bad faith

- Refused to enforce an LoL clause on summary judgment if sufficient evidence showed that 
a party acted in bad faith when performing its obligations under a contract

- Found that AFX presented sufficient evidence that Evergreen delayed in repairing the 
airplane in bad faith

• AFX had evidence showing that: 

1. Evergreen intentionally delayed in repairing the aircraft;

2. Evergreen informed Air France that AFX’s aircraft would be delayed; and

3. Evergreen encouraged Air France to contract with Evergreen’s sister company 
to provide air cargo services instead of using AFX.

Bad Faith Exception (Cont’d)
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• But see John B. Conomos, Inc. v. Sun Co., 831 A.2d 696 (Pa. Super. Ct. 2003)

• Owner contracted with a Contractor to strip and paint industrial piping at refinery

- Contract provided that Owner could cancel at any time and even if the Contractor was not in 
default or in breach of the contract

• Owner cancelled contract with Contractor because Owner was not satisfied with 
Contractor’s work

• Both the trial court and appellate court found that the Owner acted in bad faith and 
breached the duty of good faith and fair dealing

• The Pennsylvania appellate court rejected that a bad faith breach of contract rendered the 
LoL clause unenforceable

- “An unjustified breach of contract does not subject the breaching party to all remedies 
recoverable under contract law if the contract provides otherwise.”

- The LoL clause applied to cancellations of the contract

- Under these circumstances, a bad faith breach was insufficient to invalidate a LoL clause

Bad Faith Exception (Cont’d)
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• Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 195(1)

• “A term exempting a party from tort liability for harm caused intentionally . . . is 
unenforceable on grounds of public policy.”

• Most Common Examples:

• Fraud 

• Fraudulent Non-Disclosure 

• Fraudulent Misrepresentation 

• *Higher Burden of Proof Typically (Clear and Convincing Evidence, not Preponderance)

Intentional Torts
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Intentional Torts (Cont’d)
• Zachry Constr. Corp v. Port of Houston Authority, 449 S.W.3d 98 (Tex. 2014)

• Contractor hired to build a wharf for a Port Authority, but Port Authority requested significant 
change orders that delayed project

• Contractor sued Port Authority for $30 million from delays caused by Port Authority

• Port Authority relied on LoL clause that excluded recovering damages for delays, stating: 

- Contractor “shall receive no financial compensation for delay or hindrance to the Work” and 
“In no event shall the Porth Authority be liable to [Contractor] . . . for any damages arising 
out of or associated with any delay or hindrance to the Work, regardless of the source of the 
delay or hindrance . . . .”

• Contractor argued that this LoL clause did not apply because Port Authority’s “intentional 
misconduct” caused the delay

• Jury found for Contractor and found Port Authority acted in “bad faith” and fraudulently

• Texas Supreme Court affirmed

- Held that a party to a contract cannot intentionally injure another with impunity 

- A party cannot “insulate himself from liability for his own deliberate, wrongful conduct”

- Found the LoL clause unenforceable, and Contractor could recover for delays
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Intentional Torts (Cont’d)
• But see Bombardier Aerospace Corp. v. SPEP Aircraft Holdings, LLC, 572 S.W.3d 

213 (Tex. 2019)

• Buyers contracted to purchase “new” airplanes from Suppliers, but Suppliers did not 
provide “new” airplanes but used old turbines from other airplanes

• Buyers sued for breach of contact and fraud

• Contract had LoL clause that prohibited the recovery of punitive damage

• Jury found Suppliers committed fraud and awarded damages to Buyers, including punitive 
damages

• On appeal, Suppliers argued that Buyers could not recover punitive damages under LoL

• Texas Supreme Court agreed with Suppliers

- Agreed that fraud generally “vitiates whatever it touches” but held that it never applied this 
principle to LoL clauses

- Buyers cannot have it both ways—attempted to recover actual damages under the contract 
while striking the limitations of liability provision to recover punitive damages

- Only restricted recovery of punitive damages, not the damages for actual fraud
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• Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 208

• “If a contract or term thereof is unconscionable at the time the contract is made a court 
may refuse to enforce the contract, or may enforce the remainder of the contract without 
the unconscionable term, or may so limit the application of any unconscionable term as to 
avoid any unconscionable result.”

• U.C.C. § 2-719(3)

• “Consequential damages may be limited or excluded unless the limitation or exclusion is 
unconscionable.  Limitation of consequential damages for injury to the person in the case 
of consumer goods is prima facie unconscionable but limitation of damages where the 
loss is commercial is not.”

Unconscionability
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• Procedural Unconscionability

• Oppression – arises from unequal bargaining power, resulting in no real negotiation and 
an absence of meaningful choice

• Surprise – supposedly agreed-upon terms of the bargain are hidden in the fine print

• Substantive Unconscionability

• “Unreasonably favorable,” “unduly oppressive” or “conscience shocking” allocation of 
risks or costs not justified by the circumstances under which the contract was made

• Lack of Mutuality in LoL clauses?

- “While the limitation of liability provision precludes only the user from recovering damages, 
a contract can provide a margin of safety that provides the party with superior bargaining 
strength a type of extra protection for which it has a legitimate commercial need without 
being unconscionable.”  Darnaa, LLC v. Google, LLC, 756 F. App’x 674, 676 (9th Cir. 2018).

Unconscionability (Cont’d)
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• Arnold Oil Props. LLC v. Schlumberger Tech. Corp., 672 F.3d 1202 (10th Cir. 2012)

• Owner hired contractor to perform a specialized cement job on its deep-zone gas well

• Contractor poured too much cement into the well, and Owner sued for breach of contract 
and negligence

• LoL clause provided: Contractor’s “liability arising from or in connection with Contract 
(whether for indemnity, breach of contract, negligence, misrepresentation, or otherwise) 
shall not in any circumstances exceed the full value of the consideration owed to 
[Contractor] under this Contract.”

• The cost of the work performed totaled $40,893.37, but Owner incurred over $1 million in 
additional expenses to repair the cement issue.

• Contractor moved for summary judgment, arguing that LoL clause limited damages to 
$40,893.37

• Trial court denied Contractor’s summary judgment motion because it found fact issues 
remained about the parties relative bargaining positions

• Owner prevailed at trial and jury found that Owner was in unequal bargaining position 

Unconscionability (Cont’d)
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• Arnold Oil Props. LLC v. Schlumberger Tech. Corp., 672 F.3d 1202 (10th Cir. 2012)

• On appeal, the Tenth Circuit affirmed the jury’s finding that the limitation of liability 
provision was unenforceable due to the parties’ unequal bargaining positions

• Looked at two factors: (1) the importance of the subject matter to the physical or 
economic wellbeing of the party subject to the release; and (2) the amount of free choice 
that the party could have exercised when seeking alternative services

• Found sufficient evidence showing:

- The importance of the cement project to the Owner’s production from the well;

- Only three companies could perform the work for Owner;

- All three companies used the same standardized contracts with similar “onerous” terms 
limiting liability;

- Owner’s representative said that the Contractor’s LoL clause was non-negotiable

- Contractor’s employee who had performed hundreds of cement jobs had never been asked 
to modify the terms and did not have the legal authority to do so

- Contractor prohibited its field personnel from modifying the contracts

Unconscionability (Cont’d)
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Questions or Comments?
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GROSS NEGLIGENCE / 

RECKLESS CONDUCT EXCEPTION
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New York

• Kalisch-Jarcho v. City of New York, 448 N.E. 2d 413, 416 (N.Y. 

1983)

oExculpatory clause does not exonerate a party from liability for willful or 

grossly negligent acts.
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New York

• “[A]n exculpatory clause is unenforceable when, in contravention of 

acceptable notions of morality, the misconduct for which it would 

grant immunity smacks of intentional wrongdoing. This can be 

explicit, as when it is fraudulent, malicious or prompted by the 

sinister intention of one acting in bad faith. Or, when, as in gross 

negligence, it betokens a reckless indifference to the rights of 

others, it may be implicit.” 
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• Corinno Civetta Constr. Corp. v. City of New York, 67 N.E.2d 905, 

910 (N.Y. 1986)

oExpands holding of Kalish-Jarcho

oExculpatory clause may be unenforceable in circumstances beyond willful 

and grossly negligent acts:
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oUncontemplated delays;

oDelays so unreasonable that they constitute unreasonable abandonment of 

a contract; or

oDelays caused by a breach of a fundamental obligation of the contract.
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New York

• Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. v. Stone & Webster Eng’g Corp., 

No. 88-CV-819, 1992 WL 121726, at *16 (N.D.N.Y. May 23, 1992) 

oEmphasizing that the existence of gross negligence is an additional factual 

determination for the jury.
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New York

• Soja v. Keystone Trozze, LLC, 106 A.D.3d 1168, 1170 (N.Y. App. 

Div. 2013)

oArchitect’s alleged failure to include a flood map in its design did not amount 

to gross negligence; therefore, the court enforced the limitation of liability 

clause included in a contract between the parties.
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New Jersey

• In Re Hollister Constr. Servs., LLC, No. 19-27439 (MBK), 2021 WL 

6101677, at *3 (Bankr. D.N.J. Dec. 23, 2021)

o“This Court is unaware of any decision in which a party has been able to 

contract around liability for gross negligence, especially where the limitation 

of liability clause does not specifically so provide.”
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Nebraska

• New Light Co., Inc. v. Wells Fargo Alarm Servs., Div. of Baker 

Protective Servs., Inc., 525 N.W.2d 25, 31 (Neb. 1994)

oLimitation of liability clause in contract between restaurant owner and alarm 

company could not shield alarm company from liability for its own gross 

negligence in installing the system. 
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Minnesota

• Computer Tool & Eng’g, Inc., v. N. States Power Co., 453 N.W.2d 

569, 573 (Minn. Ct. App. 1990)

o Limitation of liability reasonable because it was narrowly tailored, expressly 

stating liability would be limited to losses or damages for any cause other 

than gross negligence. 
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Minnesota

• Beehner v. Cragun Corp., 636 N.W.2d 821, 829 (Minn. Ct. App. 

2001)

o“Gross negligence is ‘very great negligence or absence of even slight care, 

but [it is] not equivalent to wanton and willful’ conduct.”
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PUBLIC POLICY EXCEPTION
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• Common law refuses to enforce exculpatory clauses in contracts 

which contravene public policy
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• Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 195 (1979)

oSommer v. Fed. Signal Corp., 593 N.E.2d 1365, 1370-71 (N.Y. 1992)
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• Contracts affecting public interest

oMd. Nat’l Capital Park & Planning Comm’n v. Wash. Nat’l Arena, 386 A.2d 

1216, 1229 (Md. 1978)
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• Courts are reluctant to invoke public policy exception

oWolf v. Ford, 644 A.2d 522, 525 (Md. 1994)
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN EXCULPATORY CLAUSE

AND LIMITATION OF LIABILITY CLAUSE
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• Exculpatory clause protects company from any liability

• Limitation of liability clause limits the company’s liability

52

© 2022 Greenbaum, Rowe, Smith & Davis LLP  The information contained in this 

presentation should not be construed as legal advice, and readers should not act upon it 

without professional counsel.



greenbaumlaw.com

• Exculpatory clause is disfavored, strictly construed

• Limitation of Liability clause not disfavored; subject to rules of 

contract interpretation
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• Royal Indem. Co. v. Sec. Guards, Inc., 255 F. Supp.2d 497, 502 

(E.D. Pa. 2003)

• Great N Ins. Co. v. ADT Sec. Servs., Inc., 517 F. Supp. 2d 723, 752 

n.29 (W.D. Pa. 2007)
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• Courts consider sophistication of the parties

oFocus on conscious risk allocation

oCanal Elec. Co. v. Westinghouse Elec. Corp., 548 N.E.2d 182, 185 (Mass. 

1990)
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Thank You
Questions?

Steven Nudelman
Chair, Construction Contracting & 

Risk Management Practice Group

snudelman@greenbaumlaw.com | 732.476.2428
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