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WHY ISTHE CLIENT UNHAPPY?

. ASSOCIATION IS HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR ITS
SHARE OF THE CLAIM, AND HASTO SPECIAL
ASSESSTHE OWNERS.

. MEMBERS SUE THE BOARD OVER SPECIAL
ASSESSMENT FOR NOT HAVING COVERAGE IN
PLACE.

. D& OMAY NOT PAY CLAIM STEMMING FROM
INSURANCE DECISIOINS MADE BY THE BOARD.
THERE ISNORMALLY NO COVERAGE FOR LACK
OF INSURANCE.

. CLIENT ENDS UP IN ERRORS AND EMMISSIONS
MARKET - PAYS EXORBITANT PREMIUM FOR
YEARS.

. SENSE OF COMMUNITY SHATTERED OVER

UNNECESSARY EXPENSE BORNE BY THE UNIT
OWNERS, WHICH COULD HAVE BEEN DEALT
WITH EARLY ONWITH COVERAGE.



WHY ISTHE MANAGER UNHAPPY?

. MANAGEMENT COMPANY ISHELD RESPON-

SIBLE FOR IT'SSHARE OF THE CLAIM.

. ARGUES UNSUCCESSFULLY THE PRINCIPAL

OF “AGENCY” TO ESCAPE LIABILITY (CASE
LAW_ PRECENDENT ESTABLISHED IN 2007
RULING - HELMAN V. WORKERS COMPENSA-
TION APPEALS BOARD.)

. COMPANY AND MANAGER FACES THE UN-

PLEASANT PROSPECT OF HAVING TO SUE
THEIR OWN CLIENT FOR INDEMNITY BASED
ON WHAT THE CONTRACT MAY CONTAIN.



WHY ISTHE AGENT UNHAPPY?

. AGENT IS SUED FOR NOT OFFERING COVER-

AGE OR CAN'T PROVE THAT HE OR SHE
OFFERED IT.

. AGENT FACES SIGNIFICANT ERRORS &
OMMISSIONS CLAIM.

. CLAIM RESULTSIN ERRORS & OMMISSIONS
COVERAGE RENEWAL CHALLENGESTO THE
AGENT AND HISCLIENT - PAYSHIGHER RATES
FOR YEARS!

. AGENT SUFFERS LOSS OF CONFIDENCE
AMONG ASSOCIATION CLIENT BASE SINCE
WORD DOES GET AROUND QUICKLY.



