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On Sept. 14, the U.S. District Court for the District of
Connecticut decided Connecticut Municipal Electric
Energy Cooperative v. National Union Fire Insurance Co.
of Pittsburgh, PA,1 ruling that an insurer has no duty to
advance defense costs for a policyholder's response to a
grand jury subpoena.
The opinion makes two crucial mistakes that contravene
long-standing insurance law principles. First, it improperly narrows the duty to advance defense costs
only to when there is actually coverage, not just when there is a possibility of coverage. Second, it
incorrectly concludes that a subpoena issued as part of a government investigation into criminal
wrongdoing is not a covered claim under the specific wording of the directors and officers policy at issue.
The Decision
Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative, or CMEEC, brought suit against National Union
alleging that National Union had improperly refused to advance defense costs. The dispute began when
the U.S. attorney's office issued two grand jury subpoenas to CMEEC seeking the production of
documents as part of a criminal investigation. CMEEC retained counsel to respond to the subpoenas.
After a two-year investigation, the grand jury indicted five CMEEC officers and directors for fraud. National
Union denied CMEEC's claim for coverage of its legal fees in connection with the subpoenas, and
CMEEC brought suit.
CMEEC's not-for-profit risk protector insurance policy provided coverage for a claim "for any actual or
alleged Wrongful Act of the Organization." A claim was defined to include "a written demand for monetary,
non-monetary or injunctive relief" or a "civil, criminal, regulatory or administrative proceeding for
monetary, non-monetary or injunctive relief."
The policy stated that National Union "does not assume any duty to defend," but where National Union
did not assume the defense it was obligated to advance defense costs.
Finally, the policy provided:
The Insureds shall not ... incur any Defense Costs without the prior written consent of the Insurer.
Only those ... Defense Costs which have been consented to by the Insurer shall be recoverable as
Loss under the terms of this policy. The Insurer's consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. ... and
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provided further that in all events the Insurer may withhold consent to any ... Defense Costs, or any
portion thereof, to the extent such Loss is not covered under the terms of the policy.
The court first rejected CMEEC's argument that the duty to advance defense costs was equivalent to the
duty to defend. It held that the policy expressly disavows any duty to defend and that National Union's
duty to advance defense costs extended only to cases where such costs are actually covered, pointing to
the clause stating that the insurer may withhold its consent to defense costs if "Loss is not covered." The
question thus became whether there was coverage for loss related to the subpoenas.
Next, the court recognized that Connecticut courts have not addressed whether subpoenas like those
issued to CMEEC satisfied the policy's definition of claim as written demands for nonmonetary relief. It
never reached a conclusion on that issue, however, because the court found that, even if the subpoenas
were a claim, they were not a claim "for any actual or alleged Wrongful Act," so there was no coverage.
The court explained that the subpoenas did not allege any wrongful acts by CMEEC, but were merely
issued as part of an investigation into the possible commission of a felony. The subpoenas did not state
that the government was pursuing a criminal investigation against CMEEC as an organization.
Duty to Advance Defense Costs
The CMEEC decision impermissibly narrows the duty to advance defense costs by breaking with
precedent holding that the duty to defend and the duty to advance defense costs are equivalent for the
purposes of determining an insurer's obligation to pay legal fees and expenses incurred in defense of a
claim. Yet the CMEEC court correctly recognized that the Connecticut Supreme Court has held that an
insurer's duty to defend is "broader than the duty to indemnify" and is triggered based on the mere
"possibility of coverage" under the policy.2
Those same defense obligations are imposed on insurers with a duty to advance defense costs, which
requires advancement if the underlying claim contains allegations that might fall within the scope of
coverage. For that reason, according to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in its 2011
decision Liberty Mutual Insurance Co. v. Pella Corp. and contrary to the CMEEC court's ruling:
[S]tate courts generally have viewed an insurer's duty to advance defense costs as an obligation
congruent to the insurer's duty to defend, concluding that the duty arises if the allegations in the
complaint could, if proven, give rise to a duty to indemnify.3
The CMEEC court summarily distinguished the litany of state and federal court cases that equate the
duties to defend and advance, noting that those cases "do not address the impact of a contract provision
that disavows a duty to defend."4 But in doing so, the court ignored numerous decisions that explicitly
address identical policy language.
Time and time again, courts that considered a policy that disavows the duty to defend, but provides for a
duty to advance defense costs and states that the insurer does not have to consent to defense costs if
there is no coverage, have held that the insurer has a duty to advance defense costs whenever there is a
reasonable possibility of coverage.5
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The CMEEC court misinterpreted the consent provision. It is not intended to narrow the scope of the duty
to advance defense costs. Instead, it merely allows the insurer to control costs and refuse to pay
unreasonable and exorbitant legal bills.6 However, when an insurer improperly declines coverage entirely,
as was the case here, it gives up its right to approve defense costs.7
Even if it was correctly decided, the CMEEC decision is limited to the specific policy language. It is a
narrow ruling based on the inclusion of a clause in the policy stating that the insurer can withhold consent
for defense costs when there is no coverage. The decision does not modify the broader duty to advance
defense costs in the absence of such a provision.
Coverage for Government Investigations
The District of Connecticut's decision that a grand jury subpoena is not a claim "for any actual or alleged
Wrongful Act" is also out of step with decisions in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit and
other jurisdictions. Although the existence of coverage will depend on the exact policy wording, the New
York Supreme Court held that there was coverage for a grand jury subpoena under an identical policy.
The policy provides two alternate definitions of claim, including a "written demand for monetary, nonmonetary or injunctive relief" or a "criminal proceeding."
In Syracuse University v. National Union Fire Insurance Co. of Pittsburgh, PA, the Supreme Court of New
York for Onondaga County found in 2013 that there was coverage under either definition of claim. First,
the court reasoned that a grand jury subpoena sought nonmonetary relief because the "relief sought by a
subpoena is the production of documents or testimony."8 Second, the court found that the grand jury
subpoena constituted a criminal proceeding because "a criminal investigation is an integral part of a
criminal proceeding."9
Having found that the subpoena satisfied either requirement under the definition of a claim, the New York
Supreme Court found the insurer owed a duty to advance defense costs for responding to the
subpoenas.10 Unlike the CMEEC court, the Syracuse University court also held that the policyholder did
not need to prove that it was the target of the investigation.11 Other courts have also held that the duties
to defend or advance defense costs are triggered when a D&O policyholder is served with a subpoena.12
Although CMEEC cited Syracuse University in its brief, the court failed to even consider the case. In fact,
the only case that the court cited was Employers' Fire Insurance Co. v. ProMedica Health System Inc.13, a
2013 U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit decision, which held that a subpoena issued by
the Federal Trade Commission as part of an antitrust investigation was not a covered claim.
But the CMEEC court, which is guided by the Second Circuit, should have followed Second Circuit
precedent — not Sixth Circuit precedent — holding that a subpoena triggers the duty to advance defense
costs.14 Moreover, the majority of decisions — and better-reasoned decisions — have held that a
subpoena is a claim, for the reasons explained in Syracuse University.
Conclusion
Although it improperly narrows both the duty to advance defense costs and coverage for a government
investigation, the CMEEC decision is not a death knell for D&O policyholders. The plaintiff has already
filed a motion for reconsideration. Even if the decision stands, it is narrow and turns on the specific policy
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language at issue. A different policy will necessitate a different result.
The diverging views on government investigations coverage discussed above also highlight the
importance of choice of law and forum selection in resolving coverage disputes, which may be affected by
the terms of the policy. Policyholders seeking coverage for their legal costs when responding to a
government investigation should carefully review the policy language and submit a claim for any
potentially applicable coverage.
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