
PENNSYLVANIA SUPREME COURT EXPANDS COLLAPSE 
COVERAGE TO INCLUDE THE RISK OF IMMINENT COLLAPSE 

 
 In a decision which will have a significant impact upon insurance carriers, the Supreme 

Court of Pennsylvania recently expanded the scope of coverage in insurance policies which 

provide coverage to an insured for “damage caused by or resulting from risks of direct physical 

loss involving collapse of a building….” Following a growing trend in the law, the Court in 401 

Fourth St., v. Investors Ins. Group, No. 270, 2005 Pa. LEXIS 1485 (July 20, 2005) held that this 

language provides coverage when not only a building has collapsed but also a structure is at risk 

of “imminent collapse.”   

 In 401 Fourth St. the insured owned a building which had a parapet wall which bowed 

and started to lean inward.  The insureds’ expert reported that the structural framing for the 

building had given way and needed to be repaired immediately.  The building was insured under 

a policy issued by the Investors Insurance Group and the carrier’s expert concluded that the 

building’s brickwork had corroded due to a normal lack of maintenance.  Based upon the report  

of its expert, Investors Insurance denied coverage. 

 Fourth Street filed a breach of contract claim and asserted that the term “collapse” was 

ambiguous as it was not adequately defined in the policy.  Fourth Street also argued that the 

phrase “risks of direct physical loss involving collapse” expanded coverage to include the risk of 

imminent collapse.  In finding in favor of Fourth Street, the Court noted recent decisions from 

other jurisdictions interpreting similar policy language had concluded that the phrase “risks of 

direct physical loss involving collapse” provided broader coverage other than just coverage for 

an actual collapse.  Therefore, the Court remanded the case back to the trial court to be submitted 

to a jury since a substantial question of material fact existed as to whether the parapet wall was in 

danger of imminent collapse. 



 In response to this expansive reading of collapse coverage, close attention must be given 

to the phrase in which collapse coverage is provided.  If the policy can be construed to 

incorporate this more expansive interpretation, then coverage in the absence of an actual collapse 

might now be possible.   

For additional information on Collapse Coverage, please review our article THE 

COLLAPSE CONUNDRUM:  FINDING COLLAPSE COVERAGE WHEN NO 

COLLAPSE OCCURS 
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