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As the COVID pandemic recedes, life will gradually return to
normal. Normal includes the opening of bars and—
inevitably—bar fights. This article will examine the assault or
battery exclusions in commercial general liability policies.
A number of New Jersey cases have interpreted assault or battery exclusions in a
bar’s commercial general liability policy. It is important to understand that each
exclusion is not worded the same and the issue of coverage may turn on the facts
plead in a plaintiff’s Complaint.
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plain language of the policy is unam-
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exclusion encompassed the estate’s

to enter with a concealed weapon. The

gation that [the bar] negligently failed to
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tery,” courts may also find that negli-

assault or battery exclusion which
barred coverage for:

gent acts will also be excluded. Prudent
The Court specifically rejected the

practitioners will want to scrutinize the

bar’s contention that L.C.S. compelled
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