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This Response 18 submitted by Eugene R. Anderson, a member of the

Bar of this Court, on behalf of United Policyholders.
I3 UNITED pOLICYIOLDERS’ BRIEF

The insurance compainy in this case has asked this Court o jgnore of

discount the amicus brief earlier submitied by United Policyholders.

The insurance companies have amassed an array of anti-pol icyholder
and anti-United Palicyholder material which, if put in perspective, shows how
active United Policyholders, a not- for-profit organization operating almost entirely

with non-paid lawyers, has been.

This case is 2 New Jersey case. Brother is a New Jersey compatry.
New Jersey law will determine the outcome. Glaringly missing from the insurance
company screed is any discussion of United Policyholders pro-bono lawyers role In
the New Jersey Supreme Court case. Morton Int'l, Inc. v. General Acc. Ins. Co. of
Am., 629 A.2d 831 (N.J. 1993). United Policyholders litigation record in New

Jersey has been incredibly good.

In Morton, United Policyholders regular New Jersey counsel working

with the League of New Jerscy Municipalities filed an amicus brief before the New
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Jersey Supreme Court. Morton is probably one of the ten most important

insurance decisions in the recent past.

Finally, the opposition of the insurance companies implicates the

principles set forth in General Refractories v. F ireman’s Fund. General

Refractories v. Fireman's Fund, €t 4l 337 F.3d 297 (3" Cir. 2003).
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