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Pursuant to California Rule of Court 8.200, United Policyholders respectfully 

requests leave to appear as amicus curiae and file its accompanying brief in support of 

Iflk.i,r.nToTJk.iu,x.iuITTI 

about insurance issues and consumer rights, protecting the interests of policyholders, and 

presenting policyholders’ perspectives through arnicus curiae participation in insurance 

coverage cases. United Policyholders’ growing reputation as a source of useful 

information for appellate courts was confirmed when its arnicus brief was cited in the 

U.S. Supreme Court’s opinion in Humana v. Forsyth (1999) 525 U.S. 299, 314, United 

Policyholders has filed amicus briefs on behalf of insureds in more than 120 cases 

throughout the United States, 

This case involves insurance coverage for asbestos tort claims brought against 

Fluor (along with numerous Fluor subsidiaries) with respect to its engineering, 

procurement, construction, maintenance, and project management ("EPC") business, 

However, its outcome will likely have a broad impact on other insureds throughout tL 

State, because it implicates the holdings of several California Supreme Court decisions, 

as well as transactions of corporations doing business in the State, This Court should 

permit United Policyholders to participate as arnicus curiae because of the importance of 

these issues, United Policyholders’ appearance as amicus curiae herein will assist the 

Court because United Policyholders can provide the Court with its perspective on, and 

expertise in, the substantive issues before the Court, 



For the foregoing reasons, United Policyholders respectfully requests that the 

Court grant this application for leave to appear as amicus curiae and file the 

accompanying brief in support of Fluor. 

THE NATURE OF UNITED POLICYHOLDERS’ INTEREST 

United Policyholders is a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization founded in California 

in 1991 that is a voice and an information resource for insurance consumers throughout 

the United States. United Policyholders advances the interests of individual and 

commercial insureds with regard to every type of insurance product with a focus on fair 

claim practices. Grants, donations, and volunteers support its work. United 

Policyholders does not accept funding from insurance companies. 

United Policyholders’ work is divided into three program areas: Roadmap to 

Recovery’TM (disaster recovery and claim help), Roadmap to Preparedness (insurance and 

financial literacy and disaster preparedness), and Advocacy and Action (advancing pro-

consumer laws and public policy). United Policyholders hosts a library of tips, sample 

forms and articles about commercial and personal lines insurance products, coverage, and 

the claims process at www.uphelp.org . 

State insurance regulators, academics, and journalists throughout the United States 

routinely seek United Policyholders’ input on insurance and legal matters. United 

Policyholders has been appointed for six consecutive years as an official consumer 

representative to the National Association of Insurance Commissioners. 
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United Policyholders has sought to assist courts as amicus curiae in more than 300 

cases throughout the United States. Arguments from its arnicus curiae briefs have been 

considered by this Court in numerous cases, including a prior amicus brief filed in 

support of Fluor in the first Petition for Review granted by the Supreme Court in related 

case No, 196592,1  as well as TRB Investments, Inc. v. Fireman’s Fund Insurance Co. 

(2006)40 Cal.4th 19; Vandenburg v. Superior Court (1999)21 Cal.4th 815; Watts 

Industries, Inc. v. Zurich American Insurance Co. (Ct. App. 2004) 18 Cal. Rptr.3d 61; 

and Julian v. Hartford Underwriters ins. Co. (2005) 35 Cal,4th 747. United 

Policyholders also has appeared numerous times as amicus curiae in the United States 

Supreme Court, (See e.g. Metro. Life Ins. Co. v. Glenn (2008) 554 U.S. 105; Stale Farm 

Miii. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Campbell (2003) 538 U. S. 408; Humana, Inc. v. Forsyth, supra, 

525 [J. S. at p. 314.) 

United Policyholders has an ongoing interest in the issue presented here, and it has 

been an active litigant with respect to this and other insurance coverage issues before the 

appellate courts of California and other states. Accordingly, although United 

Policyholders is not a party in interest in this matter, issues regarding the right of insureds 

to engage in corporate transactions without fear of inadvertently sacrificing insurance 

coverage for losses that happened long before are of substantial and direct concern to 

A copy of the prior arnicus curiae brief, entitled "United Policyholders’ Amicus Curiae 
Letter in Support of Petition for Review in Fluor Corporation, et al. v. Superior Court of the Stale 
of California, County of Orange (Hartford Accident & Indemnity Company), S 196592 (Petition 
Filed Sept. 19, 2011)," which was filed on October 12, 2011, is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 
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United Policyholders. United Policyholders respectfully requests that its views be 

considered by this Court in considering the instant petition. 

INTRODUCTION 

This case demonstrates insurers’ attempts to use anti-assignment clauses to escape 

their policy obligations long after the occurrence of injury-causing events for which their 

insureds are held liable. Two distinct types of businesses are at the heart of the 

transaction that Hartford Accident & Indemnity Company now attempts to exploit 

Fluor’s longstanding, core EPC business and A. T. Massey Coal Company, an unrelated 

coal mining business that Fluor acquired in 1981. The two businesses were operated 

independently during Fluor’s ownership, and were formally separated again as a result of 

a ’reverse spin-off’ in 2000. Each business was separately insured before they became 

affiliated, while they were affiliated, and since the spin-off. This case involves the 

insurer’s effort to cut off coverage for claims arising out of the EPC business under the 

policies purchased to cover claims and liabilities arising out of the EPC business, based 

on a clause in those policies prohibiting assignment of the policies without the insurer’s 

consent. Although Hartford characterizes the reverse spin-off as "anything but routine,"  

I [artlord’s attempt to deprive Fluor of coverage is just one example of insurer attempts to 

use the anti-assignment clause to place form over substance in order to evade payment for 

liabilities arising from risks that they have underwritten and for which they have been 

paid substantial premiums 
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This case has broad implications for California insureds, If Hartford, and insurers 

like it, succeed in obtaining veto power over the corporate structure of California 

insureds, it would directly contradict one of the most basic precepts of California’s 

insurance coverage law: that an insurer may not place its own interests ahead of those of 

its insured. Insurers that seek to escape their policy obligations by invoking anti-

assignment clauses based on a variety of corporate structure changes are placing their 

own interests in not paying claims above the insured’s interest in obtaining insurance 

proceeds after a transaction that has no effect on the risk that the insurer underwrote. 

This is contrary to California law and the sound public policy underlying California 

Insurance Code section 520. 

Hartford focuses on, but does not restrict, its argument to Fluor’s reverse spin-off 

situation. More broadly, many insurers have sought to avoid paying insurance proceeds 

based on a wide variety of corporate forms and reorganization processes. The purported 

types of concerns raised by Hartford and other insurers are not caused by assignments, 

carry little weight, or are already addressed by other sections of standard insurance 

policies. Thus, California courts should not countenance an insurer’s attempt to place 

those concerns over the important interest of the insured in being covered for the very 

liabilities for which it bought insurance. 

California insurance Code section 520, like the laws of many other states, provides 

that anti-assignment clauses are not effective if the "loss" has already occurred. Under 

policies like the ones that Hartford sold here, this "loss" happens at the time of the injury 

giving rise to the claim. When an assignment happens after the "loss" has occurred, it 
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does not alter the nature of the risk insured against. For this fundamental reason, the 

majority of courts hold that an anti-assignment clause is not applicable to bar coverage 

for losses that already have taken place. 

If Hartford and other insurers could refuse to allow assignments after a loss, 

insureds would face an untenable choice: either forfeit substantial amounts of insurance 

that they purchased over years of existence, or allow their insurers to dictate how, when, 

and in what form they will organize their corporations. This would undoubtedly have a 

chilling effect on the decisions of businesses in this State. Because Hartford’s position is 

inconsistent with California law and the public policy codified in section 520, it should 

be rejected by this Court. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

United Policyholders hereby adopts and incorporates the Statement of Facts 

provided in Fluor’s opening brief. (See Petitioner’s Opening Brief on the Merits, 

hereafter Op. Br,, filed March 12, 2013, at pp. 3-18.) 



ARGUMENT 

I. AN INSURER MAY NOT PLACE ITS OWN INTERESTS AHEAD OF ITS 
POLICYHOLDER’S 

It is long-established law in California that an insurance company may not put its 

own interest ahead of that of its policyholders. (See, e.g., Nike, Inc. v. Atlantic Mut. Ins. 

Co. (N.D.Cal. 1983) 578 F.Supp. 948, 949, 951; Egan v. Mut. of Omaha Ins. Co. (1979) 

24 Cal.3d 809, 818-19, 620 P.2d 141; AuroraS.A. v. Poizner (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 

1437, 1446,) The rationale for this rule is that insurance companies know that people, 

and companies, purchase insurance to manage risk - or, in simpler terms, to obtain 

"peace of mind and security." (Egan. 24 Cal.3d at p. 809; see also Cates Constr., inc. v. 

Talbot Partners (1999) 21 CaL4th 28, 44.). Hartford’s proposed rule would destroy that 

peace of mind and security, and upset the risk transfer that took place years ago, when the 

insured paid the initial insurance premiums. 2  

11. CALIFORNIA INSURANCE CODE SECTION 520 PRESERVES 
HARTFORD’S LEGITIMATE INTERESTS IN THE EVENT OF AN 
ASSIGNMENT OF INSURANCE BENEFITS 

In its briefs, Hartford urges this Court to effectively ignore section 520, 

erroneously contending that, if California courts were to allow policyholders to assign 

insurance benefits for losses that already have occurred, Hartford, and insurers like it, 

would face increased insurance risks, (Hartford’s Answer Brief on the Merits, hereafter 

2 	In this case, Hartford also collected several million dollars of "retrospective premiums" 
from Fluor a/lcr the reverse spinoff, in exchange for continuing to recognize Fluor’s rights to 
claim the benefits of its insurance policies for losses that happened years earlier. (See Op. Br., at 
pp. 10-11.) 
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Ans. Br., filed June 10, 2013, at pp. 37-41,) At bottom, Hartford’s quarrel is with the 

public policy choice already made by the legislature. In any event, the so-called "risks" 

Hartford conjures do not justify allowing Hartford to prioritize its own concerns over its 

insureds’ rights to payment, much less to avoid the limitation placed on anti-assignment 

clauses by the statute, Therefore, California law should not grant Hartford the type of 

sweeping authority it seeks, for itself and insurers like it, to unilaterally veto corporate 

transactions, 

A. 	California Insurance Code Section 520 Addresses the Concerns 
Hartford Raises 

California Insurance Code section 520 satisfies Hartford’s legitimate interests. 

Because, as Fluor describes, the term "loss" in section 520 means the "happening of the 

insured event," the losses for which Hartford must pay all happened decades ago during 

the policy periods of its policies. (See Op. Br. at pp.  30-38; accord Ex. 1 [United 

Policyholders’ Amicus Curiae Letter in Support of Petition for Review, filed October 12, 

20111.) Thus, by the time the reverse spin-off happened in 2000, the losses had occurred. 

Section 520 protects Hartford from any pre-loss assignment, and therefore addresses 

Hartford’s interest in avoiding liability for unknown risks that it did not underwrite. 

Contrary to Hartford’s contentions, the reverse spin-off did not create any additional risk 

of loss, beyond the very losses that Hartford agreed to underwrite and which already had 

arisen during the 1971-1986 policy periods. 



Weighing these considerations in jurisdictions with significant commercial and 

insurance interests, courts have refused to enforce anti-assignment clauses for post-loss 

transfers, explaining that they impose no additional risk of loss on an insurer, 3  

For example, the New York Appellate Division refused to enforce an anti-

assignment clause in a case involving third-party product liability claims because "all of 

the underlying plaintiffs’ product sale and exposure allegations show that the potential 

liabilities in question arose before the transfer." ArrowoodIndem. Co. v. Atl. Mut. Ins. 

Co. (N.Y.App.Div. 2012) 96 A.D.3d 693, 694-95.) Thus, the insurer could not claim that 

its risk was increased. (Ibid.) The court explained that the successor insured was only 

seeking coverage "to the extent of the risk that Travelers contracted to undertake" those 

claims that potentially implicated the predecessor’s products. (Ibid.) The same is true 

here. (See also Viking Pump, Inc. v. Century Indem. Co. (Del. Ch. 2009)2 A.3d 76, 103 

["although insurers have a legitimate interest in protecting themselves against additional 

liabilities the insurer did not contract to cover, once the insured-against loss has occurred, 

there is no issue of an insurer having to insure against additional risk. Rather, in that 

circumstance, the only question is who the insurer will pay for the loss."]; 

Wehi Constructors, Inc v Assui Co ofAin (Ky. 2012) 384 S W 3d 680, 683 ["after an 

insured loss that gives rise to the insurer’s liability, the insurer’s risk cannot be increased 

by a change in the identity of the party to whom payment is to be made"]; Egger v. Gulf 

Ins. Co. (2006) 588 Pa. 287, 304 [affirming the lower court’s holding that the actual 

As Fluor points out, this appears to be the majority rule (Petitioner’s Reply Brief on the 
Merits, filed August 1, 2013, at pp  13-15 
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injury, not a jury’s verdict, constituted the "loss" and therefore the policies’ anti-

assignment clause was unenforceable, because the "assignment changed only the identity 

of the party who was entitled to recover" under the policy]; In re Ambassador Ins. Co. 

(2008) 184 Vt. 408, 415 ["An insurer has a legitimate interest in deciding whether to 

allow assignment of rights under an insurance policy because the identity of the insured 

determines the risk to the insurer. In contrast, once an event occurs that triggers an 

insurer’s liability, ’the insurer’s risk cannot be increased by a change in the insured’s 

identity.’" citation omitted].) 

Illinois has adopted an even stronger rule, holding that the insurer’s risk is fully 

defined as soon as the policy is executed. As the Illinois Court of Appeals has stated, 

while an insurer does have "the right to the benefit it anticipates from the character, credit 

and substance of the party with which it contracted," and an anti-assignment clause 

protects an insurer from the risk of those factors changing, such a risk disappears as soon 

as "an insurance policy has been executed," (Illinois Tool Works, Inc. v. Commerce & 

Indus. Ins. Co. (Ill. App. Ct. 2011) 962 N.E.2d 1042, 1053 [citations omitted].) "Once 

the policy is executed, the risks are set. Whether a named insured or an assignee claims 

coverage or defense for the occurrences/risks covered by the policy, those risks remain 

the same." (id, at p. 1054.) Illinois Tool Works held that the insurer could not use an 

anti-assignment clause to avoid payment because the policy was fully executed and 

because the loss, environmental contamination, took place before the assignment. (Id. at 

p. 1055.) 
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Hartford’s argument that a post-loss assignee of coverage benefits may not comply 

with a policy’s notice and cooperation provisions completely misses the rationale 

explained by the courts above, and certainly does not trump the policy enacted by the 

California legislature in section 520. The important factor in this analysis turns on the 

nature of the loss that was insured to begin with, not the corporate form of the insured. 

Here, in order to activate any of Hartford’s policies, the relevant injuries must have 

occurred between 1971 and 1986. As discussed above, the acts and events surrounding 

such injuries in this time period do not change because of an assignment years later. 

Sidestepping this core issue, Hartford insists that it must be given veto power over 

assignments, because the assignee "may not be as effective in assisting the insurer in the 

defense of underlying claims." (Ans. Br. at 39.) Those actions, however, could be 

caused by any change in management or staffing in a company, without any changes to 

its name or corporate structure and without any assignment taking place. There is 

nothing unique about an assignment that creates this risk, and therefore nothing would be 

gained by letting Hartford void coverage because of the assignment�except a windfall 

for Hartford, which would not have to pay losses it underwrote. Moreover, every 

assignee has a strong incentive to ensure it is capable of fulfilling its obligation to 

cooperate with the insurer and defend the losses it assumed. If the assignee cannot fulfill 

these duties, then it risks the very coverage it obtained through the transfer. As Hartford 

acknowledges, insurers can defend themselves with the notice and cooperation clauses in 

their policies. (See ibid.) They do not also need to restrict assignments 
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Hartford’s other presumed concern�that it would have to pay for "multiple 

defenses"�is a red herring. (See Id. at pp. 37-39,) An assignment does not create two 

insureds, because the first insured can no longer claim a right to the benefits it assigned; 

The idea that an insurer would have to defend both the transferor and the 
transferee for the same risk is not sound. If the right to a defense has been 
transferred to a successor, the transferor no longer has that right. The right 
cannot both be transferred and retained," 

(Ill. Tool Works, supra 962 N.E.2d at p.  1034 [citation omitted].) 

Therefore, assignments of coverage benefits for losses that already have happened 

cannot "greatly expand potential coverage for insureds never contemplated in the 

policies." (See Id. at p. 39.) Once a loss has occurred, that risk cannot be changed by a 

subsequent assignment. The coverage to which Hartford agreed was not expanded, as 

Fluor’s brief explains, since its EPC businesses and mining business bought and seek 

coverage under separate insurance for these two separate risks from their respective 

insurers, just as they always have done, (Op. Br. at pp. 5, 10, fn. 3.) 

Thus, Hartford’s interest in avoiding payment for losses relating to the specific 

EPC risks that it agreed to insure forty years ago is not a legitimate one. It must fall 

when compared with policyholders’ strong interests in reorganizing in the manner they 

choose and receiving the insurance proceeds for which they have paid. (Egan, supra, 24 

Cal,3d at pp.  818-19.) 

B. 	Hartford’s Proposed Approach Would Unfairly Restrict California 
Businesses 

In contrast to Hartford’s purported concerns, which numerous courts have 

rejected, insureds have a strong interest in being able to do business without an insurance 
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company having veto power over their corporate transactions, Company X seeking to 

buy the assets of Company Y should be confident that Company Y’s potential liabilities 

for losses already incurred by Company Y remain covered by Company Y’s pre-existing 

liability insurance. If not, Company Y will not have insurance, and Company X will not 

have insurance for losses already incurred before it bought Company Y, and the insurer 

will have used the anti-assignment clause as a type of "escape" clause, which also 

contravenes California law. (See, e.g., CSE Ins. Grp. v. Northbrook Prop. & Cas. Co. 

(1994)23 CaLApp.4th 1839, 1845,29 Cal.Rptr. 2d 120 [citations omitted].) 4  

Under Hartford’s theory, most corporate transactions would give insurers the 

power to nullify any coverage for historical "occurrences" like asbestos and 

environmental contamination. Neither old nor new entities would be able to claim 

coverage. Hartford attempts to minimize this by claiming that a reverse spin-off is 

"anything but routine" (Ans. Br. at 41), but Hartford’s proposed analysis could terminate 

insurance rights in many types of corporate transactions. It could apply, for example, to 

the creation of any closely related entity and resulting transfer of a subsidiary into or 

beneath its ownership structure. Insureds cannot, and should not, be forced to rely on 

insurers to approve all corporate transactions for fear that an insurer might otherwise find 

’I 	California "public policy disfavors ’escape’ clauses, whereby coverage purports to 
evaporate in the presence of other insurance." (CSE, supra, 23 Cal.App.4th at p. 1845.) Here, 
there is no "other insurance" at issue, so insurers’ efforts to use the anti-assignment clause to 
escape’ their obligations ought to be even more disfavored. In addition California courts will 

not sanction a construction of the insurer’s language that will defeat the very purpose or object of 
the insurance (Osborne v Sec Ins Co (1957) 155 Cal App 2d 201 [citations omitted] ) 
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an excuse to avoid its coverage obligations. As discussed below, this is not merely a 

hypothetical concern. 

Insurers have shown that they will challenge almost any form of corporate change 

to try to avoid paying their policy obligations .5  For example, in Viking, liability insurers 

resisted payment based on assignments relating to historic long-tail liabilities like the 

ones Fluor faces here. The parent company, Houdaille Industries, Inc., had acquired and 

merged with the companies that owned the pump manufacturing businesses known as 

Warren Pumps and Viking Pump. (Viking, supra, 2 A.3d at p. 91.) Later, the company 

managers created new corporations, referred to by the court as "New Warren" and "New 

Viking." New Warren was independent, and New Viking was sold to another company. 

(Id. atp.95.) 

No reverse spin-off occurred in Viking - the corporate transaction in that case was 

routine." And yet, several of the liability insurers that had initially insured the Warren 

and Viking pump manufacturing businesses argued, as Hartford does here, that they were 

not responsible for asbestos claims relating to that manufacturing business and based on 

occurrences during their policy periods. They claimed that "the assignments to New 

Warren and New Viking are void because the Excess Insurers did not consent to the 

assignments." (Id. at p.  103.) The court disagreed, holding that "to the extent that the 

Excess Insurers seek to use anti-assignment clauses to bar the transfer of claims based 

Even non-corporate assignments are not safe. In Egger, a tort defendant company 
assigned its excess liability insurance rights to the estate of an injured plaintiff. (Egger, supra, 
588 Pa. at pp.  3 03-04.) The insurer argued unsuccessfully that the assignment was void because 
the insurer had not consented to it. (Id. at pp.  288-91). 
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upon liabilities that Houdaille already had, those clauses are not enforceable under New 

York law," (Ibid.) 

Similarly, in Illinois Tool Works, the policyholder had "entered into an agreement 

with [the old company] for the purchase and sale of assets and stock," (Ill. Tool Works, 

supra, 962 N.E.2d at p. 1045,) The insurers argued that an anti-assignment clause barred 

the new insured from obtaining any coverage for pollution that had "occurred well before 

the assignment in 1998," (Ibid.) Here, too, because the assignment took place after the 

policy had been executed and after the environmental contamination at issue had 

occurred, the court held that the insurer had a duty to defend its insured, (ibid.) 

Finally, in Arrowood, a company known as St. Louis Flavors Corp. had operated a 

flavorings business, and another company, known as Kerry, Inc. 6  "purchased virtually all 

of St. Louis’s assets under an Asset Purchase Agreement dated December 4, 2002." 

(Arrowood, supra, 96 A.D.3d at 694.) "In several underlying actions, the plaintiffs 

allege[d] personal injuries arising from exposure to St. Louis’s products, and allege[d] 

tortious conduct by Kerry on a de facto merger or continuation theory." (ibid.) The 

insurer argued that, because its consent was not given, Kerry could not claim coverage 

under the policies. (ibid.) The court disagreed, finding that the "lack of [the insurer’s] 

consent. . . is unimportant, as all of the underlying plaintiffs’ product sale and exposure 

allegations show that the potential liabilities in question arose before the transfer, and as 

such, [the insurer] cannot claim that its risk increased,"( Id. at pp.  694-95.) 

6 	The plaintiff insureds in Arrowood were "Kerry, Inc. and Mastertaste, Inc. (collectively, 
Kerry)." Arrowood, supra, 96 A.D.3d at p.  694.) 
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The court rejected the insurer’s argument that the "loss" arose after the sale to 

Kerry because the underlying plaintiffs sued after that date, (Id. at p. 695.) The court 

also rejected the insurer’s argument that, "balancing St. Louis and Kerry’s relative pre-

acquisition sizes, Kerry’s larger size necessarily translates to a greater potential risk," 

(Ibid.) The court observed that, because Kerry was "only seeking a defense from [the 

insurer] to the extent of the risk that [the insurer contracted to undertake�those claims 

that potentially implicate St. Louis’s products," the insurer "was exposed to no additional 

risk, (Ibid. [citations omitted].) The court held that the insurance benefits transferred to 

Kerry, either under the asset purchase agreement or "by operation of law," and affirmed 

the lower court’s grant of the insured’s summary judgment motion, holding that the 

insurer had a duty to defend Kerry against the underlying lawsuits. (Id. at pp.  694-95.) 

These cases demonstrate insurers’ efforts to avoid their coverage obligations by 

using anti-assignment clauses in connection with a variety of corporate transactions. The 

chilling effect on business is obvious if Hartford and other liability insurers are able to 

escape all coverage for historic long-tail claims by virtue of any policyholder’s corporate 

reorganization. Every ycar, countless companies change their corporate structure for 

important business reasons. Hampering this vital activity by allowing insurers to use a 

corporate transaction to escape policy obligations once they know the extent of their 

liability would be bad public policy. What is more, it would allow insurers to place their 

interests above those of their insureds, in contravention of well-established California 

law.  
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CONCLUSION 

Insurers should not be allowed to put their interests ahead of the legitimate 

business interests of insureds, as Hartford seeks to do here. If allowed, it would result in 

a true forfeiture of coverage and give a windfall to insurers. Those insurers could escape 

the obligations of their contracts after collecting premiums for decades, by refusing to 

pay any policy proceeds when their insureds made any changes to their corporate 

structure. This result would be unfair, violate California insurance law, and constitute 

bad public policy. For all the foregoing reasons, this Court should reverse the judgment 

below and enter the rulings requested by Fluor on page 46 of its opening brief. 

DATED: September 3, 2013 	DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO LLP 

(fl 
By: 

Kirk A. Pasich 
Attorneys for Arnicus Curiae 
United Policyholders 
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