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Overview

 The duty to defend.

 Consequences of breaching the duty.

 Withdrawing from the defense.

 Insufficient limits to resolve all claims.

 Practice pointers.

© 2019 Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 6



The Duty To Defend

 CG 00 01: The insurer has the “right and duty to defend” against any 
“suit” seeking covered damages.
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The Duty To Defend

How to determine if a defense is owed:

 4 corners/8 corners rule (4 corners of complaint, and 4 
corners of the policy).  See, e.g., GuideOne Elite Ins. 
Co. v. Fielder Road Baptist Church, 197 S.W.3d 305 
(Tex. 2011).

 If the complaint against the insured alleges facts that 
are within, or potentially within, the scope of the 
coverage, a defense is owed. See, e.g., City of 
College Station, Tex. v. Star Ins. Co., 735 F.3d 332, 
336 (5th Cir. 2013).
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The Duty To Defend: 
Extrinsic Evidence 

 Some jurisdictions allow extrinsic evidence to be used to 
establish an insurer’s duty to defend. E.g., Hartford Cas. 
Ins. Co. v. Merchs. & Farmers Bank, 928 So.2d 1006, 1010 
(Ala. 2005); Talen v. Emp’rs Mut. Cas. Co., 703 N.W.2d 395, 
405 (Iowa 2005). See Elliott v. Hanover Ins. Co., 711 A.2d 
1310, 1312 (Me. 1998); Weber v. Chi. Title Ins. Co. of Or., 7 
P.3d 714, 716 (Or. Ct. App. 2000).

 Some jurisdictions allow extrinsic evidence to be used to 
establish that an insurer has no duty to defend.  E.g., 
Kepner v. Western Fire Ins. Co., 509 P.2d 222, 224 (Ariz. 
1973); Waller v. Truck Ins. Exchange, Inc., 
900 P. 2d. 619, 628 (Cal. 1995).
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The Duty To Defend

 When is the duty to defend not triggered?

 Duty to defend cannot be based on speculation as to 
claims that could have been brought.  

 E.g., implied allegations do not give rise to duty to defend. Storek v. Fidelity & 
Guar. Ins. Underwriters, Inc., 504 F. Supp. 2d 803, 811 (N.D. Cal. 2007) 
(rejecting insureds’ “tortured, if imaginative” reading of the cross-complaint 
against them, which contained no allegations of defamation and no cause of 
action for defamation, and finding there was no potential for liability for 
personal injury on a defamation theory).  

 Duty to defend should be based on the actual allegations, 
not the titles or claims assigned by the plaintiff.

 E.g., cause of action for “negligence,” but allegations based only on intentional 
conduct. Allen v. Cont’l Western Ins. Co., 436 S.W.3d 548, 553 (Mo. 2014) 
(holding the duty to defend arises based on facts alleged against the insured 
or known to the insurer).
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The Duty To Defend: 
Mixed Claims
 Allocation/Recoupment of defense costs for uncovered claims. 

 Permitting allocation/recoupment – generally allowed if set forth in policy and
insurer has reserved the right to reimbursement.

 Insurer cannot seek reimbursement of defense costs that simultaneously benefit covered 
and uncovered claims unless specifically provided for in the policy; however, insurer can 
recover defense costs solely allocable to claims that were never potentially covered, 
provided the insurer specifically reserved its right to reimbursement in writing. See Buss v. 
Superior Court, 16 Cal. 4th 35, 49-50 (Cal. 1997).

 Insurer has no right to recoupment of defense costs for uncovered claims unless there is 
an express agreement in the policy. See Shoshone First Bank v. Pacific Employers Ins. 
Co., 2 P.3d 510, 514 (Wyo. 2000).

 Insurer paid for defense based on circuit court’s erroneous finding that it had a duty to do 
so. When the Court of Appeals reversed, it held the insurer was entitled to reimbursement 
of defense fees. Steadfast Ins. Co. v. Caremark Rx, Inc., 869 N.E.2d 910, 914 (Ill. App. 
Ct. 2007).

 Rejecting allocation/recoupment.

 Where an insurer is obligated  to defend, it is not entitled to reimbursement. See T.H.E. 
Ins. Co. v. Larsen Intermodal Servs., 242 F.3d 667, 677 (5th Cir. 2001) (applying 
Louisiana law).
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Breach Of The Duty To Defend: 
Consequences
 What happens if an insurer breaches its duty to defend?

 Loss of control over defense/settlement. 

 Cannot assert breach of policy conditions.  See Gallagher v. Dupont, 918 
So.2d 342, 347-48 (Fla. Ct. App. 2005) (When the insurer wrongfully refuses 
to defend, it “cannot be allowed to rely upon a contractual provision prohibiting 
the insured from settlement of the claim…”); Miller v. Shugart, 316 N.W.2d 
729, 734 (Minn. 1982) (insureds did not breach their duty to cooperate with the 
insurer, which was then contesting coverage, by settling directly with the 
plaintiff where insurer denied duty to defend).

 Cannot challenge reasonableness of defense expenses. See Liberty Mut. Ins. 
Co. v. Black & Decker Corp., 383 F.Supp.2d 200, 210 (D. Mass. 2004) (An 
insurer that “wrongly declines to defend” “cannot claim prejudice in the form of 
billing format or litigation practices that do not meet its standards, since it 
could have assumed the defense and imposed those standards.”).

 Estoppel 

 Coverage. See Capstone Bldg. Corp. v. Am. Motorists Ins. Co., 67 A.3d 961, 
994 (Conn. 2013) (“insurer is estopped from contesting actual liability for 
settled claims for which the insurer wrongly denied defense.”); Farmers Union 
Mut. Ins. Co. v. Staples, 90 P.3d 381, 388 (Mont. 2004) (insurer that 
unjustifiably refused duty to defend is estopped from denying coverage).
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Breach Of The Duty To Defend: 
Consequences
 Consequential damages:

 Attorney’s fees in underlying action.

 Attorney’s fees in action establishing duty (followed by approx. 
50% of states).

 Morrison v. Swenson, 142 N.W.2d 640, 647 (Minn. 1966) 
(recognizing the exception to the general rule that attorney’s fees 
in DJ action are recoverable when an insurer breaches its duty to 
defend).

 Mesmer v. Maryland Auto. Ins. Fund, 725 A.2d 1053, 1064 (Md. 
1999) (damages include attorney’s fees in defending the 
underlying tort action and attorney’s fees “in a separate contract 
or declaratory judgment action if such action is filed to establish 
that there exists a duty to defend.”).

 Excess judgment, if breach was in bad faith.
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The Duty To Defend: 
Protections For The Insured

 Burden of proof.

 Policy wording ambiguities.

 Any doubt as to what is alleged.

 Covered and uncovered claims.

 Frivolous claims.  

© 2019 Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 14



When Can An Insurer 
Withdraw From The Defense?

 Investigation reveals the claims are not covered.

 Covered claims are resolved by settlement or 
final judgment.

 Exhaustion of limits, if stated in policy.

 Insured waives right to defense.

 Practice Pointer: Notice that the insurer may 
withdraw from the defense should be given to 
the insured in a reservation of rights.  
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ALI Restatement:
Terminating The Duty To Defend
 The American Law Institute Restatement of the Law, Liability Insurance 

– Proposed Final Draft No. 2 (April 13, 2018), approved May 22, 2018.

§ 18. Terminating the Duty to Defend a Legal Action

An insurer’s duty to defend a legal action terminates only upon the occurrence of one or more of the 
following events: 

(1) An explicit waiver by the insured of its right to a defense of the action; 

(2) Final adjudication of the action; 

(3) Final adjudication or dismissal of parts of the action that eliminates any basis for coverage of any 
remaining parts of the action; 

(4) Settlement of the action that fully and finally resolves the entire action; 

(5) Partial settlement of the action, entered into with the consent of the insured, that eliminates any 
basis for coverage of any remaining parts of the action; 

(6) If so stated in the insurance policy, exhaustion of the applicable policy limits; 

(7) A correct determination by the insurer that it does not have a duty to defend the legal action under 
the rules stated in § 13; or 

(8) Final adjudication that the insurer does not have a duty to defend the action. 
© 2019 Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP 16



Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Declaratory Judgment Action

 There is no “requirement that an insurer ask the 
permission of a trial court before withdrawing from a 
defense, once the insurer has determined” there is no 
potential for coverage. However, it may be “prudent” to 
obtain a DJ “before unilaterally withdrawing from a 
defense.” Ringler Assoc. Inc. v. Maryland Cas. Co., 80 
Cal.App.4th 1165, 1192 (Cal. Ct. App. 2000). 

 Havens & Emerson v. Aetna Casualty & Sur. Co., No. 
234698, 1994 Ohio App. LEXIS 2058 at *13 (Ohio Ct. 
App. May 12, 1994) (“While it is certainly a better 
practice for an insurance company to file a declaratory 
judgment action where there is a question of defense, 
courts are unable under our system of jurisprudence to 
require that a lawsuit be filed.”).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Investigation Reveals No Covered 
Claims
 If insurer accepts a defense where the complaint is vague as to 

potentially covered claims, and investigation later confirms there are 
no covered claims, insurer may subsequently withdraw from the 
defense. 

 E.g., Complaint alleges property damage, but is silent as to when the 
property damage happened.  Insurer’s investigation reveals the property 
damage happened before the policy period began, so there is no coverage. 

 Capoferri v. Allstate Ins. Co., 322 So. 2d 625, 627 (Fla. Ct. App. 1975) (“The 
company is entitled to a reasonable time in which to investigate and determine 
whether it desires to avail itself of any defense that may be found to exist.”).

 Allegis Inv. Servs., LLC v. Arthur J. Gallagher & Co., No. 2:17CV515DAK, 2019 
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 33328at *23 (D. Utah March 1, 2019) (insurer may withdraw from 
defense in absence of court determination, provided “there is no proof of prejudice” 
to the insured).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Covered Claims Resolved 

 Final judgment and no further rights to appeal, or 
settlement.

 “[A]n insurer who undertakes an insured’s defense under a reservation 
of rights can withdraw its defense once all arguably covered claims have 
been dismissed with finality,” meaning until there are no further rights to 
appeal the potentially covered claims.  Meadowbrook, Inc. v. Tower Ins. 
Co., 559 N.W.2d 411, 416-17 (Minn. 1997).

 No “continuing duty to defend” after “the only arguably covered claim” 
against the insured was settled and dismissed.  Soc’y Ins. v. Bodart, 819 
N.W.2d 298, 300 (Wis. Ct. App. 2012).

 Court cautioned, this may not apply if the withdrawal would prejudice the 
insured’s defense of the remaining, non-covered claims or if the insurer has 
purported to settled the covered claims in bad faith.
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Withdrawing From The Defense:
Interpleader
 Insurer can interplead policy limits as a plaintiff or defendant, by counterclaim or 

cross-claim. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 22.

 Interpleader does not relieve insurer of duty – no “dump and run.” 

 Samply v. Integrity Ins. Co., 476 So.2d 79, 83-84 (Ala. 1985) (when an insurer is 
obligated to defend, it cannot avoid its duty by “tendering the amount of its policy limits 
into court without effectuating a settlement or obtaining the consent of the insured.”).

 Interpleader not allowed by some states. 

 See Aetna Ins. Co. v. Borrell-Bigby Electric Co., 541 So.2d 139, 141 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 
1989) (duty to defend “precludes an insurer from interpleading its policy limits and 
walking away from the defense of its insured, at either the trial or appellate level.”).  

 Interpleader protects insurer from bad faith in some states. 

 Missouri statute insulates insurer from bad faith liability if it files an interpleader action 
within 90 days of receiving a settlement demand if it continues to defend. See Mo. Rev. 
Stat. § 507.060.4. 

 Practice Pointer: An insured may argue by interpleading, the insurer gives up 
bargaining power that could otherwise obtain a better result for the insured. 1 
New Appleman Ins. Law Practice Guide § 6.09[5][a][iii][C] (2018).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits

 Policy language controls

 CG 00 01 – duty to defend ends when the applicable limit has been 
“used up” in the “payment of judgments or settlements”…
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits
 Withdrawal allowed

 "Exhausted" – American States Ins. Co. of Tex. v. Arnold, 930 S.W.2d 196, 
201 (Tex. App. 1996). 

 "Offering, tendering or paying" – Thompson v. Arbella Mut. Ins. Co., 1999 
Mass. Super. LEXIS 95 at *6-9 (Mass. Super. Ct. 1999).

 "Limit of liability has been offered or paid" – Novak v. Am. Fam. Mut. Ins. 
Co., 515 N.W.2d 504, 505-508 (Wis. Ct. App. 1994).

 Insurer tendered policy limit to insureds and policy did not provide for a 
separate duty to defend. Mt. Hawley Ins. Co. v. Mesa Med. Grp., PLLC, 267 
F. Supp. 3d 955, 960 (E.D. Ky. 2017).

 Only allowed where the insurer’s right to discontinue defense after paying 
the policy limit was expressly provided for in policy by clear and plain 
language. Brush Wellman, Inc. v. Certain Underwriters at Lloyds, London, 
No. 03-CVH-089, 2006 Ohio Misc. LEXIS 387 at *23 (Ohio Misc. Aug. 30, 
2006). 
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits

 Withdrawal not allowed

 “Paid”: Interpleading limits to court ≠ “satisfaction of an obligation”– Am. 
Standard Ins. Co. v. Basbagill, 775 N.E.2d 255, 259-60 (Ill. Ct. App. 
2002).

 Interplead remaining policy limits after excess verdict – Jenkins v. Ins. 
Co. of N. Am., 220 Cal. App. 3d 1481, 1490 (Cal. Ct. App. 1990).

 Interplead limits before insured's liability has been determined by 
judgment – Exchange Mut. Ins. Co. v. Geiser, 498 N.Y.S.2d 291, 293 
(N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1986).

 Exhaustion of the policy limits itself does not end the insurer’s duty to 
defend without obtaining a release of the insured. California Cas. Ins. 
Co. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 913 P.2d 505, 508-09 (Ariz. Ct. 
App. 1996); Brown v. Lumbermens Mut. Cas. Co., 326 N.C. 387 (N.C. 
1990); Weimer v. Ypparilau, 504 N.W.2d 333, 335 (S.D. 1993).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits

 An insurer may not settle a claim for more than it is reasonably 
worth to eliminate its duty to defend.

 In re E. 51st St. Crane Collapse Litig., 2010 N.Y. Misc. LEXIS 6310 at 
*11 (Sup. Ct. N.Y. Co. 2010) (rejecting insurer’s attempt to pay the entire 
policy limit to a claimant that suffered property damage in the early 
stages of discovery when there were multiple personal injury plaintiffs).

 Maguire v. Ohio Casualty Ins. Co., 412 Pa. Super. 59, 65-66 (Pa. Super. 
Ct. 1992) (“The exercise of good faith prevents an insurer from entering 
into a dubious release in order to quickly exhaust the limit of its liability to 
the insured.”).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits
 Loy release

 When excess insurance applies, primary settles in exchange for 
covenant not to hold insured liable for primary amounts to force excess 
to assume the defense.  Loy v. Bunderson, 320 N.W.2d 175, 189 (Wis. 
1982); Teigen v. Jelco of Wisc. Inc., 367 N.W.2d 806 (Wis. 1985).

 Drake v. Ryan release

 Primary settled for below its limit and plaintiff agreed to be responsible 
for the gap. Drake v. Ryan, 514 N.W. 2d 785 (Minn. 1994).

 But see JP Morgan Chase & Co. v. Indian Harbor Ins. Co., 98 A.D.3d 18, 25 
(N.Y. App. Div. 2012) (“reject[ing] the notion” that the insured absorbing the 
coverage gap means the primary carrier’s policy is “exhausted”).
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Withdrawing From The Defense: 
Exhaustion Of Policy Limits
 CG 26 21 10 91 (NY) – requires notification to insured if the limit of 

insurance is “likely to be used up in the payment of judgments or 
settlements…”
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Too Many Claimants, 
Not Enough Limits

 No national bright-line rule.

 3 general approaches.

 First-come, first-served (most common).

 Pro-rata.

 Interpleader.
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Too Many Claimants, 
Not Enough Limits

 First-come, first-served (e.g., IL, MA, MD, NY, PA, RI, TX).

 Voccio v. Reliance Ins. Co., 703 F.2d 1, 3 (1st Cir. 1983) (applying RI law) (permitting 
settlement with one claimant for 50% of policy limit when second claimant would not 
accept the other 50%, even though second claimant ultimately obtained excess 
verdict).

 In re Sept. 11 Litig., 723 F.Supp.2d 534, 542 (S.D.N.Y. 2010) (insurer has discretion to 
settle multiple claims on a first-come, first-served basis as long as it acts in good faith).

 U.S. Fire Ins. Co. v. Worcester Ins. Co., 821 N.E.2d 91, 94 (Mass. App. Ct. 2005) 
(insurer may settle with less than all claimants even if it exhausts the policy proceeds).

 Haas v. Mid America Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 35 Ill. App. 3d 993, 995-96 (Ill. App. Ct. 
1976) (as long as settlement is “in good faith” and “reasonable”).

28



Too Many Claimants, 
Not Enough Limits

 Pro-rata (e.g., FL, KY, MO, SC).

 Christleib v. Luten, 633 S.W.2d 139 (Mo. Ct. App. 1982) (pro-rata approach is 
warranted).

 Underwriters for Lloyds of London v. Jones, 261 S.W.2d 686 (Ky. 1953) 
(insurance proceeds distributed on a pro-rata basis following adjudication of 
multiple claims).

 Farinas v. Florida Farm Bureau General Ins. Co., 850 So.2d 555, 560-561 (Fla. 
Dist. Ct. App. 2003) (where multiple claims arise out of one accident, insurer may 
exercise discretion in how to settle claims and may choose to settle certain claims 
to the exclusion of others provided that the decision is reasonable and "in keeping 
with its good faith duty.").

 State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co. v. Hamilton, 326 F. Supp. 931, 936 (D. S.C. 1971) 
(“[W]here multiple claims have not been reduced to judgment and such claimants 
are entitled to participate in a common fund or are all creditors of a common 
debtor, equity will make prorated distribution of the fund among the creditors.”).
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Too Many Claimants, 
Not Enough Limits
 Interpleader (e.g., KS, AZ).

 Club Exch. Corp. v. Searing, 567 P.2d 1353, 1356 (Kan. 1977) (insurer can 
take three alternative courses of action when faced with competing claims in 
excess of policy limits).

 McReynolds v. Am. Commerce Ins. Co., 235 P.3d 278, 282 (Ariz. Ct. App. 
2010) (where available coverage is not adequate to resolve all claims, 
insurer can find a "safe harbor").

 Missouri statute insulates insurer from bad faith liability if it files an 
interpleader action within 90 days of receiving a settlement demand if it 
continues to defend. See Mo. Rev. Stat. § 507.060.4. 

 Boris v. Flaherty, 672 N.Y.S.2d 177, 180 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1998) ("[i]nterpleader 
actions, while not required in situations such as this, are to be encouraged 
as part of the duty of good faith of an insurer.").

 No “dump and run” - Mt. Hawley Ins. Co. v. Mesa Med. Grp., PLLC, 267 F. 
Supp. 3d 955, 960 (E.D. Ky. 2017).
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Too Many Insureds, 
Not Enough Limits

 Must resolve claims against all insureds

 Strauss v. Farmers Ins. Exchange, 26 Cal.App.4th 1017, 1021 (Cal. App. Ct. 1994) 
(insurer not obligated to pay demand for policy limits if it does not resolve liability for 
all its insureds). See also Brummett v. Am. Std. Ins. Co., 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
15300  at *31 (D. Kan. July 18, 2005) (citing Strauss).

 Williams v. Geico Cas. Co., 301 P.3d 1220, 1226 (Alaska 2013) (holding the insurer’s 
duty to defend runs to all insureds; “seeking a settlement to the benefit of one insured 
while leaving others open to liability could cause unfairness.”).

 May resolve claims against some insureds

 Pride Transp. v. Continental Cas. Co., 804 F. Supp. 2d 520, 526 (N.D. Tex. 2011) 
(insurer allowed to accept claimant's demand for policy limits to the exclusion of other 
insureds, even though duty to defend terminates upon payment of limits).

 Contreras v. U.S. Sec. Ins. Co., 927 So.2d 16, 21-22 (Fla. Ct. App. 2006) (after 
attempting, unsuccessfully, to settle with both insureds, the insurer was obligated to 
resolve claim against one insured within policy limits, even though the duty to defend 
the other insured ceased on payment of the policy limits).
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Duties To Non-Settling 
Claimants
 No duty to provide notice

 An insurer does not need to notify non-settling third parties of a proposed 
settlement. Arrow Exterminators, Inc. v. Zurich Am. Ins. Co., 136 F. Supp. 2d 
1340, 1355 (N.D. Ga. 2001).

 Claimants cannot complain that a settlement with other parties 
reduced/exhausted policy proceeds. See Peckham v. Continental Cas. Ins. Co., 
895 F.2d 830, 835 (1st Cir. 1990) (applying Mass. law) (“Claimants have no right 
to insist upon any punctilio in the insurer's observance, or not, of its obligations 
toward its insured.”).

 Duty to provide notice

 Insurer may owe a duty to claimants to notify them of proposed settlement 
negotiations. Haas v. Mid America Fire & Marine Ins. Co., 343 N.E. 2d 36, 38 (Ill. 
App. Ct. 1976).

 Notice to claimants can be a factor in whether insurer acted in good faith. Carter v. 
State Farm Mut. Auto., 33 S.W.3d 369, 371-72 (Tex. App. 2000).
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Practice Pointers For Insurers

 Advise the insured you reserve the right to withdraw from the defense.

 Check your policy language and your jurisdiction before withdrawing from 
the defense.

 Explain the problem of potential excess exposure to the insured early on 
and in writing.   

 Identify all claimants and potential claimants.

 Communicate with claimants.

 Conduct meaningful investigations and evaluations of the claims.  

 Advise/update the insured as claims are settled and limits are nearing 
exhaustion.

 Notify all excess insurers and keep them apprised of the investigation and 
settlement efforts.
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Practice Pointers For Insurers

 Consider immediately filing an interpleader action if the jurisdiction allows it.  
Deposit the money into court and continue defending until those funds are 
disbursed to claimants.  In some states, an insurer may file an interpleader 
to avoid a claim for bad faith.  Other courts do not allow an interpleader 
action in these circumstances. 

 Document the file well before filing a declaratory relief action or interpleader, 
as filing may result in a counterclaim for breach of contract and bad faith. 

 Consider the timing of withdrawing the defense. E.g.: Somerset Pac. LLC v. 
Tudor Ins. Co., No. 17-7099, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18223 (D. La. Feb. 5, 
2019) (denying summary judgment because a jury could find that 
withdrawal two months before trial was prejudicial to the insured). 

 Never artificially inflate the value of any claims, particularly the first claims 
that are made.  Do not overpay a claim with the intention of exhausting the 
limit as soon as possible to justify withdrawing from the defense.

34



Practice Pointers For Insurers

 Pay the limits to claimants to resolve claims and obtain releases of liability 
for the insured. Confirm you are paying the correct claimants.

 Atkinson v. Atkinson, 326 S.E.2d 206, 213 (Ga. 1985) (“An insurer’s duty to 
defend its insured is not satisfied when the insurer settles by paying its policy 
limits to the wrong party.”).

 If the policy limit has been paid and a subsequent, related action arises, the 
insurer may not have an obligation to defend.

 Johnson v. Cont’l Ins. Co., 202 Cal.App.3d 477 (Cal. Ct. App. 1988).

 An insurer may need to be cautious about the order in which settlements 
are paid when there is more than one claim invoking coverage.

 Stryker Corp. v. XL Ins. Am., Inc., 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 140216 (W.D. Mich. 
Aug. 17, 2018) (declining to dismiss insured’s bad faith claim arising out of an 
allegation that the insurer decided to pay one claim before another, to the insured’s 
detriment).
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Hinshaw’s 50-State Survey on the Duty to Defend:
https://insights.hinshawlaw.com/6/7/landing-pages/duty-to-defend--a-fifty-

state-survey-book-download-form.asp
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