IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE
STATE OF FLORIDA

CASE NO: 65,873

MARYLAND CASUALTY COMPANY,
B.T.A. PIPELINE, INC., and
SEAN FRANKLIN KINGMAN,

Petitioners,
vs.

RELIANCE INSURANCE COMPANY
and BOB SALMON, INC.,

Respondents.

PETITIONERS' REPLY BRIEF ON THE MERITS

ROSEMARY COONEY

PAXTON, CROW, BRAGG & AUSTIN, P.A.
The Barristers Building

1615 Forum Place, Suite 500

West Palm Beach, Florida 33401
(305) 684-2121
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Finally, under Section 57.105, Florida Statutes,
Petitioners would be entitled to an award of attorney's fees|
There was no justiciable issue that the insurance coverage
afforded fhe Respondent/lessor was’primary, that the
Respondents had a duty to defend the Petitioners and that
Respondent insurer owed Petitioner insurer reimbursement
for property damage paid brior to determining the existence
of lessor's insurance coverage pursuant to the above

mentioned statutes.
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