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QUESTION PRESENTED 
Whether the Fifth Circuit correctly held that Cigna 

acted reasonably in adopting a particular interpreta-
tion of plan language under the totality of the circum-
stances, including the fact that Cigna’s interpretation 
was supported by longstanding and directly on-point 
judicial precedent. 
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RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 
 Cigna Healthcare of Texas, Inc.  is a wholly-owned 

subsidiary of HealthSource, Inc., which is a wholly-
owned subsidiary of Cigna Health Corporation. 

Cigna Health Corporation is a wholly-owned sub-
sidiary of Connecticut General Corporation. 

Connecticut General Corporation is a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Cigna Holdings Inc., which is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Cigna Holding Company, which is 
a wholly owned subsidiary of Cigna Corporation, which 
is publicly traded.  

No parent company and no publicly-traded compa-
ny owns more than 10 percent of Cigna Corporation’s 
stock. 
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