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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
(FED. R. APpP. P. 26.1)

Travelers Property Casualty Company of America is a wholly owned
subsidiary of The Phoenix Insurance Company, which in turn is a wholly owned
subsidiary of The Travelers Indemnity Company. The Travelers Indemnity
Company is a wholly owned subsidiary of Travelers Insurance Group Holdings,
Inc., which in turn is a wholly owned subsidiary of Travelers Property Casualty
Corp. Travelers Property Casualty Corp. is a wholly owned subsidiary of The
Travelers Companies, Inc. |

No individual or corporation owns 10% or more of the stock of The

Travelers Companies, Inc.
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