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Subprime and Credit Crisis-Related Lawsuits Settlements, Dismissals and Denials
Last Updated: April 20, 2012
I. Subprime and Credit Crisis-Related Securities Class Action Lawsuits

Table I: Securities Class Action Settlements

	Company
	Date
	Link
	Amount
	D&O Diary Post

	WSB Financial Group
	10/14/08
	Here
	$4.65 mm
	Here

	Luminent Mortgage Capital
	12/10/08
	Here
	$8 mm
	Here

	Merrill Lynch (Note 1)
	1/16/09
	Here
	$475 mm
	Here

	Coast Financial Holdings
	2/17/09
	Here
	$6.439 mm
	

	Beazer Homes
	5/5/09
	Here
	$30.5 mm
	Here

	RAIT Financial Trust
	5/26/09
	Here
	$32 mm
	Here

	American Home Mortgage Investment Corporation (Note 2)
	7/7/09
	Here
	$37.25 mm
	Here

	Accredited Home Lenders
	7/15/09
	Here
	$22 mm
	Here

	Merrill Lynch Bond Action
	8/21/09
	Here
	$150 mm
	Here

	Hovnanian Enterprises
	9/11/09
	Here
	$4 mm
	

	MoneyGram Corporation
	2/25/10
	Here
	$80 mm
	Here

	General Growth Properties
	3/10/2010
	Here
	$15.5 mm
	

	The Charles Schwab Corp.
	4/20/2010
	Here
	$235 mm (3) (Please Refer to Note  5)
	Here

	Countrywide Financial
	5/7/10
	Here
	$624 mm (4) (7)
	Here

	The PMI Group
	7/13/2010
	Here
	$31.25 mm
	Here

	New Century Financial Corp.
	7/30/10
	Here
	$124.827 mm
	Here

	Opteum
	8/4/10
	Here
	$2.35 mm
	

	Toll Brothers
	10/28/10
	Here
	$25 mm
	Here

	AMBAC
	12/9/2010
	Here
	$33 mm (6)
	Here 

	Popular, Inc.
	1/27/2011
	Here
	$37.5 mm
	Here

	JA Solar
	1/28/2011
	Here
	$4.5 mm
	

	Credit Suisse
	3/10/2011
	Here
	$70 mm
	Here

	Corus Bankshares
	5/17/2011
	Here
	$10 mm
	Here

	Oppenheimer Champion Income Fund/ Oppenheimer Core Bond Fund
	5/19/2011
	Here and Here
	$100 mm (8)
	Here

	Fidelity Ultra Short Bond Fund
	6/17/2011
	Here
	$7.5 mim
	

	BankUnited
	6/29/2011
	Here
	$3 mm
	Here

	Washington Mutual 
	6/30/2011
	Here, Here and Here
	$208.5 mm (9)
	Here

	Wells Fargo Mortgage-Backed Certificates
	7/6/2011
	Here
	$125 mm
	Here

	Levitt Corp.
	7/15/2011
	Here
	$1.95 mm
	

	NetBank
	7/27/2011
	Here
	$12.5 mm
	

	Wachovia Preferred Securities and Bond/Notes Litigation
	8/5/2011
	Here
	$627 mm
	Here

	National City Corporation
	8/8/2011
	Here
	$168 mm
	Here

	Colonial Bank
	8/12/2011
	Here
	$10.5 mm
	Here

	Lehman Brothers Holdings – Equity and Debt Holders Litigation
	8/24/2011
	Here/ Here
	$90 mm/$8.25 mm
	Here

	Prudential Financial 
	8/25/2011
	Here
	$16.5 mm
	

	MBIA
	9/6/2011
	Here
	$68 mm
	

	Lehman Brothers – Mortgage Backed Securities Litigation
	11/10/2011
	Here
	$40 mm
	

	Merrill Lynch Mortgage Backed Securities
	11/18/2011
	Here
	$315 mm
	

	Wachovia Equity Holders’ Action
	11/21/2011
	Here
	$75 million 
	

	Lehman Brothers/ Offering Underwriters
	12/2/2011
	Here
	$417 million
	

	E*Trade
	12/21/2011
	Here
	$79 million
	

	PFF Bancorp
	1/23/2012
	Here
	$8.25 million
	

	American Capital 
	2/9/2012
	Here
	$18 million 
	

	CIT Group
	3/13/2012
	Here
	$75 million
	

	Deutsche Bank Alt-A Securities
	3/26/2012
	Here
	$32.5 million
	

	Thornburg Mortgage (Note 11)
	4/16/2012
	Here
	$2 million
	


NOTES

1/ In addition to the $475 million securities class action settlement, Merrill Lynch also announced at the same time a $75 million settlement of the pending subprime-related ERISA settlement. 
2/ The $37.25 mm settlement consists of $24 mm payment by the company’s D&O insurers on behalf of the individual defendants (the company itself was in bankruptcy); a payment by Deloitte & Touche LLP in the amount of $4.75 mm; and a payment of $8.5 mm by certain offering underwriters. 

3/ On May 5, 2010, Charles Schwab announced that it had agreed to pay $35 million to settle the remaining state law claims, in addition to the previously announced $200 million it had agreed to pay to settle the federal securities law claims. 

4/ $624 mm settlement amount includes $24 mm from KPMG. 

5/  On November 8, 2010, Schwab moved to withdraw from the settlement, following a court ruling that the settlement did not include certain claims of claimants outside of California. A copy of the motion can be found here. On November 17, 2010, the parties filed a joint motion to amend the settlement, to reflect the parties’ amended understanding regarding the non-California class members’ California state law claims. Refer here for the joint motion and refer here for the amended stipulation. 
6/ The $33 million settlement consists of a settlement of $27.1 million on behalf of Ambac and its directors and officers and a separate $5.9 settlement on behalf of Ambac’s offering underwriters. 

7/ When the court approved the settlement, the aggregate settlement amount was reduced to $601.5 million, as the settlement agreement had been revised to provide a separate fund of $22.5 million to fund possible separate settlements of opt out actions. Refer here. 

8/ The total of $100 million was allocated $52.5 mm to the Champion Income Fund class and $47.5 million to the Core Bond Fund class. This settlement does not relate to the separate Oppenheimer  Rochester Funds consolidated cases. 

9/ The WaMu consolidated securities lawsuit settlement actually consisted of three separate settlements: a $105 mm settlement on behalf of the individual defendants; an $85 million settlement on behalf of the offering underwriter defendants; and an $18.5 million settlement on behalf of the company’s auditor. 

10/ The parties’ settlements in principle are subject to the agreement of the bankruptcy court to lift the stay to allow the insurers to fund the settlements, as well as court approval. The two settlements consist of an agreement to settle the consolidated equity and debt holders’ action for $90 million (refer here) and the separate action of New Jersey state officials for $8.25 million (refer here).
11/  The underwriter defendants were not a party to this settlement. 
 Table II: Securities Class Action Dismissals Granted
	Company 
	Date 
	Link
	With Prejudice?
	D&O Diary Post

	IndyMacBancorp
	11/29/07
	Here
	No (12), (19)
	Here

	New Century Financial Corp. 
	01/31/08
	Here
	No
	Here

	IndyMac Bancorp
	05/08/08
	Here
	No (12), (19)
	

	Standard Pacific
	05/18/08
	Here
	No
	Here

	NovaStar Financial 
	06/04/08
	Here
	Yes (7)
	Here

	First Home Builders of Florida
	09/20/08
	Here
	No
	Here

	Impac Mortgage Holdings
	10/6/08
	Here
	No
	Here

	Fremont General
	10/28/08
	Here
	No
	Here

	BankAtlantic Bancorp 
	12/11/08
	Here
	No (1)
	Here

	Centerline Holdings Company 
	1/12/09
	Here
	No (5)
	Here

	Impac Mortgage Holdings
	3/9/09
	Here
	Yes (18)
	Here

	Downey Financial Corp.
	3/18/09
	Here
	No (6)
	Here

	UBS Auction Rate Securities
	3/30/09
	Here
	No (17), (20)
	Here

	Radian Group
	4/9/09
	Here
	Yes (3)
	Here

	Washington Mutual (2)
	5/15/09
	Here
	No (9)
	

	PMI Group
	7/1/09
	Here
	No (10)
	Here

	CBRE Realty Finance
	7/29/09
	Here
	Yes (4), (38)
	

	Centerline Holding Company
	8/4/09
	Here
	Yes
	

	First Marblehead
	8/5/09
	Here
	Yes (4)
	Here

	Northern Trust Auction Rate Securities
	8/6/09
	Here
	Yes
	

	Downey Financial Corp.
	8/21/09
	Here
	Yes 
	

	Citigroup Auction Rate Securities
	9/11/09
	Here
	No (31)
	Here

	Raymond James Auction Rate Securities
	9/17/09
	Here
	No (24)
	Here

	The Blackstone Group
	9/22/09
	Here
	Yes  *PLEASE SEE NOTE 47*
	

	SunTrust Auction Rate Securities
	9/24/09
	Here
	Yes
	Here

	Fremont General 
	9/25/09
	Here
	No
	Here

	Credit Suisse
	9/28/09
	Here
	No (8), (14)
	Here

	Nomura Asset Acceptance Corporation
	9/30/09
	Here
	Yes (28)
	

	Perini Corporation
	10/7/09
	Here
	No (11)
	

	Fannie Mae
	11/24/09
	Here
	Yes (30)
	

	Huntington Bankshares
	12/4/09
	Here
	Yes
	

	CompuCredit
	1/13/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	ACA Capital Holdings
	1/14/2010 
	Here
	Yes
	Here

	Freddie Mac/Series Z Preferred
	1/21/2010
	Here
	No
	

	Lehman Brothers Mortgage Backed Securities (Rating Agencies)
	2/1/2010
	Here
	Yes (13)
	Here

	IndyMac Mortgage-Backed Securities Litigation (Rating Agencies)
	2/5/2010
	Here
	Yes (15)
	

	MGIC
	2/18/2010
	Here
	No (26), (52)
	Here

	Fortis
	2/18/2010
	Here
	Yes
	Here

	State Street Corporation
	3/3/2010
	Here
	Yes (21)
	

	CIBC
	3/17/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Fremont General Corporation 
	3/29/2010
	Here
	Yes (50)
	

	BankUnited Financial Corporation
	3/30/2010
	Here
	No
	

	Merrill Lynch Auction Rate Securities Litigation
	3/31/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Security Capital Assurance Ltd.
	3/31/2010
	Here
	No (45)
	

	HomeBanc Corporation
	4/13/2010
	Here
	Yes (37)
	

	Radian Group
	5/3/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Regions Financial Corp. 8.875% Trust Preferred Securities
	5/11/10
	Here
	Yes (16), (40)
	

	Mind C.T.T.
	7/2/10
	Here
	Yes
	

	General Electric
	7/15/2010
	Here
	Yes (44)
	

	Stifel Financial Corporation (Auction Rate Securities)
	7/2/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	American Express
	7/20/2010
	Here
	Yes (46)
	

	Raymond James Financial
	8/16/2010
	Here
	No
	

	Morgan Stanley Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates
	8/16/2010
	Here
	Yes (22), (42)
	

	SunTrust Banks, Inc.
	8/19/2010
	Here
	Yes?(23)
	

	VeraSun Energy Corp.
	9/1/2010
	Here
	No
	

	SunTrust Trust Preferred Securities
	9/10/2010
	Here
	No
	

	Countrywide Asset-Backed Certificates
	9/28/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Societe Generale
	9/29/2010
	Here
	
	

	Oppenheimer Holdings (Auction Rate Securities)
	9/29/2010
	Here
	No. 
	

	Morgan Keegan Asset Management/Regions Morgan Keegan Funds
	9/30/2010
	Here
	Yes (41)
	

	Swiss Re
	10/4/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Goldman Sachs/Mortgage-Backed Securities
	10/15/2010
	Here
	Yes? (25)
	

	Countrywide Financial Corporation/CWALT and other certificates
	11/4/2010
	Here 
	No
	

	KKR Financial Holdings
	11/17/2010
	Here 
	Yes
	

	Care Investment Trust
	12/29/2010
	Here
	Yes (48)
	

	Deutsche Bank Auction Rate Securities (Capstan Master Trust)
	12/9/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Care Investment Trust
	12/29/2010
	Here
	Yes (29)
	

	Barclays Bank PLC
	1/5/2011
	Here
	Yes
	

	Royal Bank of Canada/Dain Rauscher
	1/6/2011
	Here
	Yes (49)
	

	RBS
	1/11/2011
	Here
	Yes (27)
	

	MRU Holdings
	2/17/2011
	Here
	Yes
	

	Bank of America/Auction Rate Securities
	2/24/2011
	Here
	No
	

	Citigroup Auction Rate Securities
	3/1/2011
	Here
	Yes (32)
	

	Calamos Convertible Opportunities and Income Fund
	3/14/2011
	Here
	
	

	Franklin Bank Corp.
	3/25/2011
	Here
	Yes
	

	Freddie Mac
	3/30/2011
	Here
	No
	

	E*Trade Auction Rate Securities
	3/31/2011
	Here
	Yes
	

	Wachovia/Wells Fargo Equity Securities Litigation
	3/31/2011
	Here
	Yes (33)
	

	Novstar Mortgage/Novastar Mortgage Funding Corporation
	3/31/2011
	Here
	No (34) (51)
	

	Fleetwood Enterprises
	3/31/2011
	Here
	Yes?
	

	Charles Schwab/Total Bond Market Fund/State law claims
	4/19/2011
	Here, Here
	Yes (39)
	

	Countrywide Financial Corporation/ CWALT and Other Certificates
	4/20/2011
	Here
	Yes (35)
	

	UCBH
	5/17/2011
	Here
	No
	

	Manulife Financial
	5/23/2011
	Here 
	No
	

	UBS
	9/13/2011
	Here
	Yes (42)
	

	GS Mortgage
	9/13/2011
	Here
	No
	

	The Hartford Financial Services Group
	9/19/2011
	Here
	Yes 
	

	UBS Mastr Trusts
	9/29/2011
	Here
	No
	

	Morgan Stanley/Libertas CDOs
	9/30/2011
	Here
	No
	

	DJSP Enterprises
	9/30/2011
	Here
	No
	

	Privatebank Corp. 
	11/3/2011
	Here
	Yes
	

	The St. Joe Company
	1/12/2012
	Here 
	Yes
	

	MGM Mirage
	3/26/2012
	Here
	No
	

	J.P. Morgan Auction Rate Securities
	3/31/2012
	Here
	Yes
	


1/ On May 11, 2009, the court denied the defendants’ renewed motion in which the defendants sought to have plaintiff’s amended complaint dismissed, refer here. 
2/  The Court granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss with leave to amend as to the plaintiffs’ ’34 Act allegations and with respect to some but not all of plaintiffs’ ’33 Act allegations. The Court denied the defendants’ motion to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ ’33 Act allegations concerning the company’s October 2007 offering. 

3/ On May 11, 2009, the Court entered an order (here) explaining that the dismissal order was not intended to be with prejudice, and granting plaintiffs’ thirty days leave to file an amended complaint. 

4/ The Court did not expressly indicate one way or the other whether or not the dismissal was without prejudice, however the opinion concludes with a direction to the clerk to close the file. 

5/ On August 4, 2009 the court granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ amended complaint, with prejudice.  In a June 9, 2009 summary opinion (here), the Second Circuit affirmed the dismissal. 
6/  On August 21, 2009, the court granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ amended complaint, with prejudice. 

7/ On September 1, 2008, the Eighth Circuit affirmed the district court’s dismissal of this case. Refer Here. 

8/ The court did not grant the plaintiffs leave to replead; rather, he allowed them 20 days in which to file a motion in which to argue why allowing further pleading would not be futile. 

9/ On October 27, 2009, Judge Pechman substantially denied defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ amended complaint in the WaMu case. See Table III, below. 

10/ On November 2, 2009, Judge Illston deied the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ amended complaint in The PMI Group case. See Table III below

11/ Following the court’s ruling, the plaintiff advised the court that it would not be repleading, and as a consequence, on November 30, 2009, the court dismissed the case with prejudice. Refer here. 

12/ As noted below, on December 11, 2009, Central District of California Judge Wu denied defendant Michael Perry (IndyMac’s former CEO) motion to dismiss the Fifth Amended Complaint. Refer here. 

13/ Judge Kaplan’s February 1, 2010 ruling related solely to the rating agency defendants’ motion to dismiss. The claims against the other defendants remained pending. 

14/ On February 11, 2010, the court granted the plaintiffs leave to file their amended complain and denied the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss, except as the f-cubed members of the proposed class. The Feb. 11 ruling can be found here. 
15/ Judge Kaplan’s February 5, 2010 ruling relates solely to the rating agency defendants. The claims against the other defendants remain pending. 
16/ Neither Judge Kaplan’s May 11, 2010 memorandum opinion nor his May 11, 2010 order explicitly states whether or not the dismissal is with prejudice. However, neither document allows plaintiffs leave to amend. 

17 On June 10, 2010, Judge Lawrence McKenna granted the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss with prejudice as to all allegations except as to one allegation relating to temporary interest rate caps, with respect to which the dismissal was without prejudice. The opinion can be found here. 

18/ On June 29, 2010, the Ninth Circuit affirmed the dismissal of this case. Refer here. 

19/ On March 29, 2010, Central District of California Judge George Wu denied the defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ sixth amended complaint and simultaneously certified the case for interlocutory appeal to the Ninth Circuit. A copy of the March 29 order can be found here. 

20/ On July 7, 2010, after the plaintiffs failed to file an amended complaint within the time allotted, the Court entered judgment for the defendants. Here
21/ In July 14, 2010 ruling on the plaintiffs’ motion for reconsideration, the Court allowed plaintiffs leave to file a second amended complaint, and established a briefing schedule for the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss. Here. 

22/ / Judge Swain granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss with prejudice as to all but one of the mortgage-pass through certificate trusts involved in the case, for lack of standing. With respect to the sole remaining trust, she granted the motion without prejudice. 

23/  Judge Thrash’s opinion does not state whether or not it is with prejudice. He did not in any event grant the plaintiffs leave to amend. 

24/  In a September 2, 2010 order (here), Judge Kaplan granted the defendants’ renewed motions to dismiss all of plaintiffs’ claims, except for one portion of one claim under Section 10 against RJF. 

25/ In her October 15, 2010 order, Judge Cedarbaum granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ Section 11 claims, however, she had previously denied defendants’ motions to dismiss under Section 12(a)(2). 

26/ On December 8, 2010, Judge Lynn Adelman denied the plaintiffs’ motion for leave to file an amended complaint, holding that the plaintiffs’ proposed amended complaint would not survive a motion to dismiss. The 12/8/2010 order can be found here. 

27/ The January 11, 2011 order granted with prejudice the motions to dismiss of all of the defendants as to all of the claims that were subject of the motion to dismiss. However, the defendants had not moved to dismiss the separate claims of the RBS preferred shareholders, which will go forward for further proceedings. 
28/ In a January 20, 2011 opinion (here), the First Circuit affirmed in part and reversed in part the district court’s dismissal of this case and remanded the case to the district court for further proceedings related to two of the eight offerings at issue and as to one of the three categories of alleged misrepresentations. 
29/ In its 12/29/2010 order, the court granted the defendants’ motions for summary judgment. 

30/ The November 2009 was entered with respect to the plaintiffs’’ ’33 Act claims.  In a separate September 30, 2010 order, reference in Table III below, Judge Crotty granted in part and denied in part the defendants’ motions to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ ’34 Act claims. 

31/  In a March 1, 2011 order in the case, the court dismissed the plaintiffs’ amended complaint with prejudice. Refer here. 

32/ The court had previously dismissed the complaint without prejudice, refer to 9/11/09 entry previously on this same table. The March 1, 2011 order granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ amended complaint with prejudice.
33/ In an accompanying ruling as part of the consolidated action, Judge Richard Sullivan also denied in part the motion to dismiss the consolidated Wachovia Bondholders action (as reflected in Table III below).  

34/ The defendants’ motions to dismiss were granted without prejudice as to all defendants and all claims, except that the rating agency defendants’ motions to dismiss were granted with prejudice. 

35/ Bank of America and related entities were dismissed with prejudice. All of the Countrywide related defendants remain in the case. 

36/ In a May 11, 2011 opinion, here, the Second Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the dismissal of the rating agency defendants. 

37/ In an unpublished May 24, 2011 opinion (here), the Eleventh Circuit affirmed the district court’s dismissal. 

38/ On July 26, 2011, the Second Circuit affirmed the District Court’s dismissal, refer here. 

39/ In an August 8, 2011 order (here), Central District of California Judge Lucy Koh granted the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss, with prejudice. 

40/ On August 23, 2011, the Second Circuit affirmed Judge Kaplan’s dismissal. Refer here. 

41/ On Sept. 8, 2011, the Sixth Circuit affirmed the dismissal. Refer here. 

42/ On September 15, 2011, Judge Swain denied the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss, except as to defendants’ allegations that plaintiff MissPERS had not adequately pled when and how they first became aware of a possible claim (for purposes of determining whether or not MissPers’ claims are untimely under Section 13 of the ’33 Act). 

43/ In a September 13, 2011 order, the court granted the motion to dismiss with prejudice as to UBS shareholders who had purchased their shares outside the U.S.  The ruling related only to those non-U.S. purchasers. The claims of the shareholders who had purchased their shared in the U.S. remain pending. 

44/ In a September 19, 2011 order, the Second Circuit affirmed the dismissal. Refer here. 

45/ On September 27, 2011, Judge Batts granted the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss with prejudice. Refer here. 

46/ On September 27, 2011, the Second Circuit affirmed the dismissal. Refer here. 

47/ On April 8, 2011, the Second Circuit vacated the district court’s dismissal and remanded the case to the district court. Refer here. 

48 On December 29, 2010, the district court granted the defendants’ motion for summary judgment. Refer here. 
49/  Dismissal with prejudice by agreement of the parties. 

50/ On November 29, 2011, the Ninth Circuit approved the dismissal with lower court’s dismissal with prejudice, in an unpublished opinion (refer here) 

51/ On March 29, 2012, Judge Batts granted the defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss, with prejudice. Refer here. 

52/ On April 12, 2012, the Seventh Circuit affirmed the lower court’s dismissal of the action, refer here. 
Table III: Securities Class Action Dismissals Denied
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Notes
	D&O Diary Post

	Accredited Home Lenders
	01/4/08
	Here
	
	Here

	Toll Brothers
	8/29/08
	Here
	
	Here

	Countrywide Financial Corp.
	12/1/08
	3 parts (here, here and here)
	1
	Here

	New Century Financial Corp.
	12/3/08
	Here
	
	Here

	RAIT Financial Trust
	12/22/08
	Here
	2
	Here

	Schwab/Yield Plus Fund
	2/4/09
	Here
	4
	

	Moody’s
	2/18/09
	Here
	3
	Here

	Countrywide
	4/6/09
	Here
	5
	

	BankAtlantic Bancorp
	5/11/09
	Here
	
	Here

	MoneyGram International 
	5/20/09
	Here
	6
	

	Levitt Corp.
	8/10/09
	Here
	7
	Here

	General Growth Properties
	9/17/09
	Here
	8
	Here

	Washington Mutual
	10/27/09
	Here
	
	Here

	The PMI Group
	11/2/09
	Here
	
	Here

	IndyMac Bankcorp
	12/11/09
	Here
	9
	

	Thornburg Mortgage
	1/27/10
	Here
	10 
	Here

	Credit Suisse
	2/11/10
	Here
	11
	Here

	Ambac Financial Group
	2/22/10
	Here
	12
	

	Lehman Brothers Mortgage Backed Securities (Individual Defendants)
	2/17/2010
	Here
	13
	Here

	Residential Asset Securitization Trust/ Credit Suisse (Offering Underwriter)
	3/10/2010
	Here
	14
	

	iStar Financial
	3/23/2010
	Here
	15
	

	HarborView Mortgage Loan Trusts
	3/26/2010
	Here
	16, 47
	

	DLJ Mortgage Capital (Credit Suisse)
	3/29/2010
	Here
	20
	

	IndyMac Bancorp
	3/29/2010
	Here
	27
	

	Credit-Based Asset Servicing and Securitization LLC/Merrill Lynch Mortgage Investors
	3/31/2010
	Here and Here
	17
	

	The Charles Schwab Corporation
	3/30/2010
	Here
	24
	

	MBIA, Inc.
	3/31/2010
	Here
	18
	

	Evergreen Ultra Short Opportunities Fund
	3/31/2010
	Here
	19
	

	Residential Capital LLC/RALI Certificates
	3/31/2010
	Here
	21, 47
	

	Citigroup Mortgage Loan Trust
	4/6/2010
	Here
	22
	

	Deutsche Alt-A Securities
	4/6/2010
	Here
	22
	

	Corus Bankshares
	4/6/2010
	Here
	23
	

	The Charles Schwab Corporation
	4/8/2010 
	Here and Here
	25
	

	Wells Fargo Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates 
	4/22/2010
	Here
	26, 40
	

	E*Trade
	5/10/2010
	Here
	
	

	JA Solar Holdings
	5/17/2010
	Here
	
	

	CIT Group Holdings
	6/10/2010
	Here
	
	

	Citigroup Bond Litigation
	7/12/2010
	Here
	28
	

	Popular, Inc.
	8/2/2010
	Here
	29
	

	PFF Bancorp
	8/9/2010
	Here
	
	

	Fifth Third Bancorp
	8/10/2010
	Here
	31
	

	Constellation Energy Group
	8/13/2010
	Here
	30
	

	BankAtlantic Bancorp
	8/18/2010
	Here
	32
	

	Bank of America (Merrill Lynch Merger)
	8/27/2010
	Here
	33
	Here

	Chesapeake Energy
	9/2/2010
	Here
	
	

	Raymond James (Auction Rate Securities)
	9/2/2010
	Here
	34
	Here

	ING Group Perpetual Hybrid Securities
	9/14/2010
	Here
	35
	Here

	SLM Corp. (Sallie Mae)
	9/24/2010
	Here
	36
	Here

	AIG
	9/24/2010
	Here
	
	

	Fannie Mae
	9/30/2010
	Here
	37
	

	Perrigo Company
	9/30/2010
	Here
	38
	

	Washington Mutual (Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates)
	9/28/2010
	Here
	39
	

	Regions Morgan Keegan Open-End Mutual Fund Litigation
	9/30/2010
	Here
	41
	

	Citigroup
	11/9/2010
	Here
	42
	

	Goldman Sachs (GSAA Home Equity Trust)
	1/12/2011
	Here
	43
	

	Bear Stearns
	1/19/2011
	Here
	44
	

	Wachovia/Wells Fargo Bondholders Action
	3/31/2011
	Here
	45
	

	J.P. Morgan Acceptance Corp./Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates
	5/10/2011
	Here
	46
	

	Regions Financial Corp.
	6/7/2011
	Here
	
	

	Lehman Brothers Securities and ERISA Litigation
	7/27/2011
	Here
	48
	

	State Street Corporation
	8/3/2011
	Here
	49
	

	Deutsche Bank
	8/19/2011
	Here
	
	

	Law Vegas Sands
	8/24/2011
	Here
	51
	

	SunTrust Trust Preferred Securities
	9/7/2011
	Here
	
	

	Morgan Stanley Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates 
	9/15/2011
	Here
	52
	

	Thornburgh Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates
	9/30/2011
	Here
	53
	

	J.P Morgan Acceptance
	12/13/2011
	Here
	54
	

	General Electric
	1/12/2012
	Here
	55, 58
	

	BancSouth
	1/24/2012
	Here
	
	

	Goldman Sachs (Hudson Funding)
	3/21/2012
	Here
	
	

	Bear Stearns Mortgage Pass-Through Certificates
	3/30/3012
	Here
	56
	

	Regions Morgan Keegan Closed End Funds
	3/30/2012
	Here
	57
	


1/ Motions substantially denied; leave to amend granted as to certain defendants and allegations, Grant Thornton dismissed with prejudice.
2/ Dismissal granted as to plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims relating to July 2007 offering, due to lack of standing; motion denied as to plaintiffs’ remaining ’33 Act claims as well as to all of plaintiffs’ 34 Act claims.

3/ The court denied the motion to dismiss as to significant portions of the amended complaint, as a result of which a significant part of the case will go forward. The court granted the motion as to certain claims and as to two individual defendants, with respect to which the court gave the plaintiffs leave until March 18, 2009 to file an amended complaint. 

4/ Motion to dismiss denied as to federal securities claims, but granted with leave to amend as to certain of plaintiffs’ state law claims. The motion of defendant PricewaterhouseCoopers was granted. 

5/ Following the earlier dismissal motion ruling, the plaintiffs’ filed a Second Amended Complaint, and the defendants renewed their motions to dismiss, which the court substantially denied largely in reliance on the grounds previously stated in her earlier ruling. 

6/  The motion to dismiss was granted without prejudice as to one of the individual defendants, but denied as to all other defendants.

7/ The motion to dismiss was denied as to certain defendants, but granted as to other defendants and allegations. The plaintiffs were given leave until September 9, 2009 to file an amended complaint (except as to certain allegations that the court found came within  the safe harbor). 

8/ The motion to dismiss was granted as to Counts II and III of plaintiffs’ complaint, but was denied as to various statements alleged in Count I of the complaint to be misleading.

9/ As noted above, the court previously has granted several motions to dismiss, but without prejudice. On December 11, 2009, Central District of California Judge Wu denied the motion of defendant Michael Perry (IndyMac’s former CEO) to dismiss the plaintiffs’ Fifth Amended Complaint. Perry is the sole defendant as to whom the case will be going forward.  

10/ In his January 27, 2010 ruling, Judge James Browning granted the dismissal motions of all defendants on all claims except as to certain Section 10 claims against Thornburg’s Larry Goldstone, Thornburg’s President and COO, and later its CEO. Judge Browning reserved ruling on the motions as to the company itself, which is in bankruptcy. In a separate January 27, 2010 order (here), Judge Browning granted the motions to the underwriter defendants to dismiss the ’33 Act claims against them. 

11/ The motion to dismiss was granted as to the foreign domiciled claimants, but the motion was denied as to the claims of the domestic claimants. 

12/  The defendants motions was granted as to the plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims pertaining to the company’s March 2008 offering, but the motions to dismiss plaintiffs’ ’34 Act claims and ’33 Act claims pertaining to the company’s February 2007 offering were denied. 

13/ In the February 17, 2010 ruling, Judge Kaplan denied the motion to dismiss as to the plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims against the individual defendants relating to the loan originators’ underwriting practices. However, Judge Kaplan granted the motion to dismiss as to all of the plaintiffs’ other claims against the individual defendants. 

14/ The motion to dismiss was denied as to allegations concerning alleged misrepresentations about the mortgage loan underwriting practices of IndyMac, whose mortgage loans were securitized in the subject instruments. However, the motion to dismiss was granted as to all of the allegations. 

15/  The court granted the motions to dismiss the plaintiffs’ claims under Section 12 but otherwise denied the motions to dismiss.

16/  The court granted the motion to dismiss as to offering in which the plaintiffs had not purchased shares and he also granted the motion to dismiss the rating agency defendants on the grounds that they are not “underwriters.”  The court also granted the defendants motion to dismiss allegations concerning the corporate defendants alleged failure to disclose that the rating agencies used outmoded rating models and had conflicts. However the motion  was denied as to the corporate defendants’ alleged failure to disclose the mortgage originators’ disregard of underwriting standards. 
17/  The court granted substantial parts of the defendants motions to dismiss; the rating agencies motions to dismiss were granted with prejudice. The court also granted the motions to dismissal allegations as to offerings in which the plaintiffs did not buy securities. However allegations as to a number of other defendants and a number of other offerings were permitted to proceed. The court’s order was dated March 31, 2010, but Judge Rakoff’s memorandum opinion is dated June 1, 2010. Both the order and the opinion are linked in the category headed “Link.” 
18/  The motions to dismiss of individual defendants Dunton and Chaplin were granted without prejudice, as were the defendants’ motions to dismiss as to the plaintiffs’ allegations concerning the defendant insurer’s control rights. However  the corporate defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ other allegations were denied. 

19/ The court granted the trustee defendants’ motions to dismiss the Section 12 claims filed against them, but the motions to dismiss were otherwise denied. 

20/ The court granted the defendants motions to dismiss for lack of standing with respect to the offerings referenced in the complaint in which the plaintiffs had not purchased shares. The court also granted the motion to dismiss with respect to allegations concerning appraisals, loan to value ratios and rating methodology. The court denied the motion to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ allegations concerning the mortgage originators’ systematic disregard of underwriting guidelines. 

21/ The court granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss for lack of standing with respect to the offerings reference in the complaint in which the plaintiffs had not purchased shares. The court also granted the motions to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ allegations concerning outdated ratings modeling and inadequate credit enhancement. The court denied the dismissal motions with respect to the plaintiffs’ allegations the lenders who originated the mortgages that served as collateral for the certificates had “systematically disregarded” the underwriting guidelines. 

22/  The court granted dismissal motions with respect to offerings in which plaintiffs had not bought shares. The court denied the motions with respect to the mortgage originator’s underwriting practices, but directed the plaintiffs to replead the remaining allegations consistent with the court’s very stringent guidelines. 

23/  The motion to dismiss was denied as to the company and the former CEO, but the motion  was granted as to the company’s former CFO. 

24/ The court’s March 30, 2010 denied defendants’ motions for summary judgment as to plaintiffs’ claims under the Investment Act of 1940. In two separate April 8, 2010 order, also identified above, the court substantially denied the defendants’ motions for summary judgment as to plaintiff’s ’33 Act and certain state law claims. 

25/ The two April 8, 2010 orders substantially denied defendants’ summary judgment motions on the plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims as well as certain state law claims. In a previous March 30, 2010 order, the court had denied defendants’ motions for summary judgment on plaintiffs’ claims under the Investment Act of 1940. 
26 Judge Illston’s April 22, 2010 order granted the motions to dismiss as to offerings in which the plaintiffs had not purchased securities, and granted the Rating Agencies’ motion to dismiss the ’33 Act claims against them. However she denied defendants’ motions to dismiss the Section 11 claims against the company defendants and the underwriter defendants. 
27/ On March 29, 2010, Central District of California Judge George Wu denied defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ sixth amended complaint and simultaneously certified the case for interlocutory appeal to the Ninth Circuit. A copy of Judge Wu’s order can be found here. 

28/ The court’s July 12, 2010 order granted defendants’ motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ claims under Section 12 for lack of standing, but denied the defendants’ motions to dismiss the plaintiffs’ claims under Sections 11 and 15. 

29? The Court denied the defendants’ motions to dismiss the Section 10(b) claims and certain of the plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims. However, the court did grant defendants motions to dismiss a number of the plaintiffs’ other ’33 Act claims on the grounds of untimeliness or lack of standing.
30/ The court denied the defendants’ motion to dismiss as to plaintiffs’ Section 11 collateral downgrade allegations, but granted the motion to dismiss as to plaintiffs’ allegations about the company’s Lehman exposure, future earnings and business outlook, risk management and internal controls. The court dismissed all of plaintiffs’ Section 10(b) allegations. 
31/  In a very detailed and painstaking opinion, Judge Beckwith denied the motion to dismiss as to the Section 11 claims of certain subclasses of shareholders of First Charter, which was acquired by Fith Third. The claims of all other shareholders was dismissed. 

32/ In her 8/18/10 order, Judge Ungaro granted in part and denied in part the parties’ cross motions for summary judgment. The case is set for trial commencing on 10/6/2010. 

33/ The defendants’ motions to dismiss were granted in part and denied in part, as a result of which many of plaintiffs’ claims are going forward at least in part. 

34/ In his September 2, 2010 order, Judge Kaplan granted all of the defendants’ renewed dismissal motions except for one portion of the Section 10 claim against Raymond James Financial. 

35/ In his September 14 ruling, Judge Kaplan granted the motions to dismiss as to the June 2007 bond offering and the September 2007 bond offering, and as to many of the allegations regarding the June 2008 bond offering. However, he denied the motion to dismiss as to certain allegations concerning the June 2008 offering. 

36/  Judge Pauley denied the dismissal motion as to the company and its CEO, but grated the motion to dismiss of the company’s CFO.

37/ The dismissal motion was granted in part, but denied as to allegations concerning internal controls and financial reporting

38/ Motion to dismiss granted as to defendants Brlas, Kunkle and Zilberfarb, denied as to other defendants.
39/ Motion to dismiss granted as to offerings in which plaintiffs had not purchased shares and as to rating agency defendants, but denied as to the remaining offerings and the other defendants. 

40/ On October 5, 2010, Judge Lucy Koh granted the underwriter defendants motion to dismiss plaintiffs’ claims as to certain of the offerings (refer here). In a separate October 5 order, Judge Koh granted with prejudice the defendants’ motions to dismiss plaintiffs Section 12(a)(2) claims, granted without prejudice the defendants’ motions to dismiss plaintiffs’ allegations relating appraisals, ratings and LTV rations, but otherwise denied defendants’ motions to dismiss (refer here).  On October 19, 2010, Judge Koh issued an order superseding her Oct. 5 order dismissing the underwriter defendants. Refer here. 
41/ In his September 30 order, Judge Mays granted the defendants’ motions to dismiss plaintiffs’ ’34 Act claims, but denied the defendants’ motions to dismiss with respect to plaintiffs’ ’33 Act claims. 

42/ In his November 9, 2010 order, Judge Sidney Stein the motion to dismiss as to the company disclosures concerning its exposures to CDO assets, but with respect to those allegations dismissed seven of the 14 individual defendants. Judge Stein granted to motion to dismiss as to the plaintiffs remaining allegations. 

43? Judge Baer granted the Rating Agency defendants’ motions to dismiss, holding that they are not “underwriters” within the meaning of Section 11. He also granted the defendants’ motion to dismiss plaintiffs’ claim relating to securities offerings in which the plaintiffs themselves had not purchased shares. However Judge Baer denied the motion  to dismiss as to other claims and other defendants. 

44/ In his January 19, 2011 order, Southern District of New York Judge Robert Sweet denied the defendants’ motion to dismiss the securities class action lawsuit, but granted motions to dismiss with regard to the related derivative lawsuits and ERISA lawsuits. 

45/ As part of his comprehensive rulings in the consolidated Wachovia litigation, Judge Sullivan granted with prejudice the motion to dismiss the  Wachovia Equity holder securities action, as noted in Table II above. With respect to the Wachovia bondholders action, Judge Sullivan granted the motion to dismiss with respect to bond offerings in which the plaintiffs had not purchased securities. However the motion to dismiss the bondholders’ action  was otherwise denied. 

46/ The motion to dismiss was granted for lack  of standing as to ten out of the eleven offerings on which plaintiffs had sought to rely but in which the plaintiffs had not bought securities. However, the motion to dismiss was denied as to the remaining offering in which the plaintiffs had purchased securities. 

47/ In a May 19, 2011 order (here), Judge Harold Baer, Jr. denied the defendants’ renewed motions to dismiss, except that he granted the motion as to the interveners’ Section 12 and Section 15 claims. 

48/ Judge Kaplan’s order denied in part and granted in part the defendants’ motions to dismiss. 

49/ The order also denied the defendants’ motion to dismiss with respect to the plaintiffs’ action  under ERISA regarding the defendants’ alleged misrepresentations concerning the company’s fees for  foreign  exchange transactions. 

50/ Judge Batts granted the motion to dismiss as to one of the six offerings involved, but denied the motion to dismiss as to the five other offerings at issue. 

51 The dismissal motion  was granted as to certain  forward looking statements, but otherwise denied. 

52/ Judge Swain denied defendants’ motion to dismiss except she granted the motion to dismiss with leave to replead on the question whether plaintiff MissPERS’s allegations were sufficient to establish timeliness under Section 13 of the’33 Act. 
53/ Dismissal motion denied in part, granted in part . District of New Mexico James Browning’s November 12, 2011 opinion explaining his ruling can be found here. 
54/  The defendants’ motion to dismiss was denied except that it was granted as to certain offerings and offering tranches in which the plaintiffs had not purchased shares. 

55/ In h is January 12, 2012 opinion, Judge Richard Holwell granted in part and denied in part the defendants’ motion to dismiss. 

56/ In her March 30, 2012 order, Judge Laura Taylor Swain granted without prejudice defendants’ motion to dismiss to the extent plaintiffs’ allegations related to misrepresentations regarding ratings. She denied the motion in all other respects. 

57 Judge Samuel Mays granted the motions to dismiss as to three individual defendants with respect to whom he held that the plaintiffs have no adequately pled scienter. Judge Mays denied the motion  in all other respects. 
58/ In her April 18, 2012 opinion, Southern District of New York Judge Denise Cote granted the motions  to dismiss of the outside directors and of the offering underwriters. The case remained pending as to the company and as to the company’s CFO. Refer here. 
Table IV: Securities Class Actions Voluntary Dismissals
	Company
	 Date
	Link 
	Notes 
	D&O Diary Post

	Fremont General 
	08/15/07
	Here
	1
	

	Lehman Brothers
	03/04/08
	Here
	2
	

	Citigroup Alt. Invest./Falcon Strategies
	05/12/08
	Here
	3
	

	Wachovia Corp. (E.D.N.Y.)
	1/26/09
	Here
	4
	

	American Capital Ltd.
	3/4/09
	Here
	
	

	Royal Bank of Canada 
	5/29/09
	Here
	5
	

	Residential Capital LLC
	8/17/09
	Here
	6
	

	TD Ameritrade
	10/23/09
	Here
	7
	

	State Street SSgA Intermediate Fund
	1/19/2010
	Here
	8
	

	Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corp. (Farmer Mae)
	2/26/2010
	Here
	
	

	Pacific Bancorp
	4/10/10
	Here
	
	

	VeraSun Energy Corp.
	10/1/10
	Here
	
	

	Calamos Convertible and High Income Fund
	10/5/10
	Here
	
	

	Goldman Sachs (Notes and Bonds)
	10/18/10
	Here
	
	

	First American Corporation 
	10/25/2010
	Here
	
	

	Royal Bank of Canada/Dain Rauscher/Lehman Bros. Reverse Convertible Investment
	1/6/2011
	Here
	9
	

	Bank of America Auction Rate Securities
	1/4/2012
	Here
	
	


Notes:

1/ Substantially similar case subsequently refilled on 9/4/07, refer here
2/ Case subsequently refilled on 4/29/08, refer here  
3/ Case against related defendants and involving related allegations filed on 5/20/08, refer here 

4/This case, one of several securities class action lawsuits involving Wachovia, had been filed on behalf of purchasers of purchasers of the company’s Trust Preferred Securities in a May 2007 offering. The case had been filed in NY state court and removed to federal court, subsequent to which it was voluntarily dismissed.  Background regarding the case can be found here. 
5/ On May 29, 2009, the court granted the plaintiffs’ motion for voluntary dismissal without prejudice. 

6/ On August 17, 2009, voluntary motion to dismiss without prejudice granted. 

7/ On October 23, 2009, plaintiffs’ voluntary motion to dismiss without prejudice was granted. The court ordered the case closed. 

8/ On January 19, 2010, the plaintiffs’ voluntary motion to dismiss without prejudice was granted. The court ordered the case closed. 

9/ According to the dismissal the lawsuit was voluntarily withdrawn because it had been settled. The details of the settlement were not disclsed. 
II. Subprime and Credit Crisis-Related Shareholders’ Derivative Lawsuits

Table I: Shareholder’s Derivative Lawsuit Settlements
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Amount
	D&O Diary Post

	Beazer Homes
	12/22/09
	Here
	$950,000 (1)
	

	Popular, Inc.
	4/15/2011
	Here
	$2.1 mm (2)
	


1/ Case dismissed in recognition of the corporate governance controls that the company has adopted. The defendants agreed to pay the plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees of $950,000. 

2/ The parties agreed that the case will be settled in exchange for the company’s agreement to adopt certain corporate governance reforms and to pay plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees of $2.1 million . 
Table II: Shareholders’ Derivative Lawsuits Dismissals Granted
	Company
	Date
	Link
	With Prejudice
	D&O Diary Post

	Countrywide Financial (Delaware)
	10/7/2008
	Here
	Yes
	Here

	Countrywide Financial (California)
	12/11/08
	Here
	Yes
	Here

	Merrill Lynch
	2/17/09
	Here
	No (see note 3)
	Here

	Citigroup
	2/24/09
	Here
	Yes (see note 1)
	

	Citigroup (S.D.N.Y.)
	8/25/09, 5/17/11
	Here
	Yes (see notes 2, 4)
	

	Huntington Bancshares (S.D. Ohio)
	9/23/09
	Here
	Yes
	

	McGraw-Hill Companies
	3/11/2010
	Here
	
	

	American International Group (S.D.N.Y.)
	3/30/2010
	Here
	Yes
	

	Bear Stearns
	1/19/2011
	Here
	Yes (?)
	

	State Street Corporation
	1/16/2011
	Here
	
	

	Merrill Lynch
	3/29/2011
	Here
	
	

	iStar Financial
	11/21/2011
	Here
	Yes (5)
	


1/  The Delaware Chancery court substantially dismissed the action for failure to satisfy the requirements for demand futility. However, the Court denied the motion to dismiss the plaintiffs’ derivative claims for waste.
2/ Plaintiffs given leave until 9/14/09 to file a motion for leave to amend

3/  In a March 29, 2011 ruling, Judge Jed Rakoff granted the renewed motion to dismiss with prejudice. See subsequent table reference. 

4/ In a May 17, 2011 ruling (here), Judge Stein granted with prejudice defendants’ renewed motion to dismiss. 

5/  The November 21, 2011 order to which this entry refers is a summary order by the Second Circuit affirming the prior dismissal of the consolidated shareholders’ derivative suits, for failure to make the requisite presuit demand. 
. 
Table III: Shareholders’ Derivative Lawsuits Dismissals Denied
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Notes
	D&O Diary Post

	Countrywide Financial Corp.  (Calif.)
	05/14/08
	Here
	1
	Here

	American International Group
	2/10/09
	Here
	
	

	Regions Financial Corp. (Circuit Court, Jefferson County, Ala.)
	5/6/2010
	Here
	2
	

	Popular, Inc.
	8/11/2010
	Here
	3
	

	Bank of America/Merrill Lynch Merger
	8/27/2010
	Here
	4
	

	Wells Fargo
	2/9/2012
	Here
	
	


1/  In a later opinion (Dec. 11. 2008), the derivative case was dismissed with prejudice. See preceding table. 
2/ The court denied defendants’ motions to dismiss as to all counts, except Count II of the complaint (alleging breach of the duty of due care) in light of the exculpatory provisions in the company’s certificate of incorporation. 

3/ The court denied the individual defendants’ motion to dismiss the breach of fiduciary duty claims; however the court granted the motions to dismiss the gross mismanagement claims and waste claims. The court also granted PricewaterhouseCoopers motion to dismiss. 

4/ The defendants’ motion to dismiss the derivative complaint was denied in part and granted in part. 
III. Subprime and Credit Crisis-Related ERISA Lawsuits

Table I: ERISA Lawsuit Settlements
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Amount
	D&O Diary Post

	Merrill Lynch
	1/26/09
	Here
	$75 mm
	Here

	Countrywide
	8/5/09
	Here
	$55 mm
	Here

	State Street Bank
	10/28/09
	Here
	$89.75 mm
	

	National City Corporation
	8/20/2010
	Here
	$43 mm
	

	Popular, Inc.
	1/27/11
	Here
	$8.2 mm
	Here

	PFF Bancorp
	1/7/11
	Here
	$3 mm (1)
	

	Washington Mutual
	1/7/2011
	Here
	$49 mm
	

	IndyMac Bank
	1/17/2011
	Here
	$7 mm
	

	Wachovia  Corporation
	2/12/2011
	Here
	$12.35 mm
	

	Popular, Inc.
	7/15/2011
	Here
	$8.2 mm
	

	Bear Stearns
	3/20/2012
	Here
	$10 mm
	


1/  Settlement will also include $400,000 in settlement of a bankruptcy claim. 
Table II: ERISA Lawsuit Dismissal Motions Granted
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Notes
	D&O Diary Post

	Huntington Bancshares
	02/09/09
	Here
	
	Here

	Citigroup
	08/31/09
	Here
	(1)
	

	Lehman Brothers
	02/02/2010
	Here
	
	

	Radian Group
	5/26/2010
	Here
	
	

	Community National Banking Corp.
	6/2/2010
	Here
	
	

	Wachovia Corporation
	8/6/2010
	Here
	
	

	State Street Yield PLUS
	8/12/2010
	Here
	
	

	Constellation Energy
	8/13/2010
	Here
	
	

	Bear Stearns
	1/19/2011 
	Here
	
	

	UBS
	3/24/2011
	Here
	
	

	Citigroup
	6/7/2011 
	Here
	
	


1/ In a November 14, 2011 order (here), Southern District of New York Judge Sidney Stein granted in part and denied in part the plaintiffs’ motion for reconsideration, and granted the plaintiffs’ leave to attempt to replead at least certain of their claims. 
Table III: ERISA Lawsuit Dismissal Motions Denied
	Company
	Date
	Link
	Notes
	D&O Diary Post

	NovaStar Financial 
	02/11/09
	Here
	
	Here

	First Horizon National Corp.
	9/30/09
	Here
	1
	Here

	Regions Financial Corp.
	3/9/2010
	Here
	
	

	Lincoln National Corp.
	4/20/10
	Here
	
	

	Ambac Financial
	1/6/2011
	Here
	
	

	AIG
	3/31/2011
	Here
	
	


1/ Defendants’ motion was granted as the plaintiffs’ claims that defendants breached their duty by investing in company stock and by allegedly failing to inform plan participants of the company’s declining financial condition. However, the court denied the motion with respect to the plaintiffs’ allegations that the defendants’ failed to move investments out of company stock. 
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