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collapse



the evidence of the events themselves

"The evidence did not establish any 
overpayment, because the Claimants' 
evidence did not include a valuation and 
I have rejected the case actually run 
(that HBOS was worthless)."

"As a reasonably competent director, 
you do not base your judgment on 
extremes or on one input, because "the 
risk management team do not run the 
business". It is necessary instead to 
take a fair and balanced view on what 
you think are the realities, based on 
probabilities."



"The concern of the shareholders 
was with what HBOS would be as 
part of the Enlarged Group, not with 
what it was if left on its own; with how 
good an ingredient HBOS was in a 
larger mix, not with what it would be 
like if left on the shelf." 

The assumed disclosures in the 
Circular recommending the 
Acquisition would thus have provided 
important incremental information 
about how far along the journey 
HBOS was, but the destination 
(absent the Acquisition) was already 
anticipated by many

"Fair, candid and reasonable disclosure 
does not require the complete 
disclosure of everything which went into 
the decision-making process of the 
directors, nor every single piece of 
information that might affect 
shareholder voting." 



big leap

suppression of legitimate doubt



impossible

strong
robust

trawl

real difficulties

"The question for the board was: can we 
take the "due diligence" output into 
account in trying to form a reasonable 
judgment? In my view they reasonably 
did so." 



carefully framed terms

disproportionate emphasis

"If ELA and the Lloyds Repo had been 
disclosed the HBOS share price would 
not have "collapsed"." 




