UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

LAWRENCE E. JAFFE PENSION PLAN, On
Behalf of Itself and All Others Similarly
Situated,

Plaintiff,

HOUSEHOLD INTERNATIONAL, INC., et
al.,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
VS. )
)
)
)
)
)
)

Lead Case No. 02-C-5893
(Consolidated)

CLASS ACTION

Judge Ronald A. Guzman
Magistrate Judge Nan R. Nolan

APPENDIX OF UNREPORTED CASES IN CONNECTION WITH THE CLASS’ REPLY

IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS

PERTAINING TO HOUSEHOLD’S CONSULTATIONS WITH ERNST & YOUNG LLP




CASES

Advertising to Women, Inc. v. Gianni Versace, S.p.A.
Case No. 98 C 1553, 1999 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 12263

(NLD. HL AUG. 3, 1999) ..veooeeveeeeeeeeeeseeeesseeseeesseeeeeseeese e eess e seesseeseeees

Cellco P’ship v. Certain Underwriters at LLoyd’s London,
Case No. 05-3158, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 28877,

(D.NJ. MAY 11, 2008) ....vveorerreeeereeeeeseeeesseeesessesesesseesseseeessseseeseseeeeeees

Heyman v. Beatrice Co.
Case No. 89 C 7381, 1992 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 14298

(NLD. 11 SEPL. 22, 1992) 1oooovvveeoeseeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeseseeseseesesseseseeesessesenee

Hurst v. F.W. Woolworth Co.,

95 Civ. 6584 (CSH) (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 7, 1997) .....ovvvveeeremrerrreeerreesseereerion

In re International Business Machines Corp. Sec. Litig.,
Case No. 92 Civ. 9076 (GLG), 1993 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 21474

(S.D.N.Y. NOV. 30, 1993) ....vvveeereeeeeeeeresseeeeeeeeessessssesseesesseseesessesseeeene

J.H. Chapman Group, Ltd. v. Chapman,
Case No. 95 C 7716, 1996 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 5866

(NLD. 11 MY 1, L996) ...ooroevvveeereseeeeeeesesseeeeseeeeessesssessseesessesesesessesseseeee

Mattenson v. Baxter Healthcare Corp.,
Case No. 02 C 3283, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 21373

(N.D. 11 NOV. 25, 2003).......rreerreveeeerrsssssesseseeesesesssssesssseeeseessssssssseseenes

MG Capital, LLC v. Sullivan
Case No. 01 C 5815, 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 11803

(E.D. 1. Jung 27, 2002)......ccueiiriiriieiieiieiesiesie sttt

R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Co. v. Premium Tobacco Stores, Inc.,
Case No. 99 C 1174, 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 17602

(N.D. T OCL. 16, 2001 .....vvrrrerreeeeeeresesesesseeeeeseeessessesssseeeseeesssssssseseenes

SmithKline Beecham Corp. v. Pentech Pharms., Inc.,
Case No. 00 C 2855, 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18281

(NLD. L NOV. 5, 2001).....oveeooeeeveeeseeeeeeeseeee e eseeeee s eeseseeeenes
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL AND BY U.S. MAIL

I, the undersigned, declare:

1. That declarant is and was, at all times herein mentioned, a citizen of the United States
and employed in the City and County of San Francisco, over the age of 18 years, and not a party to
or interested party in the within action; that declarant’s business address is 100 Pine Street,
Suite 2600, San Francisco, California 94111.

2. That on November 17, 2006, declarant served by electronic mail and by U.S. Mail to
the parties the APPENDIX OF ELECTRONIC CASES. The parties’ email addresses are as

follows:; TKavaler@cahill.com

PSloane@cahill.com
PFarren@cahill.com
LBest@cahill.com
DOwen@cahill.com
NEimer@EimerStahl.com
ADeutsch@EimerStahl.com
MMiller@millerfaucher.com
LFanning@millerfaucher.com

and by U.S. Mail to:

Lawrence G. Soicher, Esqg. David R. Scott, Esq.
Law Offices of Lawrence G. Soicher Scott & Scott LLC
110 East 59th Street, 25th Floor 108 Norwich Avenue
New York, NY 10022 Colchester, CT 06415

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 17th

day of November, 2006, at San Francisco, California.

s/ Marcy Medeiros
MARCY MEDEIROS
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