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Re: In re Yahoo! Inc. S’holders Litig.

Civil Action No. 3561-CC 

Dear Counsel: 

On June 9, 2008, plaintiffs filed a “motion to set trial date,” which, despite 

its novel name, was in effect a renewed motion to expedite.  When a party moves 

for expedition, this Court must conduct “a truncated determination of the merits of 

the underlying claims alleged and an examination of the necessity for prompt 

adjudication sufficient to impose the increased burdens that an expedited 

proceeding entails.”
1
  To successfully earn expedition, the movant must show good 

cause why it is necessary to impose upon the counterparty and the Court these 

substantially increased burdens of time, effort, and expense.
2
  To meet this 

                                          
1

Brown v. Rite-Aid Corp., C.A. No. 094-N, 2004 WL 723153, at *1 (Del. Ch. Mar. 29, 2004). 
2

See Greenfield v. Caporella, C.A. No. 8710, 1986 WL 13977, at *2 (Del. Ch. Dec. 3, 1986) 

(“This Court does not set matters for an expedited hearing or permit expedited discovery unless 

there is a showing of good cause why that is necessary.”); see also Madison Real Estate 



standard, the movant “must articulate a sufficiently colorable claim and show a 

sufficient possibility of a threatened irreparable injury . . . .”
3

I have reviewed the briefs of both sides and the two supplemental 

submissions of the plaintiffs.  I have concluded that plaintiffs have failed to meet 

their burden here.  Aside from the maelstrom of media coverage, very little has 

changed about plaintiffs’ core contentions since I denied plaintiff’s previous 

request for expedition.  Moreover, defendants have filed a dispositive motion to 

dismiss plaintiffs’ amended complaint that challenges the legal sufficiency of those 

contentions.  I encourage the parties to confer and set a prompt briefing schedule 

on defendants’ motion.  The Court is willing to and capable of deciding that 

motion before the Yahoo! annual shareholders’ meeting on August 1, 2008. 

IT IS SO ORDERED. 

      Very truly yours, 

William B. Chandler III 

WBCIII:ram

                                                                                                                                       
Immobbilien-Analgegesellschaft beschrankt haftende KG v. GENO One Fin. Place, L.P., C.A. 

No. 1928-N, 2006 WL 456779, at *2 (Del. Ch. Feb. 22, 2006) (describing expedited proceedings 

as “imposing on the defendants and the public the extra (and sometimes substantial) costs”). 
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In re Sungard Data Sys., Inc. S’holders Litig., C.A. No. 1221-N, 2005 WL 1653975, at *2 (Del. 

Ch. July 8, 2005) (examining plaintiffs’ amended complaint to ascertain whether plaintiffs made 

the requisite showing of a colorable claim and irreparable harm). 
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