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1. Court-appointed Lead Plaintiffs, the North Carolina Department of State 

Treasurer on behalf of the North Carolina Retirement Systems, Banyan Capital Master Fund 

Ltd., Arkansas Teacher Retirement System, and the Fresno County Employees’ Retirement 

Association (collectively, “Lead Plaintiffs”), and Named Plaintiffs Jose G. Galvan and Mary Jane 

Lule Galvan, bring this action individually and on behalf of all persons and entities who 

purchased or otherwise acquired the Class A common stock of Facebook, Inc. (“Facebook” or the 

“Company”) in or traceable to Facebook’s initial public offering (the “IPO”), which occurred on 

or about May 17, 2012, and were damaged thereby (collectively, the “Class”).  Excluded from 

the Class are Defendants (as set forth herein), present or former executive officers of Facebook 

and their immediate family members (as defined in 17 C.F.R. § 229.404, Instructions (1)(a)(iii) 

and (1)(b)(ii)). 

2. Lead Plaintiffs allege the following based upon personal knowledge as to 

themselves and their own acts and upon information and belief as to all other matters.  Lead 

Plaintiffs’ information and belief is based on, inter alia, the independent investigation of Court-

appointed Co-Lead Counsel, Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP and Labaton 

Sucharow LLP.  This investigation included, but was not limited to, a review and analysis of: (i) 

public filings with the Securities and Exchange Commission (“SEC”) by Facebook; (ii) research 

reports by securities and financial analysts; (iii) transcripts of investor conference calls; (iv) 

publicly available presentations by Facebook; (v) press releases and media reports; (vi) economic 

analyses of securities movement and pricing data; (vii) publicly available filings in the legal 

action brought against Morgan Stanley & Co. LLC by the Massachusetts Securities Division (the 

“Massachusetts Enforcement Action”); (viii) consultations with relevant experts; and (ix) other 

publicly available material and data identified herein.  Co-Lead Counsel’s investigation into the 
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factual allegations contained herein is continuing, and many of the relevant facts are known only 

by the Defendants named herein, or are exclusively within their custody or control.  Lead 

Plaintiffs believe that substantial additional evidentiary support will exist for the allegations set 

forth herein after a reasonable opportunity for further discovery.   

3. As set forth further below, the claims asserted herein arise solely under the 

Securities Act of 1933 (the “Securities Act”).  These Securities Act claims are based solely on 

strict liability and negligence, and are not based on any reckless or intentionally fraudulent 

conduct by or on behalf of the Defendants – i.e., these claims do not allege, arise from, or sound 

in, fraud.  Lead Plaintiffs specifically disclaim any allegation of fraud, scienter, or recklessness in 

these non-fraud Securities Act claims. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

4. This case is about the integrity of the market for initial public offerings.  

Facebook, the world’s largest online social network, conducted one of the biggest and most 

highly anticipated initial public offerings in history on May 17, 2012.  In the offering, Facebook 

and its insiders sold more than 421 million shares of common stock to the investing public at $38 

per share, reaping more than $16 billion in proceeds – the largest initial public offering ever 

conducted by a technology company, and the third-largest ever conducted in the United States by 

any company. 

5. A key factor influencing the value of Facebook’s stock was its ability to generate 

large and rapidly growing amounts of revenue through its core advertising business.  Thus, the 

Registration Statement pursuant to which Facebook conducted its IPO repeatedly represented 

that the Company had experienced “rapid growth,” stating, for example, that its annual revenues 

had increased from approximately $150 million to more than $3.7 billion in the four years before 

its IPO.  In the months and weeks leading up to the IPO, the financial press repeatedly reported 
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