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Defendants Aladdin Solutions, Inc., f/k/a Aladdin Holdco, Inc. (“Parent”) and 

Aladdin Merger Sub, Inc. (“Merger Sub”) (collectively, “Defendants” or “Aladdin Entities”) 

respectfully submit this opening brief, and the exhibits attached hereto, in support of their motion 

to dismiss Alliance Data Systems Corporation’s (“Plaintiff” or “ADS”) complaint (the 

“Complaint”) with prejudice for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

Defendants, affiliates of The Blackstone Group L.P. (“Blackstone”), have been 

attempting for many months to complete the acquisition of ADS.  This is a transaction that they 

remain steadfastly committed to complete.  This is not the United Rentals case or a case of 

“buyer’s remorse.”  This is not a situation where a private equity buyer has been unable to obtain 

financing due to the current condition of the debt markets – Blackstone has all necessary 

committed financing to complete the transaction.  This is not a situation where the buyer would 

like to negotiate a reduction in the purchase price – Blackstone remains committed to complete 

this transaction at the negotiated price of $81.75 per share if the approval of the transaction by 

the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (the “OCC”) can be obtained on acceptable terms. 

The roadblock to completion here is receipt of a necessary government approval, 

and the agency involved is persisting in a demand that in effect would require the Aladdin 

Entities and Blackstone to increase their amount of capital at risk by at least $400 million for the 

benefit of a bank subsidiary of ADS.  It would also require them to commit to additional, 

unquantifiable financial exposure stretching out into the future – without any termination date of 

any kind – and accept a variety of other burdens that would materially constrain the way ADS 

operates and greatly diminish its profitability.  The acceptance of such unbargained for and 

severe additional burdens is what ADS is attempting to portray in the Complaint as something 

this Court should compel.  To state ADS’s theory of “reasonable best efforts” and “specific 
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performance” is to refute it.  A seller cannot compel a buyer, let alone a non-party to the contract 

(i.e. Blackstone), to put at risk hundreds of millions of dollars more than was required under the 

original contract and to acquiesce to other materially burdensome obligations that were never 

bargained for at the time the parties entered into the Merger Agreement. 

The Complaint alleges that the Aladdin Entities – the acquisition vehicles – have 

failed to exercise their “reasonable best efforts” in attempting to gain approval of the transaction 

from the OCC in regard to the prospective change in control of ADS’s credit card bank 

subsidiary, World Financial Network National Bank (the “Bank”).  Mindful that this is a motion 

to dismiss and that facts the Complaint omits concerning efforts made to gain OCC approval will 

not be considered by the Court at this stage of the proceeding, Defendants notwithstanding must 

state that nothing could be further from the truth.  The Aladdin Entities have gone to 

extraordinary lengths over the past eight months to obtain the OCC’s approval of the transaction.  

They have submitted hundreds of pages of documents to the OCC, commissioned consultants to 

create presentations addressing the OCC’s concerns, communicated regularly with the OCC for 

more than seven months, and met with the OCC’s staff on multiple occasions – all in a concerted 

effort to achieve the parties’ mutual objective of obtaining the OCC’s approval.  ADS and its 

representatives have been intimately involved in every single step in this process, and the 

Aladdin Entities have worked with ADS and its representatives earnestly, constructively and in 

good faith. 

ADS’s understandable frustration stems from the fact that despite all these efforts, 

the OCC continues to insist on extraordinary and unprecedented measures as a condition to its 

approval.  Among the requirements being insisted on by the OCC is that Blackstone and private 

equity funds managed by Blackstone (rather than the Aladdin Entities) provide at least $400 
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million of “source of strength” support for the Bank.  Such a degree of “source of strength” 

support from investors such as Blackstone’s private equity funds, which serve only as a conduit 

for a disparate group of hundreds of limited partners who supply the capital being invested, 

would be unprecedented.   

Notwithstanding that it had no contractual obligation to do so, in an effort to 

break this impasse, Blackstone made the extraordinary voluntary offer to the OCC to provide 

$100 million in “source of strength” support for the benefit of the Bank, well in excess of what 

any banking regulator has previously required of any other similar prospective controlling 

private equity stockholder of a bank.  However, the OCC rejected that offer and continued to 

insist, among other things, that Blackstone provide at least $400 million of such support.  

(Compl. ¶¶ 7-8.)  Blackstone has indicated that it is not willing, and certainly is not required, to 

make an additional commitment of that magnitude to this transaction.  It already has committed 

more than $1.7 billion of equity to the transaction, and the OCC (and, by this lawsuit, ADS) is 

effectively seeking to compel Blackstone to increase that commitment by issuing a $400 million 

guarantee for the benefit of the Bank and to stand ready to take on additional unquantifiable 

financial exposure. 

Accordingly, the allegations in ADS’s Complaint that Defendants have done 

anything less than the Merger Agreement requires are totally and unequivocally false.  The truth 

is that the Aladdin Entities have, without any obligation to do so, gone far beyond what could 

reasonably be required of them in seeking the OCC’s approval of the transaction.  The Aladdin 

Entities remain eager to consummate this transaction on the terms originally agreed to, but they 

are not willing to agree to requirements that run far beyond the terms of the Merger Agreement 

and are materially and dramatically adverse to their investment.  Blackstone is not willing on a 
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voluntary basis to commit to this transaction hundreds of millions of dollars of additional 

financial exposure beyond what it has already committed to provide, as ADS effectively 

demands in this lawsuit. 

The Aladdin Entities stand ready to establish all of these facts and more if called 

upon to do so.  However, there is no need for the Court and the parties to embark on such an 

expensive and time-consuming waste of effort.  The Complaint – which seeks only one remedy, 

namely an affirmative injunction for specific performance of the Aladdin Entities’ covenants 

under Section 6.5 of the Merger Agreement – is facially defective and should therefore be 

dismissed as a matter of law for two reasons, each of which is in and of itself sufficient grounds 

for dismissal with prejudice. 

First, the Complaint seeks an affirmative injunction that would be futile, requiring 

the Aladdin Entities to use their reasonable best efforts “to provide the appropriate financial 

support for the Bank” which would be “$400 million” in financial support for the Bank’s capital 

and liquidity.  (Compl. ¶¶14, 12, 29.)  As the Complaint affirmatively alleges and expressly 

acknowledges, the Aladdin Entities are thinly-capitalized entities (“shell entities,” to use the 

words of the Complaint).  (Compl. ¶¶ 1, 9.)  It is undisputed that the Aladdin Entities do not have 

the financial resources necessary to satisfy the “source of strength” commitment sought by the 

OCC to support the Bank.  The Court should not engage in a futility by ordering that which is 

impossible.  Not only is the remedy ADS seeks improper, there is no conceivable interpretation 

of “reasonable best efforts” that could require the Aladdin Entities to do that which is impossible.  

Moreover, neither ADS, nor the Aladdin Entities, nor this Court can compel Blackstone – a non-

party to this lawsuit and a non-signatory to the Merger Agreement – to provide the financial 

support the OCC demands.   
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Second, and as an independent and alternative ground for dismissal, specific 

performance is not an available remedy under the terms of the Merger Agreement for the acts 

alleged in the Complaint.  The Merger Agreement confers only a limited right to seek specific 

performance of the Aladdin Entities’ obligation to “use its reasonable best efforts to obtain the 

financing contemplated by the Commitments.”  (Ex. A (Merger Agreement), § 9.8.2.) (Emph. 

added.)  But financing is not what is holding up this transaction – the necessary financing is in 

place and is ready to be drawn once all closing conditions are satisfied.  ADS does not allege 

otherwise in its Complaint, nor could it.  The holdup, as the Complaint makes clear, is receipt of 

the regulatory approval that must be obtained from the OCC.  The Merger Agreement confers no 

right to specific performance of the parties’ mutual obligation to use reasonable best efforts to 

obtain OCC approval for the transaction, or in connection with any other pre-closing condition 

(other than relating to the financing).  Accordingly, since the sole remedy ADS seeks is 

unavailable to it under the Merger Agreement or otherwise, the Complaint should be dismissed 

for this separate and independent reason as well. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND1 

On May 17, 2007, ADS and the Aladdin Entities entered into an Agreement and 

Plan of Merger (the “Merger Agreement”)2 in which the Aladdin Entities agreed to purchase 

ADS subject to the terms and conditions of the Merger Agreement (the “Merger”).  (Compl. ¶ 1.)  

Neither Blackstone nor any other Blackstone entity (the “Blackstone Entities”) is a party to the 

Merger Agreement or this lawsuit; only the Aladdin Entities are.  (Compl. ¶¶ 1, 17-18.)   

                                                 

1  For purposes of this motion only, Defendants assume the truth of ADS’s allegations. 

2  The Merger Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 
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As part of the Merger, the Aladdin Entities would indirectly acquire control of the 

Bank, which is owned by ADS.  (Compl. ¶ 4.)  Change in control of the Bank requires approval 

by the OCC.  (Compl. ¶ 4.)  The receipt of regulatory approval from the OCC is a closing 

condition under the Merger Agreement.  (Compl. ¶ 27.)  The Merger Agreement contains a 

number of covenants between the parties to the Merger Agreement, including that ADS and the 

Aladdin Entities use reasonable best efforts to obtain regulatory approvals, such as that required 

by the Change in Bank Control Act.  (Compl. ¶ 26.)   

Article 9 of the Merger Agreement provides ADS the remedy of specific 

performance only in limited circumstances.  (Compl. ¶ 39.)  Under Article 9.8.2 of the Merger 

Agreement, ADS is entitled to an injunction only to prevent breaches of or to enforce compliance 

with specified financing covenants.  (Ex. A (Merger Agreement), § 9.8.2.) 

On August 8, 2007, the ADS stockholders approved the Merger.  (Compl. ¶ 2.) 

Prior to the stockholders’ approval of the Merger, ADS provided the stockholders a Definitive 

Proxy Statement in which ADS summarized the key terms of the Agreement, including ADS’s 

limited specific performance remedy under the Merger Agreement.  ADS disclosed that it is 

entitled to specific performance “only to prevent breaches of, or enforce compliance with, 

covenants requiring Parent or Merger Sub to use reasonable best efforts to obtain the financing 

…” (ADS Definitive Proxy Statement, dated July 5, 2007 (“Proxy Statement”), p. 88.) 3 (Emph. 

added.) 

                                                 

3  The Proxy Statement is attached hereto as Exhibit B.  A proxy statement is a publicly filed 
document that the Court may take judicial notice of in a motion to dismiss.  See Omnicare, 
Inc. v. NCS Healthcare, Inc., 809 A.2d 1163, 1168 n.3 (Del. Ch. 2002) (“The court may take 
judicial notice of facts publicly available in filings with the SEC.”). 
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Soon after executing the Merger Agreement, the parties filed the appropriate 

notice with the OCC under the federal Change in Bank Control Act.  (Compl. ¶ 28.)  Thereafter, 

the parties and the OCC had various contacts and meetings regarding the proposed change in 

control.  (Compl. ¶ 28.)  On November 19, 2007, the OCC first communicated its proposal for 

the conditions under which it would approve the change in control of the Bank.  (Compl. ¶ 6.)     

The conditions included, among other things, that Blackstone serve as an unlimited “source of 

strength” for the Bank.  (Compl. ¶ 6.)  After several further rounds of communications between 

the parties and the OCC, the parties met with the OCC on January 10, 2008 to discuss the OCC’s 

proposal.  (Compl. ¶ 29.)  On January 23, 2008, the OCC provided the parties with the required 

agreements they must enter in order for the OCC to approve the change in control of the Bank, 

which included a $400 million “source of strength” guarantee from Blackstone, the separate and 

additional pledge of $400 million of liquid assets by Aladdin Holdco, Inc., and a $100 million 

line of credit from ADS to the Bank, with ADS reserving $100 million of availability under its 

revolving credit facility to be available to fund its line of credit to the Bank.  The OCC made it 

clear to both Blackstone and ADS that this was its final position after the several months of 

deliberations between the parties and the OCC and that any modifications would only be 

considered if “the overall result of the measures is substantially the same as in the [OCC’s draft 

agreements].”  (Compl. ¶¶ 9, 13; see also Ex. C (Jan. 23, 2008 OCC Letter), p. 5.) 4 

                                                 

4 The Jan. 23, 2008 OCC Letter, which is attached hereto as Exhibit C, is referenced in 
several paragraphs of the Complaint.  (See Compl. ¶¶ 9-12.)  In a motion to dismiss, it is 
appropriate for the court to consider documents cited or incorporated by reference in the 
complaint.  See Fairthorne Maint. Corp. v. Ramuno, C.A. No. 2124-VCS, 2007 WL 
2214318, *4 (Del. Ch. July 20, 2007) (“[T]he court may consider documents incorporated 
into the pleadings by reference and may take judicial notice of relevant public filings.”). 
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On January 25, 2008, the Aladdin Entities, in accordance with their obligations 

under Section 6.6 of the Merger Agreement, informed ADS that they did not anticipate that the 

closing condition concerning OCC approval would be satisfied.  (Compl. ¶ 30; Ex. A (Merger 

Agreement), § 6.6.) 

On January 30, 2008, ADS filed the instant Complaint.  The Complaint does not 

seek to enforce compliance with a financing covenant.  (Compl. ¶ 43.)  Instead, ADS seeks an 

order of specific performance to compel the Aladdin Entities to use reasonable best efforts to 

obtain regulatory approval from the OCC.  (Compl. ¶ 43A.) 

ARGUMENT 

I. MOTION TO DISMISS STANDARD 

Under Court of Chancery Rule 12(b)(6), the Court should grant a motion to 

dismiss a complaint for failure to state a claim when it appears on the complaint’s face that the 

plaintiff cannot prove facts which will entitle him to relief.  See In re General Motors (Hughes) 

S’holder Litig., 897 A.2d 162, 168 (Del. Supr. 2006).  “On a motion to dismiss the Court is free 

to take judicial notice of certain facts that are of public record if they are provided to the Court 

by the party seeking to have them considered.”  In re Wheelabrator Techs. Inc. S’holders Litig., 

C.A. No. 11495, 1992 WL 212595, at *12 (Del. Ch. Sept. 1, 1992) (quotation marks and citation 

omitted); see also DEL. UNIF. R. EVID. 201(f) (“Judicial notice may be taken at any stage of the 

proceeding.”).  Although the Court must assume the truth of any well-pleaded facts in a 

complaint, see Malpiede v. Townson, 780 A.2d 1075, 1082 (Del. Supr. 2001), it need not accept 

as true conclusions that are unsupported by specific factual allegations, see Loudon v. Archer-

Daniels-Midland Co., 700 A.2d 135, 140 (Del. Supr. 1997).  Moreover, as this Court has stated, 

“our nation’s high court has now embraced the pleading principle that Delaware courts have long 

applied, which is that a complaint must plead enough facts to plausibly suggest that the plaintiff 
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will ultimately be entitled to the relief it seeks.  If a complaint fails to do that and instead asserts 

mere conclusions, a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss must be granted.”  Desimone v. Barrows, 

924 A.2d 908, 929 (Del. Ch. 2007) (emphasis added) (footnote omitted). 

II. THE COMPLAINT SHOULD BE DISMISSED BECAUSE IT FAILS TO STATE 
A CLAIM AND THE RELIEF IT SEEKS WOULD BE FUTILE 

Under the guise of “reasonable best efforts,” ADS is essentially asking this Court 

to compel the Aladdin Entities to provide the financial support for the Bank that the OCC 

demands or to cause the Blackstone Entities to provide such support.  As is apparent from the 

face of the Complaint and the Merger Agreement, however, the Aladdin Entities are not capable 

of doing either of these things, and it is well-established law that a Court will not enter an 

injunction requiring a futility or an impossibility.  Nor, as a matter of law, does the concept of 

“reasonable best efforts” provide any basis for an injunction directing the Aladdin Entities to 

pursue futile actions.  Moreover, the Complaint itself does not seek any remedy against the 

Blackstone Entities (from which the OCC is seeking the “source of strength” commitments), who 

are neither parties to this lawsuit nor signatories to the Merger Agreement. 

As the Complaint acknowledges, the OCC has firmly communicated that it will 

approve the transaction only on terms that are “substantially the same” as those it has already 

demanded, which include a $400 million “source of strength” requirement to support the Bank.  

(Compl. ¶ 13; see also Ex. C (Jan. 23, 2008 OCC Letter), pp. 5-6.)  However, it is undisputed 

that the Aladdin Entities are wholly incapable of complying with any such demand.  They are, as 

the Complaint affirmatively alleges, “thinly-capitalized shell entities” that were formed “solely 

for the purpose of consummating the Transaction.” (Compl. ¶¶ 9, 1.)  They are the only 

defendants in this lawsuit and, with ADS itself, the only parties to the Merger Agreement.  Not 

only do the Aladdin Entities not have $400 million, they do not have the ability to compel 
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Blackstone to make a $400 million commitment on top of the $1.7 billion equity commitment of 

Blackstone’s private equity fund, to meet the OCC’s demand.5  No order of the Court will 

change those facts.  Thus, while ADS demands a Court order requiring the Aladdin Entities to 

use reasonable best efforts to “provide the appropriate financial support for the Bank” (Compl. ¶ 

14), such an order would be utterly futile, because the Aladdin Entities do not now, and will not 

at closing, have assets to provide the financial support for the Bank that the OCC seeks. 

Courts have long made clear – and common sense compels the conclusion – that it 

is inappropriate to order a party to do something that is futile or impossible.  Indeed, it is 

hornbook law that a court of equity will not do a useless or vain thing, nor “lend its powers to 

accomplish a result which is nugatory or ineffectual because compliance therewith is 

impossible.”  30A C.J.S. Equity § 15 (2007); see also 4 Pomeroy’s Equity Jurisprudence § 

1405b, at 1046-49 (5th ed. 1941); Burke v. Kingsley Books, Inc., 8 Misc. 2d 306, 310 (N.Y. Sup. 

Ct. 1957) (“That a court of equity will not do a useless or vain thing is an ancient maxim of 

hornbook learning and general recognition.”) (internal citation and quotations omitted); c.f. 

Kramedas v. Kramedas, File Nos. D-5090, 1353, 1984, 1985 Del. Fam. Ct. LEXIS 89, at *10 

(Del. Fam. Ct. Sept. 16, 1985) (“The Court cannot require an impossible act.”).  In particular, 

specific performance of a contract will not be ordered where such performance is impossible.  

Villa Corp. v. S.D. Walker, Inc., 187 F.2d 493, 495 (3d Cir. 1951) (“It is clear that where the 

performance of a contract is impossible, or, if possible, is impracticable, the court will not make 

a futile attempt to compel it.”); Fiedler, Inc. v. Coast Finance Co., 18 A.2d 268, 272 (N.J. 1941) 

(“A decree compelling a specific performance of this contract and embodying the covenants 
                                                 

5  All of the $1.7 billion equity contribution will be applied, together with the anticipated debt 
financing, to pay the merger consideration, refinance existing ADS debt and pay transaction 
fees and expenses.  (Ex. B (Proxy Statement), pp. 65-67.)   
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imposed by the contract upon the respondent, a compliance with which manifestly rests in the 

will or discretion of a third party uncontrolled by the respondent, would be a vain decree, one 

which in truth and in fact the respondent would find it impossible to obey.  Decrees that would in 

the final result be nugatory should not be made.”); Cook v. Fusselman, 300 A.2d 246, 251 (Del. 

Ch. 1972) (denying claim for specific performance and holding that “[w]here a condition 

precedent to a proposed transaction exists specific performance may not be granted”).  The 

principles set forth in these cases and treatises are directly applicable here.  ADS seeks an order 

requiring shell entities that have no financial assets, nor any ability to compel other parties that 

have such assets, to commit hundreds of millions of dollars in financial support that the OCC has 

insisted be provided as a condition to its approval of the transaction.  No authority exists for 

entry of an order requiring the Aladdin Entities to “bang their heads against a wall.” 

Moreover, the legal basis upon which ADS requests injunctive relief similarly 

makes no sense.  The concept of “reasonable best efforts” cannot – as a matter of law – require 

the Aladdin Entities to continue negotiations with the OCC over various terms and conditions 

when they lack the wherewithal to satisfy the threshold demand for $400 million of “source of 

strength” financial support.  See, e.g., In re Chateaugay Corp., 198 B.R. 848, 858 (S.D.N.Y. 

1996) (affirming that a party’s duty “to use reasonable efforts to consummate the transaction … 

did not stretch so far as to require it to make futile gestures or to engage in activity harmful to its 

own interests”).  Nor can a reasonable best efforts provision override, let alone re-write, the 

material terms of a contract.  See, e.g., Macksey v. Egan, 633 N.E.2d 408, 413-14 (Mass. App. 

Ct. 1994) (“‘[B]est efforts’ [does] not entail a duty to make an investment that would be 

significantly different in kind from that contemplated by the Agreement, involving additional 

outlay or alteration of the business risks.”).  No conceivable interpretation of the “reasonable best 
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efforts” provision can overcome the immutable fact that the Aladdin Entities have no means to 

meet the OCC’s “source of strength” demands, and that Blackstone has no obligation under the 

Merger Agreement to do so. 

 The Complaint is defective for another plain and obvious reason.  While ADS 

seeks to blur the distinctions among the various entities, calling the Aladdin Entities 

“Blackstone,” and calling The Blackstone Group L.P. and certain of its affiliates the “Blackstone 

Entities,” the distinctions do matter.  As a close reading of the Complaint reveals, and as all 

parties to the Merger are well aware, the OCC has not requested that the $400 million “source of 

strength” commitment come from the Defendants herein, i.e. the Aladdin Entities.  Rather, the 

OCC has demanded a “source of strength” commitment from the Blackstone Entities, which are 

neither parties to this lawsuit nor signatories to the Merger Agreement: 

• “The OCC sought to determine the willingness of The Blackstone Group and 
certain affiliated entities … to provide “source of strength” support for the 
Bank, as well as the amount of such support.”  (Compl. ¶ 6.) (Emph. added); 

• “In December 2007, the OCC provided Blackstone with the terms of this 
alternative structure, which included a $400 million backstop by the 
Blackstone Entities to support ADS’s source of strength obligations.”  
(Compl. ¶ 7.) (Emph. added); 

• “At a January 10, 2008 meeting, the OCC again asked what the Blackstone 
Entities would be willing to provide. … the OCC reiterated its proposal of a 
$400 million level of support.”  (Compl. ¶ 8.) (Emph. added); 

• “[T]he OCC wrote to Blackstone on January 23, 2008, and stated that, as part 
of a change of control of the Bank, the Blackstone Entities would have to 
enter into certain agreements aimed at assuring the safe ongoing operation of 
the Bank.”  (Compl. ¶ 9.) (Emph. added). 

Whatever interpretation ADS might seek to cast upon the Merger Agreement’s 

provisions requiring the parties to use “reasonable best efforts” and to “act in good faith,” those 

obligations apply only to the Aladdin Entities.  (Ex. A (Merger Agreement), §§ 6.5, 7.4.)  Under 

the Merger Agreement, the Blackstone Entities, who are non-parties, have no obligation, let 
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alone a “reasonable best efforts” obligation, to respond to the OCC’s demands or ADS’s 

demands in this lawsuit.  There is nothing in the Merger Agreement that supports any allegation 

that the Blackstone Entities are required to accede to the OCC’s request for the voluntary 

provision of $400 million “source of strength” financial commitment.  And it should go without 

saying that the Complaint seeks no injunctive relief against non-parties, the Blackstone Entities.6 

In short, (i) the only entities that are defendants in this lawsuit are the Aladdin 

Entities, which on the face of the Complaint are admittedly wholly incapable of satisfying any 

order requiring them to provide, or to cause the Blackstone Entities to provide, the financial 

support for the Bank that the OCC demands, (ii) reasonable best efforts cannot encompass a 

requirement that the Aladdin Entities do something that is impossible, and (iii) the Blackstone 

Entities – the entities that have been asked by the OCC to voluntarily provide at least $400 

million “source of strength” commitment to the Bank – are not parties to the Merger Agreement 

or this lawsuit.  (Compl. ¶¶ 6-8; Ex. C (Jan. 23, 2008 OCC Letter), p. 5.)  Because the only 

remedy the Complaint seeks is injunctive relief, which would be improper here for each of these 

related but independent reasons, the motion to dismiss should be granted as a matter of law. 

III. THE COMPLAINT SHOULD BE DISMISSED BECAUSE IT FAILS TO STATE 
A VALID CLAIM FOR SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE 

Specific performance is an extraordinary remedy that only should be obtained in 

situations where the contracting parties specifically agree to it in plain and unambiguous terms in 

the controlling contract.  See, e.g., West Willow-Bay Court, LLC v. Robino-Bay Court Plaza, 

                                                 

6  It is hornbook law that non-parties to a lawsuit cannot be subjected to an order for specific 
performance, let alone one that would impose obligations that do not exist under the relevant 
contract.  See, e.g., Villa Corp., 187 F.2d at 495 (declining to grant specific performance of a 
contract containing a provision requiring city approval, because city “was not a party to the 
contract or to the suit, and therefore could not be ordered to comply”). 
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LLC, C.A. No. 2742-VCN, 2007 WL 3317551, at *12 (Del. Ch. Nov. 2, 2007) (“Specific 

performance is an extraordinary remedy ….”); Delaware State Troopers’ Lodge Fraternal Order 

of Police, Lodge #6 v. State of Delaware, No. 7228, 1984 WL 8217, at *6 (Del. Ch. June 13, 

1984) (“It is settled law in this Court that a party seeking specific performance must rest his case 

on an agreement which is clear and definite and which there is no need for the Court to be asked 

to supply essential contractual elements.”).  The Merger Agreement plainly and unambiguously 

entitles ADS to specific performance only in certain limited circumstances regarding the 

financing of the transaction – an issue that is not raised at all by the allegations in the Complaint.  

The Court should honor those terms and not allow ADS to claim a remedy which is specifically 

denied to it in the Merger Agreement.  As a result, ADS’s prayer for specific performance and/or 

injunctive relief concerning OCC approval should be rejected as a matter of law. 

Where, as here, a plaintiff “expressly refer[s] to and rel[ies] on the contract” in its 

complaint, the court may properly consider the contract in deciding a motion to dismiss.  In re 

Coca-Cola Enter., Inc., C.A. No. 1927-CC, 2007 WL 3122370 (Del. Ch. Oct. 17, 2007); see also 

Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. AIG Life Ins. Co., 860 A.2d 312, 320 (Del. Supr. 2004) (“On a motion 

to dismiss, the Court may consider documents that are ‘integral’ to the complaint ….”).  

“Accordingly, a motion to dismiss is a proper framework for determining the meaning of 

contract language.”  Majkowski v. Am. Imaging Mgmt. Serv., LLC, 913 A.2d 572, 581 (Del. Ch. 

2006) (citing OSI Sys., Inc. v. Instrumentarium Corp., 892 A.2d 1086, 1090 (Del. Ch. 2006)).  

The relevant contractual language limits ADS’s specific performance remedies under the Merger 

Agreement to financing-related issues, which are not at play in this case. 

As alleged in the Complaint, “Article 9 of the Merger Agreement sets forth the 

circumstances in which ADS is entitled to specific performance and/or injunctive relief.”  
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(Compl. ¶ 39.)  Section 9.8.2 of the Merger Agreement, the specific performance provision, 

plainly and unambiguously limits that remedy to the financing for the transaction: 

… the Parties acknowledge that the Company shall be entitled to 
an injunction or injunctions to prevent breaches of this Agreement 
by Parent or Merger Sub or to enforce specifically the terms and 
provisions of this Agreement only to prevent breaches of or 
enforce compliance with those covenants of Parent or Merger Sub 
that require Parent or Merger Sub to (x) use its reasonable best 
efforts to obtain the financing contemplated by the 
Commitments, including without limitation, the covenants set forth 
in Section 6.5 (Reasonable Best Efforts) and Section 6.14 
(Financing) and (y) consummate the Merger, if in the case of 
clause (y), the financing provided for in the Commitments (and, if 
alternative financing is being used, pursuant to commitments with 
respect thereto) is available to be drawn down by Parent pursuant 
to the terms of the applicable agreements but is not so drawn 
solely as a result of Parent refusing to do so in breach of this 
Agreement.”7 
 

(Ex. A (Merger Agreement), § 9.8.2.) (Emph. added.)   

The reference to Section 6.5 (the reasonable best efforts provision) in Section 

9.8.2 modifies and is subordinate to the clause “to obtain the financing contemplated by the 

Commitments” and therefore the remedy of specific performance is available with respect to the 

portion of Section 6.5 that the parties shall use “reasonable best efforts to take … all actions … 

to consummate and make effective, in the most expeditious manner practicable, the transactions 

provided for in this Agreement …” only in so far as it relates to the financing commitments.  

(Ex. A (Merger Agreement), § 6.5.1.)  Based on the plain language of Section 9.8.2, the 

                                                 

7 In contrast, the Aladdin Entities negotiated, for their benefit, a much broader specific 
performance right in the Merger Agreement:  “prior to the termination of this Agreement 
pursuant to Section 8.1, Parent and Merger Sub shall be entitled to an injunction or 
injunctions to prevent breaches of this Agreement by the Company and to enforce 
specifically the terms and provisions of this Agreement, in addition to any other remedy to 
which they are entitled pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, at law or in equity.”  (Ex. A 
(Merger Agreement), § 9.8.2.)   
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reference to Section 6.5 cannot be reasonably read to undo the limited specific performance right 

spelled out therein and indirectly give ADS a right to enforce every reasonable best efforts 

obligation of the Aladdin Entities under the Merger Agreement by injunction. 

ADS’s contractual interpretation would render the first clause of Section 9.8.2 

(“use its reasonable best efforts to obtain the financing …”) superfluous.  It is a bedrock 

principle of contractual interpretation that courts should interpret contracts to give effect to every 

term of the instrument.  See, e.g., Council of Dorset Condo. Apartments v. Gordon, 801 A.2d 1, 7 

(Del. Supr. 2002) (“A court must interpret contractual provisions in a way that gives effect to 

every term of the instrument, and that, if possible, reconciles all of the provisions of the 

instrument when read as a whole.”); Delta & Pine Land Co. v. Monsanto Co., C.A. No. 1970-N, 

2006 WL 1510417, at *4 (Del. Ch. May 24, 2006) (“It is, of course, a familiar principle that 

contracts must be interpreted in a manner that does not render any provision ‘illusory or 

meaningless.’”). 

Not only is the meaning of Section 9.8.2 clear, ADS said so to its stockholders in 

the Proxy Statement: 

The Company is entitled to injunctions or specific performance 
only to prevent breaches of, or enforce compliance with, covenants 
requiring Parent or Merger Sub to use its reasonable best efforts to 
obtain the financing contemplated by the equity commitment letter 
and the debt commitment letters and to consummate the Merger if 
the financing contemplated by the commitment letters or the 
alternative financing described above is available but not drawn by 
Parent solely as a result of Parent refusing to do so in breach of the 
Merger Agreement. 
 

(Ex. B. (Proxy Statement), p. 88.) (Emph. added.) 
 
The controlling contractual provision, Section 9.8.2, as summarized by ADS in its 

Proxy Statement, grants ADS the right to specific performance and/or an injunction in 
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connection with only two circumstances:  (1) to prevent the Aladdin Entities from breaching the 

Merger Agreement by failing to use their reasonable best efforts to secure appropriate financing 

for the transaction, or (2) to prevent the Aladdin Entities from failing to close the transaction if 

they have available the necessary financing commitments but choose not to draw it down.  The 

Complaint does not allege that the Aladdin Entities have breached or may breach the Merger 

Agreement by failing to use reasonable best efforts to obtain the necessary financing, which has 

undisputedly been obtained.  Similarly, there are no allegations in the Complaint that the Aladdin 

Entities may breach the Merger Agreement by refusing to consummate the transaction by 

choosing not to draw down on the committed debt and equity financing. 

Instead, ADS’s Complaint seeks to enjoin the Aladdin Entities to use their 

reasonable best efforts to obtain OCC approval.  See, e.g., Compl. ¶ 11 (“The Agreement 

requires that Blackstone exercise ‘reasonable best efforts’ to obtain OCC approval of the change 

of control of the Bank.”); Compl. ¶ 13 (“In violation of its covenants to use reasonable best 

efforts and to act in good faith to obtain OCC approval, ….”); Compl. ¶ 14 (“It has failed to 

exercise reasonable best efforts – and failed to act in good faith – to obtain OCC approval ….”); 

Compl. ¶ 14 (“ADS is entitled to specific performance requiring Blackstone to use reasonable 

best efforts to negotiate with the OCC, to provide the appropriate financial support for the Bank, 

and to otherwise obtain OCC approval.”).  None of these allegations trigger ADS’s Section 9.8.2 

specific performance rights. 

Put simply, on the face of the Merger Agreement on which it relies, ADS is not 

entitled to the relief it seeks in connection with the allegations it makes.  As a result, the 

Complaint should be dismissed as a matter of law.  
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CONCLUSION 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the Aladdin Entities respectfully request that the 

Court enter an Order dismissing the Complaint in its entirety with prejudice. 

 MORRIS, NICHOLS, ARSHT & TUNNELL LLP 
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