
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 

 
IN RE HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
DERIVATIVE LITIGATION 

Lead Case No. 1:06CV071186 
 
(Derivative Action) 
 

 
and 

 
IN THE COURT OF CHANCERY OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE 

 
IN RE HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
DERIVATIVE LITIGATION 

Lead Case No. 2428-VCN  
 
(Derivative Action) 
 

 
 
NOTICE OF PENDENCY OF DERIVATIVE ACTION, PROPOSED SETTLEMENT, SETTLEMENT FAIRNESS 

HEARING, AND RIGHT TO OBJECT 
 
TO: ALL PERSONS OR ENTITIES WHO HOLD OR BENEFICIALLY OWN, DIRECTLY OR 

INDIRECTLY, COMMON STOCK OF HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY (“HP” OR “COMPANY”) 
AS OF DECEMBER 14, 2007. 

*** 

PLEASE READ THIS NOTICE CAREFULLY AND IN ITS ENTIRETY.  THIS NOTICE RELATES TO A 
PROPOSED SETTLEMENT OF THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED SHAREHOLDER DERIVATIVE ACTIONS AND 
CONTAINS IMPORTANT INFORMATION REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS.  IT HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED BY 

THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA AND 
THE COURT OF CHANCERY OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE.  THIS IS NOT A SOLICITATION. 

THIS NOTICE IS ONLY A SUMMARY.  THE FULL TERMS OF THE SETTLEMENT ARE FOUND IN A 
STIPULATION OF SETTLEMENT (“STIPULATION”) AVAILABLE AT 

WWW.HPDERIVATIVELITIGATION.COM AND ON FILE IN THE ABOVE-CAPTIONED ACTIONS. 

THIS NOTICE DOES NOT, AND IS NOT INTENDED TO, SET FORTH FACTUAL FINDINGS BY EITHER 
THE CALIFORNIA COURT OR DELAWARE COURT WITH REGARD TO THE ALLEGATIONS MADE IN 

THE DERIVATIVE ACTIONS OR THE SETTLEMENT OF THE DERIVATIVE ACTIONS. 
 

*** 

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED of the following hearings:  

A hearing will be held on Tuesday, March 11, 2008, at 9:00 a.m. PDT (the “Fairness Hearing”)1 in the 
Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Santa Clara, Department 5, before Judge Mary Jo Levinger, 191 
North First Street, San Jose, CA 95113, to determine:  (1) whether the proposed settlement of the above-captioned 
Derivative Actions should be approved as fair, reasonable, and adequate; (2) whether the California Shareholder Plaintiffs 
fairly and adequately represent all similarly situated shareholders in enforcing the rights of HP; (3) whether the California 
Consolidated Action should be dismissed with prejudice; and (4) whether Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs 
are entitled to an award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses, and, if so, in what amount.  Any changes to the date or 
time of the Fairness Hearing will be posted on www.hpderivativelitigation.com.  Updated information on the date and time 

                                                 
1  All capitalized terms in this Notice have the meaning given to them in this Notice and/or in the Stipulation.   

Questions? Call Toll-Free 1 (800) 918-4413 
1 



of the Fairness Hearing can also be obtained by calling the Notice Administrator, The Garden City Group, Inc., at 1-800-
918-4413.    

 
A hearing will be held on Thursday, June 12, 2008, at 1:30 p.m. EDT (the “Delaware Hearing”) in the 

Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware, before Vice Chancellor John W. Noble, New Castle County Courthouse, 500 
North King Street, Wilmington, DE 19801, to determine:  (1) whether the Delaware Consolidated Action should be 
dismissed with prejudice based on the preclusive effect of the California Court’s Judgment approving the proposed 
settlement and dismissing the California Consolidated Action with prejudice; and (2) whether Counsel for the Delaware 
Shareholder Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of attorneys' fees, costs and/or expenses, and, if so, in what amount.  The 
date and time of the Delaware Hearing may change.  Updated information on the date and time of the Delaware Hearing 
will be posted at www.hpderivativelitigation.com, and can also be obtained by calling the Notice Administrator, The 
Garden City Group, Inc., at 1-800-918-4413, on or around May 20, 2008.     

I. BACKGROUND OF THE LITIGATION 

The proposed settlement involves shareholder derivative lawsuits filed on behalf of Hewlett-Packard 
Company.  The following derivative lawsuits were filed in the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of 
Santa Clara:  Worsham v. Dunn, No. 1:06CV071186 (filed September 14, 2006); Staehr v. Dunn, No. 1:06CV071301 (filed 
September 18, 2006); Tansey v. Dunn, No. 1:06CV071611 (filed September 20, 2006); and Hall v. Dunn, No. 
1:06CV071761 (filed September 25, 2006).  On October 19, 2006, the Worsham, Staehr, Tansey, and Hall lawsuits were 
consolidated into a single action captioned, In re Hewlett-Packard Company Derivative Litigation, No. 1:06CV071186.  
The following derivative lawsuits were filed in the Court of Chancery of the State of Delaware:  Pifko v. Babbio, No. 2428-
N (filed September 19, 2006) and Gross v. Babbio, No. 2565-N (filed November 21, 2006).  On January 24, 2007, the Pifko 
and Gross actions were consolidated into a single action captioned, In re Hewlett-Packard Company Derivative Litigation, 
No. 2428-VCN.  Coughlin Stoia Geller Rudman & Robbins LLP is lead counsel in the California Consolidated Action.  
Weiss & Lurie and Stull, Stull & Brody are co-lead counsel in the Delaware Consolidated Action. 

The Derivative Actions arise out of investigations conducted by HP and outside investigators in 2005 and 
2006 to identify the person or persons who had made unauthorized disclosures of confidential Company information to the 
press (the “Kona Investigations”).  The defendants in one or more of the Derivative Actions are Patricia C. Dunn, Mark V. 
Hurd, Robert P. Wayman, Richard A. Hackborn, Lawrence T. Babbio, Jr., Lucille S. Salhany, Robert L. Ryan, John H. 
Hammergren, Sari M. Baldauf, Ann O. Baskins, Kevin T. Hunsaker, Anthony Gentilucci, Fred Adler, Security Outsourcing 
Solutions, Inc., Ronald R. DeLia, Caroline F. DeLia, Action Research Group, Inc., Matthew DePante, Joseph DePante, and 
Bryan C. Wagner (the “Defendants”).  HP is the nominal defendant in the Derivative Actions.   

The claims in the California Consolidated Action arise principally out of the Kona Investigations, and 
also include allegations relating to conduct that occurred in the summer of 2006, after the Kona Investigations had ended. 
The California Consolidated Action alleges claims for breach of the fiduciary duties of care, loyalty, good faith, 
accountability, and disclosure; aiding and abetting breach of fiduciary duty; abuse of control; gross mismanagement; waste 
of corporate assets; unjust enrichment; insider trading; and publication of materially false information.  The California 
Consolidated Action seeks money damages, disgorgement, and injunctive relief in the form of corporate governance 
changes.  The claims in the Delaware Consolidated Action arise out of the Kona Investigations and include allegations that 
HP’s internal corporate governance and ethics guidelines were violated.  The Delaware Consolidated Action alleges claims 
for breach of the fiduciary duties of care, loyalty, good faith, fair dealing, honesty, and candor; aiding and abetting breach 
of fiduciary duty; and indemnification.  The Delaware Consolidated Action seeks money damages, disgorgement, and 
injunctive relief in the form of corporate governance changes. 

Pursuant to a resolution passed on October 7, 2006, the HP Board of Directors created a Special 
Litigation Committee (“SLC”).  The SLC is empowered and has full and exclusive authority to investigate the facts 
underlying the Derivative Actions and direct the prosecution or settlement of the Derivative Actions.  The SLC’s 
investigation, which began in late October 2006, lasted approximately eight months and involved more than 9,000 hours of 
lawyer and staff time, including 33 witness interviews, extensive document review, and thorough legal research and 
analysis of the claims asserted in the Derivative Actions.    

II. THE PARTIES’ POSITIONS REGARDING SETTLEMENT 

Shareholder Plaintiffs believe that it is in the best interests of HP and its shareholders that the Derivative 
Actions be settled on the terms described below, and that those terms are fair, reasonable, and adequate.  While Shareholder 
Plaintiffs believe that the claims asserted in the Derivative Actions have merit, they also recognize and acknowledge the 
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following:  (i) the expense and length of continued proceedings necessary to prosecute the Derivative Actions; (ii) the 
comprehensive nature of the SLC’s investigation and the good-faith exercise of the SLC’s business judgment that the 
claims asserted in the Derivative Actions should not be pursued; and (iii) the uncertainty and risk inherent in litigation, the 
problems of proof, the likelihood that Shareholder Plaintiffs would have to establish the futility of pre-suit demand and/or 
the wrongful refusal of demand, and the potential existence of valid defenses to the claims asserted in the Derivative 
Actions.        

In the exercise of its business judgment, the SLC has determined that it is in the best interests of HP and 
its shareholders that the Derivative Actions be fully and finally settled in the manner and upon the terms described below, 
and that these terms are fair, reasonable, and adequate.  The SLC has reached this conclusion only after a comprehensive 
consideration of the pertinent factual and legal issues surrounding the claims asserted in the Derivative Actions and only 
after an extensive investigation that spanned more than eight months.  In addition, the SLC’s determination was informed 
by various prudential considerations, including the costs (financial and otherwise) of litigation, the unlikelihood of a 
recovery sufficient to justify those costs, and the possibility that continuation of the litigation would threaten to harm HP’s 
reputation and distract HP’s Board and senior management.  Moreover, as part of its process, the SLC considered, through 
both in-person meetings with, and/or written materials received from, Counsel for the Shareholder Plaintiffs and an expert 
retained by Weiss & Lurie:  (i) the perspectives of said counsel regarding the allegations set forth in their respective 
lawsuits; and (ii) the various corporate governance reforms that had been proposed and advocated by said counsel since the 
time that the Derivative Actions were filed.  These meetings and materials informed the SLC’s conclusion that the 
Derivative Actions should be settled, and that the continuation or adoption and implementation of the Corporate 
Governance Changes described below would substantially benefit HP and its shareholders. 

III. TERMS OF SETTLEMENT 

Below is a summary of the settlement’s terms.  The full terms of the settlement can be found in the 
Stipulation, which is available at www.hpderivativelitigation.com and on file in the above-captioned cases.   

A. Corporate Governance Changes 

1. Changes in Board and Senior Management   

Since the filing of the Derivative Actions, there have been a number of key changes to HP’s Board and 
senior management, including the resignation of the Chairman of the Board, Patricia Dunn, and appointment of a new 
Chairman, Mark Hurd; appointment of Richard Hackborn as Lead Independent Director; resignation of HP General 
Counsel Ann Baskins and appointment of a new General Counsel, Michael Holston; appointment of a Chief Ethics and 
Compliance Officer; retirement of CFO Robert Wayman and appointment of a new CFO, Cathie Lesjak; and election of 
three new independent directors, G. Kennedy Thompson, Joel Hyatt, and John Joyce. 

2. Changes in Policies, Guidelines, and Procedures 

Since the filing of the Derivative Actions, HP has adopted, and shall continue or implement, the 
following Corporate Governance Changes for a period through and including December 31, 2012: 

a) Majority Voting 

HP has implemented a majority-vote standard in the election of directors, under which any incumbent 
director who receives a greater number of votes “against” his or her election than votes “for” such election will tender his or 
her resignation for Board consideration. 

b) Lead Independent Director 

HP has created the Board position of Lead Independent Director.  The Lead Independent Director’s 
responsibilities include serving as chair of Board meetings when the CEO/Chairman is not present, assisting the 
CEO/Chairman in leading the Board in anticipating and responding to crises, and working with the CEO/Chairman and 
Nominating and Governance Committee to ensure compliance with and implementation of corporate governance policies. 
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c) Independent Director for Compliance and Ethical Requirements Related 
to Investigations   

HP has created the Board position of Independent Director for Compliance and Ethical Requirements 
Related to Investigations.  The responsibilities of this director include reviewing HP’s compliance with legal and ethical 
requirements related to the conduct of investigations and working with the Board and management regarding such 
compliance requirements.   

d) Chief Ethics and Compliance Officer 

HP has created a new senior management position of Vice President and Chief Ethics and Compliance 
Officer (“CECO”).  The CECO, who reports directly to HP’s General Counsel and the Board’s Audit Committee, has 
responsibility for management and supervision of ethics and compliance in all of HP’s business groups, global functions, 
and regions.   

e) Ethics and Compliance Committee 

HP has reconstituted its Ethics and Compliance Committee that is responsible for oversight and guidance 
of design and implementation of HP’s compliance and ethics programs.  The responsibilities of the Ethics and Compliance 
Committee include ensuring that HP leadership sets an appropriate “tone at the top” with respect to ethics compliance, 
reviewing and identifying opportunities to improve communication channels across HP regarding ethics and compliance 
issues, and general oversight of HP’s compliance functions.   

f) Compliance Council 

HP has formed a new Compliance Council responsible for developing, initiating, maintaining, and 
revising policies and procedures for general operation of HP’s worldwide compliance programs consistent with applicable 
laws and regulations.  The Compliance Council reports directly to the Ethics and Compliance Committee, and 
its responsibilities include conducting risk assessments to determine highest-risk compliance areas to HP, developing and 
overseeing HP’s compliance training programs, maintaining on-going audits (in coordination with Internal Audit) to 
monitor progress of risk assessments and training, overseeing investigatory policies and procedures, and 
providing various semi-annual and annual reports to senior management, the Board, and Board committees.  

g) Enhancements to HP Training Programs 

HP has developed and implemented a number of enhancements to its ethics and compliance training 
programs, including redesigning and updating annually the training program for its code of ethics (the “Standards of 
Business Conduct”), providing additional training for HP employees engaged in the conduct of investigations, and 
providing additional Board and senior management training regarding conflict-of-interest issues, hiring independent 
counsel, and the conduct of investigations. 

h) Board Resolution Regarding Number of Independent Directors   

HP’s Board has adopted amendments to HP’s Corporate Governance Guidelines providing that all but 
three members of the Board will be independent.  

i) Enhancements to Independence Standards  

HP’s Board has adopted amendments to HP’s Corporate Governance Guidelines to enhance its 
independence standard for directors, such that no director will be deemed independent unless that director (1) has not been 
employed as an executive officer of HP, its subsidiaries or affiliates within the last five calendar years; (2) has no personal 
services contract with HP or an executive officer of HP; and (3) is not affiliated with a charitable organization that receives 
significant contributions from HP. 
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j) Board Review of Current Reports 

HP has adopted an enhanced disclosure practice for SEC current reports on Form 8-K, under which the 
Chair of the Audit Committee reviews those current reports prior to filing, and HP management, if requested by the Audit 
Committee Chair, provides copies to the rest of the Audit Committee or the full Board prior to filing.   

k) Enhancement to Standards of Business Conduct 

HP has enhanced its Standards of Business Conduct in order to clarify restrictions on unauthorized 
disclosures of confidential Company information and to make clear that directors will not suffer adverse action for raising 
ethical concerns. 

B. Releases 

Shareholder Plaintiffs, HP itself, and all HP shareholders will give a release of the Released Claims to the 
Released Persons.   

Subject to certain exceptions set forth in the Stipulation, the Released Claims are any and all Claims that 
have been, could have been or might hereafter be alleged or asserted by Shareholder Plaintiffs, by HP, or by HP 
shareholders against the Released Persons, or any of them, in the Derivative Actions, or in any other court action or before 
any administrative body, tribunal, arbitration panel, or other adjudicatory body that are based upon, arise out of, or relate in 
any way, directly or indirectly, to (i) the Derivative Actions; (ii) the investigation of the allegations in the Derivative 
Actions; (iii) the Kona Investigations; and/or (iv) the Stipulation (including, without limitation, any and all claims 
respecting the negotiation and execution of the Stipulation) or the settlement of the Derivative Actions.   

The Released Persons are (i) Defendants and each of their heirs, executors, administrators, assigns, 
employees, agents, representatives, attorneys, insurers, subsidiaries, affiliates, predecessors, and successors, including any 
person or entity controlled by, controlling or under common control with any of them; and (ii) HP and each of its past, 
present, and future parents, divisions, subsidiaries, predecessors, successors, assigns, affiliates, Boards, Board committees, 
officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, representatives, attorneys, and insurers, including any 
person or entity controlled by, controlling or under common control with any of them. 

Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for the Shareholder Plaintiffs will also be released by HP, the SLC, 
and the Board (whether current or former) for any and all Claims that are based upon, arise out of, or relate in any way, 
directly or indirectly, to the institution, prosecution, assertion, settlement, or resolution of the Derivative Actions, and 
Defendants will be barred, by operation of the Judgment, from bringing any such similar Claims against Shareholder 
Plaintiffs and/or Counsel for the Shareholder Plaintiffs.   

C. Dismissal of the Derivative Actions 

As part of the proposed settlement, the Derivative Actions will be dismissed in their entirety and with 
prejudice. 

IV. ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

In recognition of the substantial benefit that the Derivative Actions have conferred on HP in the form of 
the Corporate Governance Changes described above, HP has agreed, subject to the terms and conditions described below, 
to separate awards of attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses to Counsel for the Shareholder Plaintiffs.    

Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs will make an application for attorneys’ fees, costs and/or 
expenses in the California Court.  HP has agreed to pay to Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs an award of 
attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses of $3.8 million, provided the California Court finds said amount to be fair and 
reasonable based on information submitted by Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs.   

Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs will make an application for attorneys’ fees, costs and/or 
expenses in the Delaware Court.  HP has agreed to pay to Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs an award of 
attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses of $2.5 million, provided the Delaware Court finds said amount to be fair and 
reasonable based on information submitted by Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs.   
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The settlement of either or both of the Derivative Actions is not conditioned on approval of an award of 
attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses, either at all or in any particular amount, by the California Court or the Delaware 
Court.   

V. SETTLEMENT APPROVAL PROCEDURE 

The Parties will seek approval of the settlement in the California Court.  The California Court will 
determine:  (1) whether the proposed settlement should be approved as fair, reasonable, and adequate; (2) whether the 
California Shareholder Plaintiffs fairly and adequately represent all similarly situated shareholders in enforcing the rights of 
HP; (3) whether the California Consolidated Action should be dismissed with prejudice; and (4) whether Counsel for the 
California Shareholder Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses, and, if so, in what 
amount.  The California Court will address these issues at the Fairness Hearing on Tuesday, March 11, 2008, at 9:00 a.m. 
PDT.   

If the California Court enters Judgment approving the proposed settlement and dismissing the California 
Consolidated Action, the plaintiffs in the Delaware Consolidated Action, together with the SLC, will seek dismissal of the 
Delaware Consolidated Action in the Delaware Court, and Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs will submit an 
application for attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses for consideration by the Delaware Court. These issues will be 
addressed at the Delaware Hearing on Thursday, June 12, 2008, at 1:30 p.m. EDT.     

VI. OBJECTIONS 

You have a right to object to the proposed settlement and/or to any awards of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or 
expenses to Counsel for the Shareholder Plaintiffs.  If you want to object, you must follow the instructions below.  
Except for good cause shown, if you fail to follow these instructions, or if your Objection is not filed on time, your 
Objection will not be considered.   

NOTE:  Your only chance to object to the “Terms of Settlement” as described above in Section III, 
to any other term, condition or provision of the Stipulation, and/or to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or 
expenses to Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award) as described 
above in Section IV, will be in the California Court.  There will not be separate proceedings in the Delaware Court 
to determine whether the settlement should be approved as fair, reasonable, and adequate.  Rather, the Delaware 
Court will determine only (i) whether the Delaware Consolidated Action should be dismissed with prejudice based 
on the preclusive effect of the California Court’s Judgment; and (ii) whether Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder 
Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of attorneys' fees, costs and/or expenses, and, if so, in what amount.      

A. If you want to object to any of the Terms of Settlement, to any other term, condition, or provision 
of the Stipulation, and/or to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the 
California Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award): 

Your Objection must:  (i) state whether you object to the Terms of Settlement, to any other term, 
condition or provision of the Stipulation, and/or to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the 
California Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award), and explain why you are objecting; (ii) include the 
case caption of the California Consolidated Action (In re Hewlett-Packard Company Derivative Litigation, No. 
1:06CV071186); (iii) include your name, address, and telephone number; (iv) include proof (such as a brokerage statement) 
of how many of HP’s securities you hold as of the date of your Objection and when you acquired them; and (v) include 
copies of any specific documents you rely on in your Objection.   Except for good cause shown, your Objection must be 
received by (i) the California Court; (ii) Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for the 
Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs; and (iii) Counsel for the SLC at the addresses set forth below no later than 
Tuesday, February 19, 2008.  If you have hired an attorney to represent you in your Objection, your attorney must file a 
Notice of Appearance with the California Court, which, except for good cause shown, must be received by (i) the 
California Court; (ii) Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs; 
and (iii) Counsel for the SLC no later than February 19, 2008.  You or any attorney retained by you may, but are not 
required to, appear at the Fairness Hearing.  You or your attorney cannot appear at the Fairness Hearing unless you 
have filed a proper Objection, as outlined above.  If you or your attorney intend to appear at the Fairness Hearing, you or 
your attorney must file a Notice of Intent to Appear with the California Court, which, except for good cause shown, must 
be received by (i) the California Court; (ii) Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for the Delaware 
Shareholder Plaintiffs; and (iii) Counsel for the SLC no later than February 19, 2008.   
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B. If you want to object to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the 
Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award): 

If you want to object to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the 
Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award), you must do so in the Delaware Court.  Your 
Objection must include:  (i) an explanation of your reasons for objecting; (ii) the case caption of the Delaware Consolidated 
Action (In re Hewlett-Packard Company Derivative Litigation, No. 2428-VCN); (iii) your name, address, and telephone 
number; (iv) proof (such as a brokerage statement) of how many of HP’s securities you hold as of the date of your 
Objection and when you acquired them; and (v) copies of any specific documents you rely on in your Objection.  Except 
for good cause shown, your Objection must be received by (i) the Delaware Court; (ii) Counsel for the California 
Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs; and (iii) Counsel for the SLC at the 
addresses set forth below no later than Tuesday, February 19, 2008.  If you have hired an attorney to represent you in 
your Objection, your attorney must file a Notice of Appearance with the Delaware Court, which, except for good cause 
shown, must be received by (i) the Delaware Court; (ii) Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs and Counsel for 
the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs; and (iii) Counsel for the SLC no later than February 19, 2008.  You or any attorney 
retained by you may, but are not required to, appear at the Delaware Hearing.  You or your attorney cannot appear at the 
Delaware Hearing unless you have filed a proper Objection, as outlined above.  If you or your attorney intend to 
appear at the Delaware Hearing, you or your attorney must file a Notice of Intent to Appear with the Delaware Court, 
which, except for good cause shown, must be received by (i) the Delaware Court; (ii) Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder 
Plaintiffs; and (iii) Counsel for the SLC no later than Thursday, June 5, 2008.    

All Objections, Notices of Appearance, and Notices of Intent to Appear should be sent to the appropriate 
Court and counsel, as provided above, at the following addresses:   

CALIFORNIA COURT 
 
Clerk of Court 
Superior Court of the State of 
     California for the County of 
     Santa Clara 
191 North First Street 
San Jose, CA 95113 
 
DELAWARE COURT 
 
Register in Chancery 
Court of Chancery of the 
     State of Delaware 
New Castle County 
    Courthouse 
500 North King Street 
Wilmington, DE 19801 

COUNSEL FOR THE 
CALIFORNIA SHAREHOLDER 
PLAINTIFFS 
 
Joy Bull 
Coughlin Stoia Geller 
      Rudman & Robbins LLP 
655 West Broadway 
Suite 1900 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
COUNSEL FOR THE 
DELAWARE SHAREHOLDER 
PLAINTIFFS 
 
Joseph H. Weiss 
James E. Tullman 
Weiss & Lurie 
551 Fifth Avenue 
Suite 1600 
New York, NY 10176 
 
-or- 
 
Jules Brody 
Stull, Stull & Brody 
6 East 45th Street 
New York, NY 10017 

COUNSEL FOR THE SLC 
 
Eric H. Holder, Jr. 
Lanny A. Breuer 
Covington & Burling LLP 
1201 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20004-2401 
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VII. EFFECT OF FINAL APPROVAL OF THE SETTLEMENT 

If the California Court approves the settlement, the California Court will enter a Judgment that will, 
among other things, dismiss the California Consolidated Action with prejudice and include the Releases described above.  
Once the California Court’s Judgment becomes Final, the Released Claims will be extinguished for all time, and the 
Delaware Consolidated Action will, subject to approval by the Delaware Court, be dismissed with prejudice.  

VIII. NOTICE TO BANKS, BROKERAGE FIRMS AND OTHER NOMINEES 

Banks, brokerage firms, or other persons or entities who are current record owners of HP securities for 
the benefit of others are directed to, within ten (10) days of the receipt of this Notice:  (i) forward this Notice to the 
beneficial owners for whom they hold HP securities; or (ii) provide to the Notice Administrator a list of beneficial owners 
(including (a) beneficial holder name; (b) street address; and (c) city/state/zip), preferably electronically in MS Word files 
or in an MS Excel data table, at the following address:  In re Hewlett-Packard Company Derivative Litigation, c/o The 
Garden City Group, Inc., P.O. Box 9237, Dublin, OH 43017-4637.  For further information, nominees should contact The 
Garden City Group, Inc., at 1-800-918-4413.  Upon request, nominees will be reimbursed for out-of-pocket expenses 
reasonably incurred in identifying beneficial owners and forwarding this Notice to such beneficial owners.   

IX. FURTHER INFORMATION 

 This Notice is only a summary.  The full terms of the proposed settlement can be found in the 
Stipulation, which is available at www.derivativelitigation.com and on file in the California and Delaware Consolidated 
Actions.  For further information regarding the proposed settlement, visit www.hpderivativelitigation.com or call the Notice 
Administrator, The Garden City Group, Inc., at 1-800-918-4413. 

PLEASE DO NOT CONTACT THE CALIFORNIA OR DELAWARE COURTS OR THEIR 
CLERKS’ OFFICES REGARDING THIS NOTICE.   

 
 

 
DATED:  January 11, 2008   BY ORDER OF THE CALIFORNIA AND DELAWARE  
      COURTS 

 
           

       






































































	I. BACKGROUND OF THE LITIGATION
	II. THE PARTIES’ POSITIONS REGARDING SETTLEMENT
	III. TERMS OF SETTLEMENT
	A. Corporate Governance Changes
	1. Changes in Board and Senior Management  
	2. Changes in Policies, Guidelines, and Procedures
	a) Majority Voting
	b) Lead Independent Director
	c) Independent Director for Compliance and Ethical Requirements Related to Investigations  
	d) Chief Ethics and Compliance Officer
	e) Ethics and Compliance Committee
	f) Compliance Council
	g) Enhancements to HP Training Programs
	h) Board Resolution Regarding Number of Independent Directors  
	i) Enhancements to Independence Standards 
	j) Board Review of Current Reports
	k) Enhancement to Standards of Business Conduct


	B. Releases
	C. Dismissal of the Derivative Actions

	IV. ATTORNEYS’ FEES
	V. SETTLEMENT APPROVAL PROCEDURE
	VI. OBJECTIONS
	A. If you want to object to any of the Terms of Settlement, to any other term, condition, or provision of the Stipulation, and/or to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the California Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award):
	B. If you want to object to the award of attorneys’ fees, costs and/or expenses to Counsel for the Delaware Shareholder Plaintiffs (or to the amount of any such award):

	VII. EFFECT OF FINAL APPROVAL OF THE SETTLEMENT
	VIII. NOTICE TO BANKS, BROKERAGE FIRMS AND OTHER NOMINEES
	IX. FURTHER INFORMATION

