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U.S. Secuntles and Exchange Commission 04043698
Division of Investment Management PR@CESSED
450 Fifth Street, N.W. . SEP 27 200k

Washington, D.C. 20549

I THOMSON

TRaST FINANCIAL

Re: Columbla Acorn Femt (File No. 811-01829) and the other Columbia funds listed on Exhibit A
attached hereto (together with Columbia Acorn Fund, the “Columbia Funds”)

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On behalf of the Columbia Funds, and each affiliated person of the Columbia Funds that is a party
defendant to the action described in the following complaint, please find enclosed copies of the
fol]owi;ng complaints filed pursuant to Section 33 of the Investment Company Act of 1940:
|
1. Simmonds v. FleetBoston Financial Corporation, Civil Action No. 04-11953
(REK), United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts (filed on
| September 8, 2004). The complaint is a derivative action filed on behalf of the
; Columbia Funds against Columbia Management Group, Inc. and certain of its
‘ affiliates (collectively, “Columbia™), certain current and former employees of
Columbia, certain officers of the Columbia Funds, and certain members of the

Board of Trustees/Directors of the Columbia Funds, among others.

2. Osburn v. FleetBoston Financial Corporation, Civil Action No. 04-11750 (REK),

3 United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts (filed on August 10,
2004). The complaint is a derivative action filed on behalf of the Columbia Funds
against Columbia, certain current and former employees of Columbia, certain
officers of the Columbia Funds, and certain members of the Board of

| Trustees/Directors of the Columbia Funds, among others.

Please direct any questions or comments relating to the enclosed materials to the undersigned at
the above number or Brian D. McCabe, Esq. at (617) 951-7801.
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ROPES & GRAY LLP

U.S. Siecurities and Exchange Commission -2 - September 20, 2004
|

Please Eacknowledge receipt of this letter and the materials being submitted for filing by stamping

the enclosed copy of this letter and returning it to the messenger.

|

Respectfully submitted,

Jlets e

Michael T. Cappucci

Enclosﬂ;res

cc:  Mark Wentzien, Esq., Columbia Management (w/o encl.)
John M. Loder, Esq. (w/o encl.)
Brian D. McCabe, Esq. (w/o encl.)
Jason P. Pogorelec, Esq. (w/o encl.)

|
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Exhibit A

Columbia Acomn Trust, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-01829
Columbia Acorn Fund
Columbia Acorn International
Columbia Acorn International Select
Columbia Acorn Select
Columbia Acorn USA
Columbia Thermostat Fund
Columbia Funds Trust I, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-02214
Columbia High Yield Opportunity Fund
Columbia Strategic Income Fund
Columbia Tax-Managed Aggressive Growth
Columbia Tax-Managed Growth Fund
Columbia Tax-Managed Growth Fund II
Columbia Tax-Managed Value Fund
Columbia Funds Trust II, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-03009
Columbia Money Market Fund
Columbia Newport Greater China Fund
Columbia Newport Japan Opportunities Fund
Columbia Funds Trust III, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-00881
Columbia Contrarian Income Fund
Columbia Corporate Bond Fund
Columbia Federal Securities Fund
. Columbia Global Equity Fund
Columbia Intermediate Government Income Fund
Columbia Liberty Fund
Columbia Mid Cap Value Fund
Columbia Quality Plus Bond Fund
Columbia Funds Trust IV, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-02865
Columbia Municipal Money Market Fund
Columbia Tax-Exempt Fund
- Columbia Tax-Exempt Insured Fund
Columbia Utilities Fund
Columbia Funds Trust V, on behalf of the following series: File No. 811-05030
Columbia California Tax-Exempt Fund
Columbia Connecticut Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
Columbia Connecticut Tax-Exempt Fund
Columbia Florida Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
Columbia Intermediate Tax-Exempt Bond Fund
' Columbia Large Company Index Fund
Columbia Massachusetts Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
Columbia Massachusetts Tax-Exempt Fund
Columbia New Jersey Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
Columbia New York Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
Columbia New York Tax-Exempt Fund
Columbia Pennsylvania Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund



Columbia Rhode Island Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund

. Columbia Small Company Index Fund
Columbia U.S. Treasury Index Fund
Columbia Funds Trust VI, on behalf of the following series:
Columbia Growth & Income Fund
Columbia Newport Asia Pacific Fund
Columbia Small Cap Value Fund
Columbia Funds Trust VII, on behalf of the following series:
Columbia Europe Fund
- Columbia Newport Tiger Fund

Columbia Funds Trust VIII, on behalf of the following series:

Columbia Income Fund
Columbia Intermediate Bond Fund
Columbia Funds Trust IX, on behalf of the following series:
Columbia High Yield Municipal Fund
Columbia Managed Municipals Fund
Columbia Funds Trust XI, on behalf of the following series:
"Columbia Asset Allocation Fund
Columbia Disciplined Value Fund
Cblumbia Dividend Income Fund
Columbia European Thematic Equity Fund
Columbia Global Thematic Equity Fund
Columbia Growth Stock Fund
Columbia International Equity Fund
Columbia Large Cap Core Fund
' Columbia Large Cap Growth Fund
Columbia Small Cap Fund
Columbia Small Company Equity Fund
Columbia Young Investor Fund
Columbia Balanced Fund, Inc.
Columbia Common Stock Fund, Inc.
Columbia Daily Income Company
Columbia Fixed Income Securities Fund, Inc.
Columbia Floating Rate Advantage Fund
Columbia Floating Rate Fund
Columbia Growth Fund, Inc.
Columbia High Yield Fund, Inc.
Columbia International Stock Fund, Inc.
Columbia Mid Cap Growth Fund, Inc.
Columbia National Municipal Bond Fund, Inc.
Columbia Oregon Municipal Bond Fund, Inc.
Columbia Real Estate Equity Fund, Inc.
Columbia Short Term Bond Fund, Inc.
Columbia Small Cap Growth Fund, Inc.
Columbia Strategic Investor Fund, Inc.
Columbia Technology Fund, Inc.

4-

File No.

File No.

File No.

File No.

File No.

File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.
File No.

811-06529

811-06347

811-04552

811-04367

811-04978

811-06338
811-06341
811-02507
811-03581
811-09709
811-08953
811-01449
811-07834
811-07024
811-04362
811-07832
811-03983
811-08256
811-04842
811-07671
811-10161
811-10159
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Affiliated Persons of the Columbia Funds that are Defendants

FleetBoston Financial Corporation
Columbia Management Group, Inc.
Columbia Management Advisors, Inc.
Columbia Wanger Asset Management, L.P.
Columbia Funds Distributor, Inc.
Charles P. McQuaid

Ralph Wanger

Margaret Eisen

Leo A. Guthart

Jerome Kahn, Jr.

Steven Kaplan

David C. Kleinman

Allen B. Muchin

Robert R. Nason

John A. Wing
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS

GENE F. OSBURN, Individually and on behalfof X
All Others Similarly Situated, : Civil Action No.

Plaintift, 04 1175\ R

FLEETBOSTON FINANCIAL CORPORATION,

COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT GROUP, INC., : CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT ADVISORS, INC., : FOR EXCESSIVE FEES IN
COLUMBIA WANGER ASSET MANAGEMENT, : VIOLATION OF SECTIONS 34(b),
L.P.,, COLUMBIA FUNDS DISTRIBUTOR, INC., : 36(b) AND 48(a) OF THE »
CHARLES P. McQUAID, RALPH WANGER, : INVESTMENT COMPANY ACT
MARGARET EISEN, .LEO A. GUTHART, : AND SECTIONS 206 AND 215 OF
JEROML KAHN, JR., STEVEN KAPLAN, DAVID : THE INVESTMENT ADVISERS

. C.KLEINMAN, ALLAN B. MUCHIN, ROBERTR. : ACT, AND FOR BREACHES OF
NASON, JOHN A. WING and JOHN DOES 1-100 : FIDUCIARY DUTY

VS,

Delendants.

COLUMBIA ACORN FUND, COLUMBIA ACORT
SELECT, COLUMBIA ACORN USA, COLUMBIA :
ASSET ALLOCATION FUND, COLUMBIA :
BALANCED 'UND, COLUMBIA COMMON : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA DISCIPLINED -
VALUE FUND, COLUMBIA DIVIDEND INCOME :
FUND, COLUMBIA GROWTH & INCOME FUND,:

" COLUMBLA GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA . N
GROWTH STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA T.ARGE gm;g'f T .
CAP CORE FUND, COLUMBIA LARGE CAP LOOAL Hh:]s 'SSUED$L
GROWTH FUND, COLUMBLA LARGE : WAVER B C’J-E 4.1
COMPANY INDEX FUND, COT.UMBIA LIBERTY : b lssusg &-—ﬁ
JFUND, COLUMBIA MID CAP GROWTH FUND, BY DPTY
COLUMBIA MID CAP VALUE FUND, : ore. SR —
COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE EQUITY FUND, B aa

COLUMBIA SMALL AP FUND, COLUMBIA :
SMALL CAP VALUE FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL :
COMPANY EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL :
[Caption Continues On Next Page] :
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COMPANY INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA
STRATEGIC INVESTOR FUND, COLUMBIA
TAX-MANAGED AGGRESSIVE GROWTH :
FUND, COT.UMBIA TAX-MANAGED GROWTH :
FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED GROWTH :
FUND 11, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED VALUE
FUND, COLUMBIA TECHNOLOGY FUND, :
COLUMBIA TIIERMOSTAT FUND, COLUMBIA :
UTILITIES FUND, COLUMRBIA YOUNG :
INVESTOR FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
INTERNATIONAL FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
INTERNATIONAL SELECT FUND, COLUMBIA :
EUROPE FUND, COLUMBIA GLOBAL EQUITY :
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL EQUITY :
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL STOCK
FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT ASIA PACIFIC
FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT JAPAN :
OPPORTUNITIES FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT :
GREATER CIIINA FUND, COLUMBIA

NEWPORT TIGER FUND, COLUMBIA
CONTRARIAN INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA
CORPORATE BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
FEDERAL SECURITIES FUND, COLUMBIA
FIXED INCOME SECURITIES FUND,

COLUMBIA FIXED INCOME SECURITIES

FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING RATE
ADVANTAGE FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING
RATL FUND, COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD
OPPORTUNITY FUND, COLUMBIA INCOME
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE BOND
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE
GOVERNMENT INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA
MONEY MARKET FUND, MONEY MARKET
FUND, COLUMBIA NATIONAL MUNICIPAL
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA QUALITY PLUS :
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA SHORT-TERM ROND :
FUND, COLUMBIA STRATEGIC INCOME FUND,:
COLUMBIA US TREASURY INDEX FUND, ©
COLUMBIA CALIFORNIA TAX-EXEMPT FUND, :
COLUMBIA CONNECTICUT INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND, COILUMBIA CONNECTICUT:
TAX-EXEMP1 FUND, COLUMBIA FLORIDA
|Caption Continues On Next Page]
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INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAT. BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD MUNICIPAL FUND,
COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE TAX-EXEMPT
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA MANAGED
MUNICIPAL FUND, COLUMBIA
MASSACHUSETTS INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
MASSACHUSETTS TAX-EXEMPT FUND,
COLUMBIA MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA NEW JERSEY INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA NEW
YORK INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND
FUND, COLUMBIA NEW YORK TAX-EXEMPT
FUND, COLUMBIA OREGON MUNICIPAL
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA PENNSYLVANIA
INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA RHODE ISLAND INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-
EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-EXEMPT
INSURED FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL CAP
GROWTH FUND, COL.UMBIA EUROPEAN
THEMATIC EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA
GLOBAL THEMATIC EQUITY FUND,

COLUMBIA DAILY INCOME COMPANY FUND,

{collectively, the “Columbia Funds'),

Nominal Defendants, | :

-——

X

Plaintiff, by and through his counsel, alleges the following based upon the investigation

of ¢ounsc], which included u review of United States Securities and Exchange Commission

(“SEC”) filings, as well as other regulatory filings, reports and advisoties, press releases media

reports, news articles, academnic literature, and academic studies. Plaintiff believes that

substantial additional evidentiary support will cxist for the allcgations sct forth herein after a

reasonablc opportunity for discovery.
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NATURE OF THFE ACTION

1. Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of investors in mutual funds belonging to
FleetBoston Financial Corporation (*FleetBoston™) which includes the Columbia Funds (referred
to collectively hcrcih as the “Columbia Funds™), and derivatively on behalf of the Columbia
Funds, against the Columbia Funds investment advisers, their corporate parents and the
C‘olﬁmbia Funds dircctors.

2. This complaint qlleges that the Investment Advisor Defendants (as defined herein)
_dfgw upon the assets of the Columbia Funds to pay brokers to aggressively push Columbia Funds
over other funds, and that the Investrnent Adviser Defendants conccaled such payments from
investors by disguising them as brokerage commissions. Such brokerage commissions, through
payable from fund assets, are not disclosed to investors in the Columbia FFunds public filings or
elsewhere.

3 Thus Columbia Funds investors were thus induced to purchase Columbia Funds
bj brokers who reccived undisclosed payments from the Investment Advisor Defendants to push
Columbia Funds over other mufual funds and who therefore had an undisclosed conflict of
interest. Then, once invested in one or more of the Columbia Funds, Columbia Funds investors
werc charged and paid undisclosed fees that were improperly used to pay brokers to aggressively
push Columbia Funds to yet other brokerage clients.

4, The Investment Advisct Defendants were motivated to make these secret
payments to finance the improper marketing of Columbia Funds because their fees were
calculated as a percentage of funds under management and, thereforé, tended to increasc as the

number of Columbia Funds investors grew. The Investment Adviser Defendants attempted to
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justify this conduct on the ground that, by increasihg the Columbia Funds assets, they were
crcating cconomics of scalc that insmjed to the benefit of investors but, in truth and in fact,
Columbia Funds investors received none of the benefits of these purported cconomics of scalc.
Rather, fees and costs associated with the Columbia Funds were cxcessive during the Class
Périod (as dcfined herein), in large part because the Investment Adviser Defendants continued to
skim from the Columbia Funds to finance their ongoing marketing campaign. Thc Columbia
Funds Directors, who purported to be Columbia Funds investor watchdogs, knowingly or
recklessly permitted this conduct to oceur,

5. By cngaging in this conduct, the Investment Adviser Defendants, and the
de;fendant enlities that control them, breached their statutorily-defined fiduciary duties under
SéL’ﬁons 36(a) and (b) of the Investment Company Act of 1940 (the “Investment Company Act”)
and Sections 206 of the Investment Advisers Act (the “Investment Adviscrs Act”), breached their
common law fiduciary duties, and knowingly aided and abetied (he brokers in the breach of
ﬁduciary duties to their clients. The Investment Adviser Defendants atso violuated Section 34(b)
of ‘the Investment Company Act because, to further their improper course of conduct, they made
unitue statements of muterial fact in fund registration statements, and material omissions, with
res:pect to the procedure for determining the amount of fecs payable to Investment Adviser
Dcfendants and with respect to the improper uses to which the feos were put. Additionaily, the
Columbia Funds Directors breached their common law fiduciary duties to the Columbia Funds
investors by knowingly or recklessly allowing the impraper conduct alleged herein to occur and
ha.rm Columbia Funds investors.

0. On January 28, 2004, the Los Angeles Times published an article about a Senate
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committce hearing on mutual fund abuses which stated, in pertinent part, as follows:
“The mutual fund industry is indeed the world’s largest skimming
operation,” said Sen. Peter Fitzgerald (R-T11.), chairmun of the

pancl, comparing the scandal-plagued industry to “a $7-trillion
trough” exploited by fund managers, brokers, and other insiders.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

7. The claims, asserted herein arisc under and pursuant to Scctions 34(b), 36(b) and
4§(a) of the Investment Company Act of 1940, 15 U.S.C. §§ 80a-33(b), 80a-35(a) and (b) and
SQa-47(a), Sections 206 and 215 of the Invcstment Adviscrs Act, 15 US.C. §§ 80b-6 and 80b-15,
and common law, \

| 8. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuvant to
Scction 44 of the Investment Company Act, 15 1J.8.C. § 80a-43; Section 214 of the Investment
Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C. § 80b-14; and 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).

9. Many of the acts charged herein, including the creation and utilization of improper
revenue sharing agreements, occurred in. substantial part in this District. Defendunts conducted
other substantial business within this District and many Class members reside within this
Dis&rict. Additionally, defcndant FlcctBoston maintains its principal offices in this judicial
dis:trict.

10.  Inconnection with the acts alleged in this complaint, defendants, dircctly or
indirccﬂy, used the means and instrumentalities of interstate commerce, including, but not
limited (o, the mails, interstate telephone communications and the facilitics of the national

securities markets.
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PARTIES .

11.  Plaintiff purchased during the Class Period and continues to own shares or units
of the Liberty Acorn Fund (n/k/a Cblumbia Acom Fund)' has been damaged by the conduct
al“leged'herein. |

12.  Defendant FlectBoston is a financial services company and the ultimate parent of
defendants bearing the Columbia name. FleetBoston maintains its corporate hcadquarters at 100
Federal Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02110,

13.  Defendant Columbia Management Group, Inc. (“Columbia Group”), is a wholly
owned subsidiary of FlestBoston, is thc assct management arm Qf FleetBoston. Through its
mémber firms, including Columbia Management Advisors, Inc. and Columbia Wanger Asset
Ménagcmcxit, L.P. (“Columbia Wanger”), Columbia Group offers asset management services and
financial products. Columbia Group is located at One Financial Centcr, Boston, MA 02111-
2621.

‘ 14,  Defendant Columbia Management Advisors, Inc. (“Columbia Managg:mem”) a
wholly-owned subsidiary of Columbia Group, offers investment products and money
ménagcmcut services. Columbia Management is registered as an i:ﬁestmenl advisor under the
1n%stment Adviscrs Act and, togcther withL Columbia Wanger, managed and advised the
Columbia Funds during the Class Period. Columbia Management, along with Columbia Wanger,
has ultimate responsibility for overseeing the day-to-day management of the Columbia Funds.

Columbia Management is headquartered at 100 Federal Sireet, Boston, Massachusetts 02110,

'In September 2003, the Columbia Management Group decided to renume all ol the funds in its Tund family
(including the [iberty Acorn Funds) using the Columbin brand and to drop the Liberty brand. Liberty Acorn Fund was renamed
to Columb‘m Acorn Fund,
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15.  Defendant Columbia Wangcr, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Columbia Group,
offefs invesiment products and money management services. Colutbia Management is
rcéistered ag an investment advisor under the Investment Advisers Act and, together with
" Columbia Management, managed énd advised the Columbia Funds dun'né the Class Period.
C;)lumbia Wanger, along wilh Columﬁia Manégemeﬁt, has ultimate responsiiaility for overseeing
th§ day-to-day management of the Columbia Funds. Columbia Wanger is headquartered at 227
Wcest Monroc, Suite 3000, Chicago, lllinois 60606.

16.  Defendant Columbia Managcmcnt»and Columbia Wanger are collectively referred
to as the “Investment Adviser Defendsmts."’ |

17. Dﬁfendants Columbia Funds Distributors, Inc. (“Columbia Disiributors™), o
subsidiary of FleetBoston and a registered broker-dealer, is the distributor of Columbia Funds. In
this capacity, Columbia Distributors was responsible for underwriting, sponsoring and retailing
the Columbia Funds. Columbia Distributors, a Massachusetts corporation, maintains its
heﬁuners at One Financial Center, Boston, Massachusctts 02111,

| 18.  Defendants Charles P. McQuaid (“McQuaid”), Ralph Wanger (* Wanger”),
Margarct Eisen (“Eisen”), Leo A. Guthart (‘TGuthart”), irving B. Jcrome Kahn, Jr. (“fiaﬁn”),
Steven K.aplé.n (“Kaplan™), David C. Kleinman (“Kleinman”), Allan B. Muchin (“Muchin®™),
Robert R. Nason (“Nason™), and John A. Wing (“Wing™) were Trustees, Directors and/or officers
of the Columbia Funds during the Class Period and are collectively referred to herein as the
“Director Defendants.” For the purposes of their service as trustees, directors and/or officers of
the Columbia Funds, the business address for the trustees, directors and/or officers of the Trust is

Columbia Wanger Asset Management, L.P., 227 West Monroe Strect, Suite 3000, Chicago,
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ll]inois 60606.

19.  During the c15ss Period, McQuaid scrved as a Trustee of the Funds. He is
résponsible for oversceing 6 portfolios in the Fund cornplex. MeQuaid is decmed an interested
pérson because of his afliliation with the Investment Adviser, namely, his position as Senior Vice
President of Wanger Advisors Trust. -

20. *  During the Class Period, Wanger served as a Trustee of the Funds. Tle is
responsible for overseeing 10 portfolios in the Fund complex. Wanger is deemed an interested
pérson because of his affiliation with the Investment Adviscr, namely, his position as President
of Wanger Advisors Trust.

21.  During the Class Period, Eiscn, for her services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $28,125.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. She is
reéponsible for oversecing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

22.  During the Class Petiod, Guthart, for his scrvices as a Director, received
compensation totaling $40,750.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002, He s
méponsible for oversecing 6 portfolios in the 'und complex.

\ 23. During the Class Period, Kahn, for his services as a Director, received
coinpensation totaling $48,000.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
fegponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

‘ 24. During the Class Period, Kaplan, for his services as a Director, reccived
compensation totaling $45,750.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. Sheis

reéponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

25.  During the Class Period, Kleinman, {or his services as a Dircetor, received
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® ®
compensation totaling $48,250.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
résponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund .complex.

26. During the Class Pcried, Muchin, for his services as a Director, received
compepsation totaling $46,000.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
re%sponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the [und complex.

| 27. During the Class Period, Nason, for his services as a Director, received
cémpensazion totaling $90,000.00 for the fiscal ycar ended December 31, 2002. He is
responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

‘ 28.  During the Class Period, Wing, for his services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $25,625.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002, He is
résponsiblc for overéecing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

29.  Defendant John Does 1-100 were Columbia Directors and/or Officers during the
Class Period, and any other wrongdoers later discovered, whose identitics have yet to be
ascc;'taincd and which will be determincd during the course of plaintiff's counsel’s ongoing
investigation.

30. Nominal defendants, the Columbia Funds, as identified in the caption of this
cdmphﬁt and on the list annexed hereto as Exhibit A, are open-ended management companies
cqnsisting of the capital invested by mulual fund shareholders, each having a board of Dircctors
chhrgcd with rcprcsenﬁng the interest of the shareholders in one or a series of the fimds. The
Columbia Funds are named as nominal defendants (o the extent that they may be deemed
néccssary and indispensible partics pursuant to Rule 19 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure

and to the extent necessary to ensure the availability of adequate remedies.
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CLASS ACTIO L NS

31.  Plaintiff brings this action as a class action pursﬁant to I'ederal Rule of Civil
Procedure 23(a) and (b)(3) on behalf of a Class, consisting of all persons or entities who
purchased, redeemed, held shares or like interests in any of the Columbia Funds between August
2,‘ 1999 and March 22, 2004, inclusive, (the “Class Period”) and who were damaged thereby.,
Excluded from the Class are defendants, members of their immediate Families and their legal
rebresentatives, heirs, successors or assigns and any entity in wﬁich defendants have or had a
controlling intcrest.

| 32.  The members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all members is
impmcliéable. While the exact number of Class members is unknown to Plaintiff at this time
and can onljr be ascertained through appropriate discovery, Plaintiff believes that there are
bundreds or thousands of members in the proposed Class. Record owners and other members of
the Class may be identified from records maintaincd by the Columbia Funds, Columbia
Disu'ibuto:s and Investment Adviser Defendants and may be notified of the pendency of this
acﬁ'on by mail, using the form of notice similar to that customarily used in securities class
ac;tions.

33.  Plaintiffs’ claims arc typical of the claims of the members of the Class, as all
n1¢mbers of the Class are similarly affceted by defendants’ wrongful conduct in violation of the
fcdcral law that is complained of herein.

34, Plaintill will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class members and
has retained counscl competent and experienced in class und securities litigation.

35.  Common questions of law and fact exist as to all members of the Class and

FA\COLUMRI2\CMPL TOSR.WPD
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predominatc over any questions solely affecting individual members of the Class. Amonyg the
questions of law and fact common to the Class are:

a. whether the Investment Company Act was violated by defendants’ acts as
aiieged herein;

| b whether the Investment Advisers Act was violated by defendants’ acts as

alieged herein;

c. whether the Investment Adviser Defendants breached thcir common law
fiduciary duties and/or knowingly aided and abetted common law breaches of fiduciary duties;

d. whether statemcnts made by defendants to the investment public during
the Class Peﬁod misrepresented or omitted to disclose material facts about the business,
operations and financial statements of the Columbia Funds; and

e 10 what extent the members of the Class have sustained damage and the
proper measure of damages.

36. A classaction is superior to all other available methods for the fair and efficient
adjudication of this controversy since joinder of all members is impracticable. Furthermote, as
the damages suffered by individual Class members may be relatively small, the expense and
burden of individual litigation make i virtually impossiblc for the members of the Class (o
individually redress the wrongs done 1o therij.\ There will be no difficulty in the management of

this action as a class action.
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S TANTIVE GATIONS

The Director Defendants Breached Their Fiduciary Duties
To Columbiyu Funds Investors

37.  The defendants’ public filings state that the Boards of Directors for the Columbia
Fﬁnds are responsible for the management and supervision of the Columbia Funds. In this
regard, the Statement of Additional Tnformation dated May 1, 2003 for funds offered by the
Libcrty Acorn Trust (the “Statement of A&ditional Information™), which includes the Columbia
Acom Fund, which is available to the investor upon request is typical of the Statements of
Additional Information available for other Columbia Funds. 1t states: “The board of Trustees has
overall management responsibility for the Funds.”

38.  Moreover, the Statement of Additional Information states, with regpest to the
dutics of the Dircctors, as follows:

The board of Trustees serve indefinite terms of unlimited duration
provided that a majority of 'I'rustecs always has been elected by
shareholders. The Trustees appoint their own successors, provided

" that at least two-thirds of the Trustees, after such appointment,
huve been elected by shareholders. Shareholders may remove a
Trustee, with or without causc, upon the vote of two-thirds of
Acorn’s outstanding shares at any meeting called for that purpose.
A Trustee may be removed with or without cause upon the vote of
a majority of the Trustees.

39.  The Statement of Additional Information also sets forth in greater detail the
purported proccess by which the investment managers are selected:

Al a meeting of the board of Trustces held on August 15, 2001,
called in part for the purpose of voting on the approval of new
Advisory Agreements with Liberty WAM that were substantially
identical to the previous Advisory Agreements, the new Advisory
Agreements were approved through July 31, 2003 by the
unanimous vote of the “non-interested” Trustees of the Trust
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voting separately. The Trustees considered information about,
among other things: (1) Liberty WAM and its respective
personnel, resources and investment process; (2) the terms of the
new Advisory Agreements; (3) the nature and quality of services
provided by Liberty WAM; (4) the investment performance of
each Fund and of similar funds managed by other advisors; (5)
the profitability to Liberty WAM of its relationship with the
Funds; (6) fall-out benefits from that relationship; (7)
compensation payahle by the Funs to affiliates of the Adviser for
other services; (8) economies of sale; and () comparable fees
and expense ratios. The Trustees also considered the terms of an
agreement between the Trust and Fleet National Bank (the “Fleet
Agreement”) in which Fleet agreed that during the initial term of
the new Advisory Agreements, cxcept as otherwisc authorized by
the Trustees, it would: (1) preserve the autonomy of the Trust; (2)
preserve the independence of Liberty WAM, including its
investment philosophy and approach to investment operations,
rescarch and talent; (3) allow Liberty WAM considerable latitude
1o recruit and compensate (on competitive terms) investment
management personnel; (4) not interfere with Liberty WAM's
rclationships with regional brokers unless regulatory or compliance
concerns dictate and permit Liberty WAM to continue to allocate
the commissions and soft dollar payments as it has in the past; (5)
maintain the trading desk at Liberty WAM for domestic and
international trading activities; and (6) not add to the current
management responsibililies of any portfolio manager of a Fund
the responsibility to manage additional funds from the Flcct
organization without the consent of the Trustees.

[Emphasis added.]
40.  Thc Investment Company Institute (“ICT”), ol which Columbia is a member,
recently described the dutics of murtual fund boards as follows:

Morc than 77 million Americans have chosen mutual funds to gain
convenient access to a professionally managed and diversified
purifolio of investments.

Investors receive many other benefits by investing in mutual funds,
including strong legal protections and full disclosure. In addition,
shareholders gain an cxtra laycr of protection because each mutual
fund has a board of dircctors looking out for shareholders’

FACOLUMBI2Z\CMPLTOSB.WPD
14




interests.

Unlike the directors of other cotporations, mutual fund directors
are responsible for protecting consumers, in this case, the funds’
investors. The unique “watchdog” role, which does not exist in
any other type of company in America, provides investors with
the confidence of knowing the directors oversee the advisers who
manage and service thelr investments.

In particuiar, under the Investment Compuny Act of 1940, the
board of directors of a mutual fund is charged with looking after
how the fund operates and overseeing matters where the interests
of the fund and its shareholders differ from the interests of its
investment adviser or management company. |Emphasis added.)*

41.  Intruth and in fact, the Columbia Funds Boards of Directors, ie., were captive to
and controlled by the Investment Adviser Defendants, who induced the Director Defendants to
breach their statutory and fiduciary duties to manage and supervise the Columbia Funds, approve
all significant agreements and otherwise take reasonable steps to prevent the Investinent Adviser
Defendants from skimming Columbia Funds assets. In many cases, key Columbia Funds
Dircctors, were employees or former employees of the Investment Adviser Defendants and were
beholden for their positions, not to Columbia Funds investors, but, rather, to the Investment
Adviser Defendants, whom they were supposed to oversee. The Director Defendants served for
indefinitc tcrms at the pleasure of Investment Adviser Defendant and formed supposedly

independent cormmittees, charged with responsibility for billions of doliars of fund assets

* (comprised largely of investors’ college and retirement savings).

2 The IC1 describes itself as the national association of the U.S, investment company

mdustry Founded in 1940, its membership includes approximately 8,601 mutual funds, 604 closed-end
funds, 110 exchange-traded funds, and six sponsors of unit investment trusts, Its mutual fund members
have 86-6 million individual sharcholders and manage approximately $7.2 trillion in investor assets. The
quotation above is excepted from a paper entitled Understanding the Role of Mutual Fimd Divectors,
available on the 1CIs website at http://www.ici.org/issucs/die/bro_mf_dircetors.pdf.
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42.  To ensure that the Directors were complaint, the Investment Adviser Defendants
often recruited key fund Directors from the ranks of investment adviser companies.

43.  Inexchange for creating and managing the Columbia Funds, including the
Columbia Acorn Fund, the Investment Adviser Defendants charged the Columbia Funds a
varicty of fces, each of which was calculated as a percentage of assets uinder management.
Hence, the more money invested in the funds, the greater the fees paid to Investmert Adviser
Defendants. In theory, the [ees charged to fund investors are negotiated at arm’s-length between
the fund board and the investment management compauy'and must be approved by the
independent members of the board. However, as a result of the Dircctor Defendants’ dependence
on the investment management company, and its failure to properly manage the investment
advisers, millions of dollars in Columbia Funds asscts were transferred through fecs payable
ﬁ'\om Columbia Funds assets to the Investment Adviser Defendants that were of no benefit to
ﬁnd investots.

44.  These practices proved enormously profitable for Columbia Group and Fleet
Boston as the expense of plaintiff and other members of the Class who had invested in the
Columbia Funds. In this regard, a forbes article, published on September 15, 2003, statcd as
follows:

The average net profit margin at publicly held mutual fund firms
was 18.8% lust year, blowing away the 14.9% margin for the
financial industry overall . . . [fjor the most part, customers do not
enjoy the bencfits of the cconomics of scale created by having
tavger funds. Indeed, once a fund reaches a certain critical mass,
the directors know that there is no discernible benefit from
having the fund become bigger by drawing in mare investors; in

Jact, they know the opposite to be true — once a fund becomes too
large it loses the ability to trade in and out of positions without
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hurting its investors. [...}
The |mutual fund] business grew 71-fold (20 fold in real terms)
in the two decades through 1999, yet costs as a percentage of

~ assers somehow managed to go up 29%. . . . Fund vendors have a
way of stacking their boards with rubber stamps. As famed
investor Warren Buffett opines in Berkshire Hathaway's 2002
annual report: *Tens of thousands of “independent” directors, over
more than six decades, have failed miserably.” A genuinely
indcpendent board would occasionally firc an incompctent or
overcharging fund advisor. That happens just about never.”

[F.mphasis added ]

45. Plaintiff and other members of the Class never knew, nor could they have known,
from reading the fund prospectuses or otherwise, of the extent to which the Investment Adviser
Defendants were using so-called 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars (as defined below) and commissions to
improperly siphon assets from the funds.

Rule 12b-1 Marketing Fees Were Used For Improper Purposcs
By thc Investment Adviser Defendants

46.  Rule 12b-1, promulgated by the SEC pursuant to the Investment Company Act,
prohibits mutual funds from directly or indirectly distributing or marketing their own shares
unless certain enumerated conditions set forth in Rule 12b-1 are met. The Rule 12b-1 conditions
r@quire that payments for marketing must be made pursuant to a written plan “describiny all
niaterial aspects of the proposcd financing of distribution;” all agrccments with any person
relating to implementation of the plan must be in writing; the plan must be approved by a vote of
tﬁe majon't‘y of the board of dircctors; and the board of dircctors must review, at least quarterly,
“a writien report of the amounts so expended and the purposes for which such expenditures were

made.” Additionally, the dircctors “have a duty to request and evaluate, and any person who is a
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party to any agreement with such company relating to such plan shall have a duty to furnish, such
information as may rcasonably be necessary to an informed determination, of whether the plan

should be implemented or continued.” The directors may continuc to plan “only if the board of
directors who votc to approve such implementation or continuation conclude, in the: exercise of

réasonable business judgment, and in light of their fiduciary duties under state law and section
36(a) and (b) (15 U.8.C. 80a-35(a) and (b)) of the Act that there is a reasonable likelihood that

the plan will benefit the company and its shareholders. [Emphasis added.]
The cxceptions to the Section 12b prohibition on mutual fund marketing were

4.

enacted in 1980 under the theory that the marketing of mutual funds, all things being equal,
silould be encouraged because incrcased investment in mutual funds would presumably result in
economies of scale, the benefits of which would bc shifted from fund managers to investors.

During the Class Period, the Director Defendants authorized, and the Investment Adviser

Defendants collected, millions of dollars in purported Rule 12b-1 marketing and distribution

fécs.
However, the purported Rule 12b-1 fees charged to Columbia Funds investors

48.

were highly improper because the conditions of Rulc 12b-1 were not met. There was no

“rcasonablc likelihood” that the plan would benefit the company and its shareholders. On the

c{mtrary, as the funds were marketed and the number of fund investors increascd, the cconomies
of scale thereby created, if any, were not passed on to Columbia Funds investors. Rather,
Columbia Funds management and other fees increased and this was a red flag that the Director

ﬁcfcndmm knowingly or recklessly disregarded. If anything, the Columbia Funds murketing

efforts were creating diminished marginal returns under circumstances where increased fund size
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correlated with reduced liquidity and fund performance. If the Director Defendants reviewed
written reports of the amounts expended pursuant to the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan, and
the information pertaining to agreements entered into pursuant to tﬁc Rule 12b-1 Plan, ona
quarterly basis as required — which seems highly unlikely under the circumstances set forth
herein -~ the Director Defendants cither knowingly or recklessly failed to terminate the plans and
the payments madc pursuant to the Rule 12b-1 Plan, even though such payments nct only harmed

: ekisting Columbia Funds shareholders, but also were improperly used to induce brokers to
breach their duties of loyalty to their prospective Columbia Funds investors.

49,  Moreover, at least thirteen Columbia Funds were closed to new investors (the
“Closcd Funds™) and, consequently, the so-called 12b-1 fees could not possibly have been used
t6 market and distribute them. Nevertheless, the Investment Adviser Defendants received Rule
12b-1 fees charged to the Closed Funds. The Closed Funds that charged such Rule 12b-1 fecs
are the D Class of: the Columbia Short Term Bond Fund, Columbia National Municipal Bond
Fund, Columbia Oregon Municipal Bond Fund, Colu:nbia Fixed Income Securities Fund,
Columbia High Yield IFund, Columbia Balanced Fund, Columbia Common Stock Fund,
Columbia Growth Fund, Columbia Lntcmgtional Stock I'und, Cotumbia Mid-Cap Growth Fund,
Columbia Real Estate Equity Fund; Columbia Strategic Growth Investor Fund, and Columbia
Technology Fund.

50.  As set forth below, in violation of Rule 12b-1 and Section 28(e) of the Securities
Exchange Act, defendants made additional undisclosed payments to brokers, in the form of
cXeess commissions, that were not disclosed or authorized by the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1
plan.

F\COLUMBI2\CMPLTOSB.WPD
‘ 19




The Investment Adviser Defendants Charged Their Overhead To
Columbia Funds Investors And Secretly Paid Excessive
Commissions To Brokers To Steer Clients To Columbia’s Funds

51. Investment advisers routinely pay broker commissions on the purchase and sale of
ﬁnd securities, and such commission may properly be used to purchase certain other services
from brokers as well. Specifically, the Section 28(e) “safe harbor” provision of the Securities
Exchangc Act carves out an eiception to the rule that mquﬁcs investment management
companies to obtain the best possible execution price for their trades. Section 28(e) provides that
ﬁmd managcrs shall not be dcemed to have breached their fiduciary duties “solely by reason of
[their] having caused the account to pay a . ., broker. . . in excess of the amount of commission
aﬁother ... broker . . . would have charged for cffccting the transaction, if such person
determined in good faith that the amount of the commission is reasonable in relation to the value
of the brokerage and research services provided.” 15 U.S.C. §28(¢) (emphasis added). In other
Words, funds are allowed to include “commissions” payment for not only purchase and sales
e#ecution, but also for specified services, which the SEC has defined to include “any service that
provides lawful and appropriatc assistance to the money manager in the performance of his
injveslment decision-making responsibiliti
tq investinent advisers in cxccss of the purchasc and salc charges are known within the industry
as “Soft Dollars.”

52.  The Investment Adviser Defendants’ actions are not protected by the Section
28(c) safc harbor. The Invesiment Adviser Defendants used Sof Dollars to pay overhead costs

(for items such as computer hardware and software) thus charging Columbia Funds investors for

costs not covered by the Section 28(e) safe harbor and that, consistent with the investment
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adviscrs® fiduciary duties, properly should have been borne by the Investment Adviser
Defendants. The Investment Adviser Defendants also paid excessive commissions to broker
dealers on top of any lcgitimatc Soft Dollars to steer their clients to Columbia Funds and directed
brokerage business to firms that favored Columbia Funds. Such payments and directed-
l;rokerage payments were used to fund sales contests and other undisclosed financial incentives
t<;) push Columbia Funds. These incentives created an undisclosed conflict of interest and caused
brokers to steer clients to Columbia Funds regardless of the funds® investment quality relative to
qthcr investment alternatives and to thereby breach their duties of loyalty. By paying the
@(cessive brokerage commissions, the Investment Adviser Defendants also violaled Section
12(b) of the Investment Company Act, becausé such payments were not made pursuant to a valid
Rule 12b-1 plan.

| 53, The excessive commissions did not fund any scervices that benefitted the
Columbia Funds shareholders. This practice materially harmed plaintiff and other rmembers of
the Class from whom the Soft Dollars and excessive commissions were taken.

| 54.  Additionally, on information and belief, the defendants, similar to other members
of the industry, have a practice of charging lower management fees to institutional clients than to
ordinary mutual fund investors through their mutual fund holdings. This discriminatory |
treatment cannot be justified by any additional services to the ordinary investor and is a further
breach of fiduciary dutics.

55.  OnJanuary 14, 2004, fhe Wall Street Journal published an article under the

headline, “SEC Readies Cases On Mutual Funds’ Deals With Brokers.” Citing a “person

familiar with the investigation,” the article notes that the SEC is “close to filing its first charges
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against mutual [und companies related to afrangements that direct trading commissions to
brokcrage firms that favor those fund companies’ products.” The article stated in pertinent part
as follows:

The SEC has been probing the business arrangement between
Jund companies and brokerage firms since last spring. It held a
news conference yesterday to announce it has found widespread
evidence that brokerage firms steered investors to certain mutual
Junds because of payments they received from fund companies or
their investment advisers as part of sales agreements,

~ Officials said the agency has opened investigations into cight
brokerage firms and a dozen mutual funds that engaged in a
longstanding practicc known as “revenue sharing.” Agency
officials said they expect that number to grow as its probe expands.
‘They declined (0 name either the funds or the brokerage firms.

The SEC said payments varied between 0.05% and 0.04% of sales
and up 10 0.25% of assets that remained invested in the fund.

Peuple familiar with the investigation say regulators are looking
into examples of conflict of interest when fund companies use
shareholder money to cover costs of sales agreements instead of
paying the sales costs themselves out of the firm’s own pockets.
The boards of funds, too, conld be subject to scrutiny for
allowing sharehalders’ commission dollars to be used for these
sales agreements. In other cases, the SEC is probing whether
JSunds violated policies that would require costs associated with
marieling a fund 10 be included in a fund’s so-cailed i2b-1 plan.

Id (Emphasis added).
‘ THE MARCH 22, 2004 DISCLOSURE
56. In a March 22, 2004 supplement to numcrous Smith Barney Funds Prospectuses,
the following language appeared: |
Effective March 22, 2004, the following is added aftcr the first
paragraph under the heading “Managing - Distribution plans™ in

the Prospectuses for each of the FFunds listed below:
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In addition, the distributors may make payments for distribution
and/or shareholder servicing activities out of their past profits and
other available sources, The distributors may also make payments
for marketing, promotional or related expenses to dealers. The
amount of these payments is detcrmincd by the distributors and
may be substantial. The manager or an affiliatc may makc similar
payments under similar arrangements.

The payments described above are ofien referred to as “revenue
sharing payments.” The recipients of such payments may
include the funds’ distributor and other affiliates of the manager,
broker-dealers, financial institutions and other financial
intermediaries through which investors may purchase shares of a
Sund. In some circumstances, such payments may create an
incentive for an intermediary or its employees or associated
persons to recommend or sell shares of a fund to your. Please
contact your financial intcrmediary for details about revenue
sharing payments it may receive.

[Emphasis added.)

57.  The Columbia Funds were identified as one of the mutual fund families that Smith
Bamey, a division of Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (“CGMTI™), brokers were paid to pushina
June 2004 press release on the Smith Barncy websitc titled, Mutual Funds, Revenue Sharing and
Other Compensation Disclosure. (See, http:/smithbarney.com/products_services/mutual_funds/

investor_information/revenucshar.htmd).
The Prospectuscs Were Matcrially False And Misleading
58.  PlaintilT and other members of the Class were entitled to, and did receive, one or
more of the prospectuses (“Prospectuses”), pursuant to which the Columbia Fund shares were
oﬁ'ered, each of which contained substantially the same materially false and misleading
statements and omissions regarding 12b-1 fees, commissions and Soft Dollars.

59.  The Statement of Additional Information, dated May 1, 2003 for funds offered by

FACOLUMBIZACMPLTOSE, WPD
23




Investment Advisor Defendants, referred to in certain of the Columbia Funds Prospectuses and
available to the invesior upon request, states as follows with respect to Soft Dollars and revenue
sharing:

The Adviser places orders for the purchase and sale of Funds’
portfolio securities and options and futures contracts. The
Adviser's overriding objective in effecting portfolio transactions is
to seek to obtain the best combination of pricc and execution. The
best net price, giving effect to brokerage commission, if any, and
other transaction costs, normally is an important factor in this
decision, but @ number of other judgmental factors may also
enter into the decision. These include: the Adviser’s knowledge
of negotiated commission rates currently available and other
current transaction costs; the nature of the security being trauded;
the size of the transaction; the desired timing of the trade; the
activily existing and expected in the market for the particular
sceurity; confidentiality; the exccution, clearance and settiement
capabilities of the broker or dealer selected and others which are
considered; the Adviser’s knowledge of the financial stability of
the broker or dealer selected and such other brokers or dealers; and
the Adviser’s knowledge of actual or apparent operational
problems of any broker of dealer. Recognizing the value of these
Jactors, the Funds may pay a brokerage commission in excess of
that which another broker or dealer may have charged for
effecting the same transaction. Evaluations of the reasonableness
of brokerage commissions, based on the foregoing factors, are
made on an ongoing basis by the Adviser’s staff while effecting
portfolio transactions. The general level of brokerage commissions
paid is reviewed by the Adviser, and reporis are made annually to
the board of Trustees of the Funds.

With respect to issues of securities involving brokerage
commissions, when more than one broker or dealer is belicved to
be capable of providing the best combination of price and
execution with respect 1o a particular portfoljo transaction for a
Fund, the Adviser ofien selects a broker or dealer that has
furnished it with research products or services such as rcsearch
reports, subscriptions to financial publications and rescarch
compilations, compilations of sceuritics prices, earnings,
dividends, and similar data, and computer data bases, quotation
equipment and services, research-oriented computer sofiware and
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services, and services of economists and other consultants.
Selection of brokers or dealers is not made pursuant to an
agreement or understanding with any of the brokers or dealers;
however, the Adviser uses an internal allocation pracedure to
identify those brokers or dealers who provide it with research
products or services and the amount of research producits or
services they provide, and endeavors to direct sufficient
commissions generated By its clients’ accounts in the aggregate,
including the Funds, to such brokers or dealers to ensure the
continued receipt of research products or services that the
Adviser feels are useful. In certain instances, the Adviser receives
from brokers and dealers products or services which are used both
as investment rescarch and for administrative, marketing, or other
non-research purposes. In such instances, the Adviser makes a
good faith effort to determine the relative proportions of such
products or services which may be considered as investment
rescarch. ‘The portion of the costs of such products or scrvices
{without prior agreement or understanding, as noted above)
through transaction charges generated by transactions by clients
(including the Funds) while the portions of the costs attributable to
non-research usage of such products or services is paid by the
Adviser in cash. No person acling on behalf of the Funds is
authorized, in recognition of the value of research products or
SeTvices, 10 pay a commission in excess of that which another
broker or dealer might have charged for effecting the same
transaction. Research products or services furnished by brokers
and dealers may be uscd in scrvicing any or all of the clicnts of the
Adviser and not all such research products or services are used in
connection with the management of the Funds,

With respect to the Funds’ purchases and sales of portfolio
securities transacted with a broker or dealer on a nct basis, the
Adviser may also consider the part, if any, playcd by the broker or
dealer in bringing the securities involved to the Adviser’s aftention,
including investment research related 1o the security and provided
to a lund.

[Emphasis added. |
60.  The Prospectuses failed to disclose and misrepresented, inter alia, the following

material and damaging adverse facts which damaged plaintiff and other members of the Class:
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a. that the Investment Adviscr Defendants authorized the payment from fund
asscts of excessive commissions to broker dealers in exchange for preferential marketing services
and that such payments were in breach of their fiduciary duties, in violation of Section 12b of the
Investment Company Act, and unprotected by any “sale harbor”;

b. - that the Investment Adviscr Defendants directed brokerage payments to
firms that favored Columbia Funds, which was a form of marketing that was not disclosed in or
authorized by the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan;

c. that the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 plan was not in compliance with Rule
lib-l, and that payments madec pursuant to the plan werc in violation of Section 12 of the
Irijvestment Company Act because, among other reasons, the plan was nol properly evaluated by
the Director Defendants and there was not a rcasonable likelihood that the plan would benefit the
company and its sharcholdcrs;

d that by paying brokers to aggressively steer their clients to Co lumbiﬁ
Fﬁnds. the Investment Adviscr Defendants werc knowingly aiding and abetting a breach of
ﬁ&uciaxy duties, and profiting {rom the brokers” improper conduct;

e. that any economies of scvale achieved by marketing of the Columbia Funds
10 new nvestors were not passed on to Columbia Funds investors; on the conlrary, as the
Columbia Funds grew, {ees charged to Columbia Funds investors were excessive;

f. that defendants impropcerly used Soft Dollars and excessive commissions
péid from Columbia Funds assets, to pay for overhead expenses, the cost of which should have
been borne by FleetBoston and not Columbia Funds investors; and

g that the Director Defendants had abdicated their duties under the
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Investment Company Act and their common law fiduciary duties, that they failed to monitor and
sﬁpervise the Investment Adviser Defendants and that, as a conscquence, the Investment Adviser
Defendants were ablc to systematically skim millions and millions of dollars from the Columbia
Funds.

Against the Investment Adviser Defendants

For Violations Of Section 34(b) Of The
_ Investment Company Act On Behalf Of The Class

61 . Plaintiff repeats and realleges each and every allegation contained above as if
fully sct forth herein.

62.  This Countis assertéd against the Tnvestment Adviser Defendants in their role as
investment advisers to the Columbia Funds. |

63.  The Investment Adviser Defendants made false statements of material fact in
registration statements and reports filed and disseminated pursuant to the Tnvestment Company
Apt and omitted to statc facts nccessary to prevent the statements made therein, in light of the
circumstances under which they were made, from being materially false and misleading. The
Investment Adviser Defendaats faiied to disclose the following:

a, that the Investment Adviser Defendants authorizca the payment from fund
m%sets of excessive commissions to broker dealers in exchange for preferential marketiﬁg services
and that such payments were in breach of their fiduciary duties, in violation of Scction 12b of the
Iﬁvesﬂnent Company Act, and unprotected by any “safe harbor™;

b. that the Investment Adviser Defendants directed brokerage payments to

firms that favored Columbia Funds, which was a form of marketing that was not disclosed in or
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authorized by the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan;

c. that the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 was not in compliance with Rule
12b—1, and that payments madc pursuant to the plan were in violation of Section 12 of the
Investment Company Act because, among other reasons, the plan was not properly evaluated by
the Director Defendants and there was not a reasonable ﬁkelihood that the plan would benefit the
company and its sharcholdcrs;

| d that by paying hrokers to aggressively steer their clients to Columbia
Funds, the Investment Adviscr Defendants were knowingly aiding and abetting a braach of
fiduciary duties, and profiting from the brokers’ improper conduct; |

| e. that any economies of scale achieved by marketing of the Columbia Funds
t0 new investors were not passcd on to Columbia Funds investors; on the contrary, as the
Columbia Funds grew, fees charged to Columbia Funds investors were excessive;

f. that defendants improperly used Soft Dollars and excessive commissions,
paid from Columbia Funds assets, to pay for overhead expenscs the cost of which should have
been borne by Davis and not Columbia Funds investors; and

g that the Director Defendants had abdicated their duties under the
lr;vcstment Company Act and their common law fiduciary duties, that the Director Diefendants
failed to monitor and supervise the Investment Adviser Defendants and that, as a consequence,
the Investment Adviscr Defendants were ablc to systcmatically skim millions and miliions of
déllars from the Columbia Funds.

64. By reasonof thé conduct described above, the Investment Adviser Defendants

violated Section 34(b) of the Investment Company Act.
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65.  As adirect, proximate and foreseeable result of the Investment Adviser
Defendants’ violation of Section 34(b) of thc Investment Company Act, Colurnbia Funds
investors have incurred damages.

66.  Plaintiff and the Class have been specially mJured by Defendants’ violations of
Section 34(b) of the Investment Company Act Such injuries were suffered dircctly by the
sﬁareholders, rather than by the Columbia Fumds themselves.

67.  The Investment Adviscr Defendants, individually and in concert, dirsctly and
indirectly, by the use, means or instrumentalities of interstéte commerce and/or the mails,
cngaged and participated in a continuous course of conduct to conceal such adverse material
information.

COUNT II
Against Columbia Distributors And The Investment Adviser Defendants
Pursuant To Section 36(b) Of The Investment Company Act
Derivativelv On Bchalf Of T ia Funds

68.  Plaintiff rcpeats and realleges each and every allegation contained abiove and
otherwise incorporales the allegations contained above.

69.  This Count is brought by the Class (as Columbia Funds sccwrities holders) on

; 5el1a1f of the Columbia Funds against Columbia Distributors and lhé Invesiment Adviser
Defendants for breaches of Columbia Disiributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants’
fiduciary dutics as defined by Section 36(b) of the Investment Company Act.

| 70.  Columbia Disiributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants each had a

fiduciary duty to the Columbia Funds and the Class with respect to the receipt of compensation

for services and of payments of a material nature made by and to Columbia Distributors and the
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lnvestment Adviser Defendants.
| 71.  Columbia Distributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants violated Section
36(b) by improperly charging investors in the Columbia Funds purported Rulc 12b-1 marketing
fees, and by draw_ing on the Columbia Funds assels to make ﬁndiscloscd payments of Soft
ﬁo]lars and excessive commissions, as defined herein, in violation of Rule 12b-1

72. By reason of the conduct described above, Columbia Distributors and the
Investment Adviser Defendants violated Section 36(b) of the Investment Company Act.

73.  Asadirect, proximate and foreseeable result of Columbia Distributors’ and the
lﬁvestment Adviser Defendants’ breach of the fiduciary duty of loyalty in their respective roles as
underwriter and investment advisers to Columbia Funds investors, the Columbia Funds and the
C]ass have incurred millions of dollars in damages.

74.  PlainuifT, in this Count, secks to rccover the Rule 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars,
excessive commission and the management fees charged the Columbia Funds by Columbia
Distributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants.

CO 1§
! Against FleetBoston, Columbia Group And The Dircctor Defendants
‘ (As Control Persons of The Invcstment Adviser Defendants), And The

Tnvestment Adviser Defendants (As Control Persons of Columbia Distributors)
For Violation Of Section 48(a) Of The Investment Company Act By

The Class And Derivatively On Behalf Of The Columbia Funds

75.  Plaintiff repeats and reallcges cach and every allegation contained above as if fully
set forth herein.
76.  This Count is brought pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company Act

aéainst FleetBoston, Columbiu Group and the Director Defendants, who caused the Investment
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Adviser Defendants to commit the violations of the Investment Company Act alleged herein, It
isiappropriate to treat these defendants as a group for pleadiﬁg purposes and to presumc that the
misconduct complained of herein are the,collcctivc actions of FlectBoston, Columbia Group and
the Director Defendants. ~

77.  The Investment Adviser Defendants are Iiable under Sections 34(b) of the
ln&cstmcnt Company Act to'the Class and under 36(b) of the Investment Company Act to the
Columbia Fﬁnds as set forth herein.

78.  TlectBoston, Columbia Group and (he Director Defendants wex;c *control
pérsons" of the Investment Adviser Defendants and caused the violations complained of herein,
By virtuc of their positions of operational control and/or authority over the Investment Adviser
Défendants, FleetBoston, Columbia (Group and the Director Defendants directly and indirectly,
had the power and authority, and exercised the same, to cause the Investment Adviscr Defendants
to engage in the wrongful conduct complained of hercin.

79.  Pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company Act, by rcason of the
fo}egoing, FleetBoston, Columbia Group and the Director Defendants are liable to plaintiff to the
same extent as are the Investment Adviser Defendants for their primary violations of Sections
34(b) and 36(b) of the Investment Cdmpany Act.

80.  This Count is also brought pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company
A;:t against the Investment Adviser Defendants, who caused Columbia Distributors to commit
thé violations of the Investment Company Act alleged hercin. It is appropriate to treat these
défcndants as a group for pleading purposes and to presume that the misconduct complaincd of

herein is the collective actions of the Investment Adviser Defendants,
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81.  Columbia Distributors is liable under Section 36(b) of the Investment Company
Act to the C(_)lurnbia Funds as sct forth herein.

‘ 82.  TheInvestment Adviser Defendants were “control persons” of Columbia
Distributors and causcd the violations complained of hercin. By virtue of their positions of
operational control and/or authority over Columbia Distﬁbutofs, the Investment Adviser
Defendents directly and indirectly, had the power and authority, and exercised the same, to cause
Columbia Distributors to engage in the wrongful conduct complained of herein.

83. Pursuant to Scction 48(35 of the Investment Company Act, by reason of the
foregoing, the Investment Adviser Defendants are liable to plam’aﬁ to the same extent as is
Colufrxbia Distributors for its primary violations of Scction 36(b) of the Invesiment Company
Act.

84. By virtue of the foregoing, Plaintiff and other Class members are entitled to
damagcs against FleetBoston, Columbia Group, the Dircctor Defendants, Columbia Distributors
and the Investment Adviser Defendants.

| COUNT IV

Against The Investment Adviser Defendants Under Scction 215 Of The
Investment Advisers Act For Violations Of Section 206 Of The Investment

Advisers Act Derivatively On Behalf Of The Columbia Funds
85.  Plaintiff repeals and realleges cach and every allegation contained above as if fully

set forth herein.

86.  This Count is based upon Section 215 of the Investment Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C.
§80b-15.

87. ‘The Investment Adviser Defendants served as “investment advisers” to the
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Coimnbia Funds and other mcmbers of the Class pursuant to the Tnvestment Adviscrs Act.

88.  As fiduciaries pursuant to the Investment Advisers Act, the Investment Adviser
Defendants werc required to scrve the Columbia Funds in a manner in accordancc with the
fcderal fiduciary standards set forth in Section 206 of the Investment Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C.
§80b-6, governing the conduct of investment adviscrs. |

89,  During the Class Period, the Iﬁvestment Adviser Defendants breached their
ﬁdLlL'iury duties to the Columbia Funds by cngaging in a deceptive contrivance, scherne, practice
and coursc of conduct pursuant to which they knowingly and/or reckiessly engaged in acts,
transactions, practices and courses of business which oporatcd as a fraud upon the Columbia
Fuﬁds. As detailed above, the Investment Adviser Defendants skimmed money from the
Columbia Funds by charging and collccting fees from the Columbia Funds in violation of the
Investment Company Act and the Investment Advisers Act. The purpose and cffect of said
schemc, practicc and course of conduct was to enrich the Investment Adviser Defendants, among
other defendants, at the expense of the Columbia Funds. The Investment Adviser Defendants
breached their fiduciary duties owed 10 the Columbia Funds by engaging in the aforesaid
transactions, practices and courses of busincss knowﬁngly or recklessly so as to constitute a deceit
and fraud upon the Columbia Funds, |

90.  The Investment Adviser Defendants are liable as direct pariicipants in the wrongs
cofnplaincd of herein. The Investment Adviser Defendants, because of their position of authority
and control over the Columbia Funds were able to and did control the fees charged to and
collected from the Columbia Funds and otherwise control the operations of the Columbia Funds.

91.  ‘The Investment Adviscr Defendants had a duty to (1) disseminate accurate and
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truth information with respect to the Columbia Funds ; and (2) truthfully and uniformly act in
accordance with their stated policics and fiduciary responsibilities to the Columbia Funds., The
Investment AdVi;ﬂ Defendants participated in tﬁc wrongdoing complained of herein in order to
prévent lhﬁ Columbia Funds from knowing of the Investment Adviser Defendants’ breaches of
ﬁduéiary duties including: (1) the charging of the Columbia Funds and Columbia Funds
im:westors improper Rule 12b-1 marketing fees; (2) making improper undisclosed payments of
Soft Dollars; (3) making unauthorized use of “directed brokerage” as a marketing tool; and
(45 charging the Columbia Funds for excessive and unproper commission payments io brokers,
92.  Asaresult of the Investment Adviscr Defendants’ multiple breaches of their
ﬁduciary duties owed to the Columbia Funds , the Columbia Funds were damaged.
93.  The Columbia Funds are entitled to rescind their investment adﬁsory contracts
w:th the Investment Adviser Defendants and recover all fees paid in conncction with their
enrollment pursuant to such agreements.

COUNTY

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against
The Investment Adviser Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

94. Plaintiff repeats and rcalleges each of the preceding allegations as though fully set
forth herein.

95,  As investment adviscrs to the Columbia Funds, the Invesiment Adviser
Défendants were fiduciaries to the plainliff and other members of the Class and were required to
acf[ with the highest obligations of good faith, loyalty, fair dealing, due care and candor.

96.  As sel forth above, the Investment Adviser Defendants breached their fiduciary
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duties to plaintiff and the Class.

97.  Plaintiff and the Class have been specially injured as a direct, proximate and
forcsceable result of such breach on the part of the Investment Adviser Defendants and have
suﬂ'ered substantial damages.

’ 98.  Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and willful
disfegard for the rights of the plaintiff and other members of the Class, the Investment Adviser
Defendants arc liable for punitive damages in an amount to be determined by the jury.

COUNT V1

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against The
Dircctor Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

99. Plaintiff repeats and reallcges each of the preceding allegations as though fully
set forth herein,

100. As Columbia Funds Dircctors, the Director Defendants had a fiduciary duty to the
Célumbia Funds and Columbia Funds mvestors to supervise and monitor the Investment Adviser
Defendants.

101.  The Director Defendants breached their fiduciary dutics by reason of the acts
alieged herein, including thch" knowing or reckless failurc to prevent the Investment Adviser
Défendants from (1) charging the Columbia Funds and Columbia Funds investors improper Rule
12b-1 marketing fees; (2) rriaking improper undisclosed payments of Soft Dollars; (3) making
uﬁauthoﬁmed use of “directed brokerage” as a marketing tool; and (4) charging the Columbia
FQnds for excessive and improper commission payments to brokers.

102.  Plaintifl and the Class have been specially injured as a direct, proximate and
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for:eseeable resull of such breach on the part of the Investment Adviser Defendanis and have
suffered substmitial damagcs.

103. Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and willful
disregard for the rights of plaintiff and other members of the Class, the Investment Adviscr

Decfendants arc liable for punitive damages in an amount (o be determined by the jury.

COUNT VI
Aiding And Abetting A Breach Of Fiduciary Duty Against
Thel ent Adviser Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

104.  PlaintifT repeats and realleges cach of the preceding allegations as though fully set

forth herein.
© 105. Atall times herein, the broker dealers that sold Columbia Funds had fidueiary
dutics of loyalty to their clicnts, including plaintiff and other members of the Class.

106. The Investment Adviser Defendants knew or should have known that the broker
dealer had these fiduciary duties.

107. By accepting improper Rule 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars and cxcessive commissions
in jexchzmge for aggressively pushing Columbia Funds, and by failing to disclose the receipt of
such fees, the brokerages breached their fiduciary dutics to plaintiff and the other members of the
Cl%xss.

108. The Investment Adviscr Defendants possessed actval or constructive knowledge
thz;l the brokerages were breaching their fiduciary duties, but nonctheless perpetrated the
fra;xdulcnt scheme alleged herein,

109. The Investment Adviser Defendants’ actions, as described in this complaint, were
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a éubsmadal factor in causing the losses suffered by plaintifT and the other members of the Class.
By participating in the brokerages’ breaches of fiduciary duties, the Investment Adviscr
D;:fendants are liable therefor.

110.  As adirect, proximate and foreseeable result of the Investment Adviser
Defendants’ knowing participation in the brokerages® breaches of fiduciary duties, plaintiff and
thé Class have sulfered damages.

111. Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and willful
disregard for the rights of Plaintiff and other members of the Class, the Investment Adviser
Défendams are liable for punitive damages in an amount to be determined by the jury.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief and judgment, as follows:

Determining thal this action is a proper class action, certifying Plaintiff as the Class
representative and Plaintiff’s counsel as Class Counsel pursuant to Rule 23(a) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure;

A. Determining that this action is a praper class action and appointing
plaintiff as lead plaintiff and his counsel as lc'ad counsel for the Class and certifying him as a
class fcprcscntativc under Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure

B. Awarding compensatory damages in favor of Plaintifl and the other Class
members against all defendants, jointly and scverally, for all damages sustained as a result of
defendants’ wrongdoing, in an amount to be proven at trial, including interest thereon;

C. Awarding punitive damages in favor of Plaintiff and the other Class

members against all defendants, jointly and scvcrally, for all damages sustained as a result of

FACOLUMBI2\CMPLTOSB.WPD
37




® @
defendants’ wrongdoing, in an amount o be proven at trial, including interest thereon; -
D. Awarding the Columbia Funds rescigsion of their contracts with the
Investment Adviser Defendants, including recovery of all fees which would otherwise apply, and
recojvery of all fees paid to the Investment Adviser Defendants;
E.v Ordering an accounting of all Columbia Funds related fees, commissions,
and Soft Dollar payments;
| F. Ordering restitution of all unlawfully or discriminatorily obtained fees and
chaifges;
| G. Awarding such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and
pmﬁer, including any extraordinary cquitable and/or injunctive relief as permitted by law or
equity to attach, impound or otherwise restrict the defendants’ asscts to assure that Plaintiff and
the Class have an cffective remedy;
H. Awarding Plaintiff and the Class their reasonable costs and expenses
incurred in this action, including co unselv fees and expert fces; and

L Such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and propcr.
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TRIAL DEMANDED

Plainti ﬂ'herjeby demands a trial by jury.
DATED: August /0, 2004 Respectfully submitted,

MOULTON & GANS, P.C,

By_4 '17/&"%«———(%:”';

Nancy Freéman Gans (BBO #184540)
33 Broad Stréet
Boston, MA 02109-4216
(617) 369-7979

STULL, STULL & BRODY
Jules Brody

Aaron Brody

Tzivia Brody

6 East 45" Strect

New York, New York 10017
(212) 687-7230

- WEISS & YOURMAN
Joseph H. Weiss
551 Fifth Avenue
New York, New York 10176
(212) 682-3025

Attorneys for Plaintiff

FACOLUMBI2\CMPLTOSB.WPD
‘ 39




J5 4
{Bev. 12/96)

axcept &5 provided by local rnuies ot court. This form
3%0%Mc£nmm°&nmmdmwwngmndekmm

1. (8) PLAINTIFFS |

GENE F. OSBURN, Individually and on behalf

® civiL coveR SHEE®

The JS-44 civil caver shest and the information contained herein neither rapim nor suppiomnntm filing and swloe of pleadings or other papers as raquired

e

of All Others Similarly Situated

(b) county or nesDeNCE oF FIAST LsTeo PLANTIFF Spokane County, WA

(EXCEPT IN U,S. PLAINTIFF CASES)

the Unitad 5t
INSTFIUCTIONS ON THE REVERSE OF THE

DEFENDANTS

NQTE:

COUNTY OF AESIDENCE.OF FIRST LISTED DEFENDANT

> INUS. PLAINTIFF CASES ONLY)

IN LAND CONOEMNAT\ON CABES USE THi LW ION OF THE

RACT OF LAND INVOLVED

teg in
RM.)

tember 1974, is required for the uss

See attached LISTING OF DEFENDANTS

(C) ATTGANEYS (FIAM NAME. ADDRESS AND TELEPHONE NUMBER)

See ATTACHMENT "AY

ATTCANEYS (IF KNOWN)

319

s

1P OF ERINCIPAL PARTIES (PLACE AN X IN ONE BOX FOR PLANTIFF

X148 Stocknoiders’ Subis

[ 355 mota( Vahicle

Froperty Damage

Asitiors

D 881 HIA 11205

[ 082 Black Lung (823)

O 883 DIWC/DiwW (495(g)
0 M84 SSID Tt XV1

D #85 RS} [805(5))

T 190 Otvar Conmratt ; Product Llability O us mg Damage O 710 Falr Labor Standasds
[ 183 Contract Preciue Liadimy {3 980 Ctnat Fersana! injury Progsuet Lisblity Qe ﬁ

REAL PROPERTY CIVIL RIGHTS PRISONER PETITIONS 0 N-m .
a e L‘.::\c Conastnnation ! [ 443 vorng o ste g:::mo vacale w,‘,’.,,. MPMMU
0 220 Forectesurs D 442 Employmant Yy 01 740 Agstway Labor Ast
3 250 Ranl Lbdse & Elgctmient (3 445 rieusing/ fu] msm "
0 2340 Torts ta Land Accommodattons 0 338 Dexn Penatty 0 790 Cnnat Labor Lrigation
L3 348 Tort Product 1abiiity: [ 444 Weltare D) 840 Mandamus & Other
3 290 Al Dtner Reai Property (3 440 Cxner Ct Rights

01 580 Civii Rights
[ 8% Brison Cordiies

Q 791 Empl Ret In¢
ST Sy A

FEDERAL TAX SUITS

D 876 Taxes {US MM
o Defonuan
71 AS -~ Thiry
o 8UsC rmhny

il. BASIS OF JURISDICTION . ruacsan xinonssoxonyy | NI €
. {Fo ases Only) AND ONE BOX FGA DEFENDANT)
. PTF DEF PTF DEF
01 US. Govemment XX Fedsral Quastion Citizan of This State Oy D+ Incomporated or Principal Place 04 D4
Plantfi r (LS. Governmaent Not a Parly) of Business in This State
&2 U8 Govemment O 4 Diversity Citizen of Ancther 8tate Oz Q2 ntod and Principal Place Os O
Dstandant : {Indicate Citizenship of Partias f ess in Another State
tn Ham 1K) Cltizen or Sub;ect ofe@3 O3 Foraeign Nation Os OB
Fereign Cou
V. ORIGIN (PLACE AN "X" IN ONE BOX UNLY) . to District
. " Transterred from Judge from
Xorx Original D2 Removed kom o 3 Remanded frem [ a Reinstated or O s another distriot o & Multidistriet 0 7 Megistrate
Froceeding State Cou Appeliate Court Reopaned (spacty) Litigation Judgment
V. NATURE QF SUiT (PLACEAN “X™ IN ONE BOX ONLY)
CONTRACT TORTS FORFEITURE/PENALYTY| BANKRUPTCY OTHER STATUTES
€1 110 insurance ‘ PERBUNAL INJURY PERSONAL INJURY O $10 Agricvtute O 422 Appeat 28 USC 156 C 400 Siale Respponionmernt
Cl 12 €l 310 Alpiane O %82 Pananal l«lmy -~ 7 #20 Qthet Food & Orvg O 410 Antnrust
7 130 Miliar Act 2 315 amane Product Med Mal O §25 Onm Relalod Saizury | [ 423 Witharawal T 430 Oanks and Banking
0 140 Nagotable insrumant Uaptiity 0% wwuwn%- o m& 21 usc e 28 USC 157 g ::: Commaree/ICC Ratey/mic
Recovery ) & Product | 400 Depananion
D nw.gocf“ m Dax 3&% v 588 AsDestos Pursanal 8 [ 'ﬁn{% True PROPERTY RIGHTS | € 470 Racatest infiuenced ana
[J 151 Medicase Act O ¥30 Fedoru Employers’ Injury Product Lisbiity | O 650 Ainine Regs O 20 Gopyright Carupi Omyanizatisne
[ 153 Racovery of Defautied Labiity O #80 Occupartonst 0w Pra T) $10 Setactve Sarvico
Stugant 5 ¢ 840 Maring PERGONAL PROPERTY Satety/MHaann 0 040 Tacemark L) 450 Securbes/Commoditios!
) {Excl Vetprans) 0 M6 mg‘rl\;y Produer 0 7¢ Other Fraud £ ¢80 Cther o 9
d ; 371 Truth In Lond! 275 &, Chall
B e Sl Gomenl™™ | 1 350 s vanicte 3 7t Gt o LAEOR SOCIAL SECURITY B

€) 891 Agileuiiural Acts
£) 882 Econom:¢ Seabilizanon Agt
€1 $93 Environmanial Mazters
C! 834 Ensrgy Allocation Aet
Cl1 838 Fresaom o
tnfoernatian ASt
L] w0 Apoeu o! Fye Dotornination
of Equal Accens 0 Justice
o) 1] cauuwtun;iw et
State S1atutes
[) 980 Ctner Statutory AcHons

VI. CAUSE OF ACT 1ON
Securities Fraud.
15 U,s8.C. Secs., 80a-33(b}, 80a~35(a) and (b) and 80a-47(a);

(c;tE THE U.S GIVIL STATUTE UNDER WHICH YOU ARE FILING AND WRITE BAIEF STATEMENT OF CAUSE
NOY GiTE JURISDICTIONAL STATUTES UNLESS DIVERSTY
Violatlons of Becs. 34(b),

3% (b) and 48(a) of the Investment Company Act,

Investment Advisors Act, 15 U.S.C. Bees., 80b-6 and 80b=-15,

and Secs. 206 and 215 of the

Vil. REQUESTED IN

HECK IF THIS IS A CLASS ACTION

DEMAND §

CHECK YES only If demanded in complaint:

COMPLAINT NODER FR.C.P 23 JURY DEMAND;  OvEs  DAO
vill. ,RFEAL:;I}'D CASE(S) (See instructions): Jubge Keeton, D.J. pockeT NuMBER  04=11704-REK
DATE

rugust /0 , 2004

FOR OFFICE UBE ONLY

RECEPT ¥,

AMOUNT.

SIGNATURE OF ATTORNEY OF RECORD

[ e f Ry
[ n ~Lans
APPLYING IFP- JUDGE MAG. JUDGE




LIS F DE TS

FLEETBOSTON FINANCIAL CORPORATION, COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT
GRQOUP, INC., COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT ADVISORS, INC., COLUMBIA
WANGER ASSET MANAGEMENT, L.P., COLUMBIA FUNDS DISTRIBUTOR,
INC., CHARLES P. MCQUAID, RALPH WANGER, MARGARET EISEN, LEQ A.
GUTHART, JEROME KAHN, JR., STEVEN KAPLAN, DAVID C. KLEINMAN,
ALLAN B. MUCHIN, ROBERT R. NASON, JOIIN A, WING, and JOHN DOLS 1-100,

Defendants,

COLUMBIA ACORN FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN SELECT, COLUMBIA ACORN
USA, COLUMBIA ASSET ALLOCATION FUND, COLUMBIA BALANCED FUND.
COLUMBIA COMMON STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA DISCIPLINED VALUE FUND,
COLUMBIA DIVIDEND INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA GROWTH & INCOME
FUND, COL.UMBIA GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA GROWTH STOCK FUND,
COLUMBIJA LARGL CAP CORE FUND, COL.UMBIA LARGE CAP GROWTH
KUND, COLUMBIA LARGE COMPANY INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA LIBERTY
FUND, COLUMBIA MID CAP GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA MID CAP VALUE
FUND, COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA SMAIL CAP
FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL CAP VALUE FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL COMPANY
EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL COMPANY INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA,
STRATEGIC INVESTOR FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED AGGRESSIVE
GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA
TAX-MANAGED GROWTH FUND II, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED VALUE
FUND, COLUMBIA TECHNOLOGY FUND, COLUMBIA THERMOSTAT FUND,
COLUMBIA UTILITIES FUND, COLUMBIA YOUNG INVESTOR FUND,
COLUMBIA ACORN INTERNATIONAL FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
INTERNATIONAL SELECT FUND, COLUMBIA EUROPE FUND, COLUMBIA
GLOBAL EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL EQUITY FUND,
COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT ASIA
PACIFIC FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT JAPAN OPPORTUNITIES FUND,
COLUMBIA NEWPORT GREATER CHINA FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT TIGER
FUND, COLUMBIA CONTRARIAN INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA CORPORATE
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA FEDERAL. SECURITIES FUND, COLUMBIA FIXED
INCOME SECURITIES FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING RATE ADVANTAGE
FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING RATE FUND, COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD FUND,
COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD OPPORTUNITY FUND, COLUMBIA INCOME FUND,
COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE BOND FUND, COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE
GOVERNMENT INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA MONEY MARKET FUND, MONEY
MARKET FUND, COLUMBIA NATIONAL MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA QUALITY PLUS BOND FUND, COLUMBIA SHORT TERM BOND
FUND, COLUMBIA STRATEGIC INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA US TREASURY
INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA CALIFORNIA TAX-EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA
CONNECTICUT INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND, COLUMBIA
CONNECTICUT TAX-EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA FLORIDA INTERMEDIATE
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MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD MUNICIPAL FUND,
COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE TAX-EXEMPT BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
MANAGED MUNICIPALS FUND, COLUMBIA MASSACHUSETTS
INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA MASSACHUSETTS
TAX-EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA NEW
JERSEY INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA NEW YORK
INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA NEW YORK TAX-
EXEMPI FUND, COl1.UMBIA OREGON MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
PENNSYT.VANIA INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
RHODE ISLAND INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-
EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-EXEMPT INSURED FUND, COLUMBIA
SMALL CAP GROWTH FUND , COLUMBIA EUROPEAN THEMATIC EQUITY
FUND, COLUMBIA GI.OBAL TIIEMATIC EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA DAT.Y
INCOME COMPANY FUND (collectively, the “Columbia Funds™),

Nominal Defendants,




ATTACHMENT “A”

Naacy Freeman Gans (BBO #184540)
MOULTON & GANS, P.C.

33 Broad Street, Suite 1100

Boston, Magsachusetts 02109-4216
Telephone: (617) 369-7979

Jules Brody

Aaron Brody

Tzivia Brody

STULL, STULL & BRODY
6 East 45 Street '
New York, New York 10017

~ Telephone: (212) 687-7230

Joseph H. Weiss

WEISS & YOURMAN

551 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10176
‘I'elephone: (212) 682-3025




UNITED STATES DISTRIGT COURT

DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS
1. TITLE OF CASE (NAME OF FIRST PARTY ON EACH SIDE ONLY) Gega E. ng_u;g L etc s v. Leetboston

Financial Corporation, et als,

2, CATEGORY IN WHICH THE CASE SSLONGS BASED UPON THE NUMBERED NATURE OF- SUH‘CODE I.ISTEDI QN THE CivL
. COVER SHEET, (SEE LOCAL RULE 40.1(A)(1)).

XX 8 160, 410, 470, R23, REGARDLESS OF NATURE OF SU(T,

. 195, 388, 400, 440, 441444, 540 550, 555, 625, 710, 720, ¥30, - 'Ahzo completn A 120 or A 121
740, 780, 791, 820*, 830%, 840", 450, 890, 8%2-894, 895, 950, for patent, tradamark or copyright cixses

1, 410, 120, 130, 140, 151,194, 210, 230, 240, 245, 290, M0,
315, 320, 330 340, 345, 350 185, 360, 382.385. 370,374,
380, 385, 450, 891,

- v, 220, 422, @3, 410, 46D, A0, 53, 610, 620,830, 644, &0, 660,
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V. 160, 152, 152,

3. TITLE AND NUMBER, IF ANY, OF RELATED CASES. (SEE LOCAL RULE 40.4(G)}. IF MORE THAN ONE PRIOR RELATED CASE
'HAS BEEN FILED IN THIS DISTRICT PLEASE INDICATE THE TITLE AND NUMBER OF THE FIRST FILED CASE IN THIS COURT.

Cohen v. Fleethoston Finaneial Corporation, et als., CA No: 04-11704-REK

4. 'HAS APRIOR ACTICN BETWEEN THE SAME PARTIESAND BEED ON THE SAME CLAIM EVERBEEN FILED INTHIS

COURT?
. (o)

'DOES THE COMPLAINT IN THIS CASE QUESTION THE CONSTITUTIONALITY OF ANACT OF CONGRESS AFFZGTING THE

'PUBLIC INTEREST? (SEE 28 USC §2403) e
| -

IF 80,18 THE U.S.A, ORAN QFFICER, AGENT OR EMPLOYEE OF THE U.S, APARTY?
YES NO

5

6. 1S THIS CASE REQUIRED TO BE HEARD AND DETERMINED BY A DISTRICT COURT QF THREE JUDGES PURSUANT TO TITLE

28 USC §22847 -

7. ‘DO ALL OF THE PARTIES IN THIS ASTION, EXCLUDING GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES OF THE UNITED STATES AND THE
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS (“GUOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES"), RESIDING IN MASSACHUSETTS RESIDE IN THE
- SAME DIVISION? - (SEE LOCAL RULE 40.1{0)). .
G wo

A IF YES, IN WHICH DIVISION DO ALL OF THE NON-GOVERNMENTAL PARTES RESIDE?

EASTERN DIVISIO CENTRAL DIVISION WESTERN DIVISION
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

DISTRICT (ﬁ@ciusirg 5 3 REK

JEAN S.B. SIMMONDS and R.L. SIMMONDS,
Individually and on behalf of All Others Similarly
Situated,
Plaintiffs,
VS.

FLEETBOSTON FINANCIAL CORPORATION,
COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT GROUP, INC,,
COLUMBIA MANAGEMENT ANDVISORS, INC,,
COLUMBIA WANGER ASSET MANAGEMENT,
L.P., COLUMBIA FUNDS DISTRIBUTOR, INC,,
CHARLES P. McQUAID, RALPH WANGER,
MARGARET EISEN, LEO A. GUTHART,

' JEROME KAHN, JR., STEVEN KAPLAN, DAVID :
C. 1KLE]NMAN, ALLAN B. MUCHIN, R_OBERT R.:

NASON, JOHN A. WING and JOHN DOES 1-100

Defendants.

COLUMBIA ACORN FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
SELECT, COLUMBIA ACORN USA, COLUMBIA :

ASSET ALLOCATION FUND, COLUMBIA
BRALANCED FUND, COLUMRIA COMMON
STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA DISCIPLINED

VALUE FUND, COLUMBIA DIVIDEND INCOME :
FUND, COLUMBIA GROWTH & INCOME FUND,:

COLUMBIA GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA
GROWTH STOCK FUND, COLUMBIA LARGE
CAP CORE FUND, COLUMBIA LARGE CAP
GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA LARGE

COMPANY INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA LIBERTY :

FUND, COLUMBIA MID CAP GROWTH FUND,
COLUMBIA MID CAP VALUE FUND,
COLUMBIA REAL ESTATE EQUITY FUND,
COLUMBIA SMALL AP FUND, COLUMBIA

SMALL CAP VALUE FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL:
COMPANY EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL :

[Caption Continues On Next Page]
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COMPANY INDEX FUND, COLUMBIA
STRATEGIC INVESTOR FUND, COLUMBIA
TAX-MANAGED AGGRESSIVE GROWTH :
FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED GROWTH :
FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED GROWTH :
FUND II, COLUMBIA TAX-MANAGED VALUE :
_FUND, COLUMBIA TECHNOLOGY FUND, :
COLUMBIA THERMOSTAT FUND, COLUMBIA :
UTILITIES FUND, COLUMBIA YOUNG :
INVESTOR FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
INTERNATIONAL FUND, COLUMBIA ACORN
INTERNATIONAL SELECT FUND, COLUMBIA
EUROPE FUND, COLUMBIA GLOBAL EQUITY :
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL EQUITY -
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERNATIONAL STOCK
FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT ASIA PACIFIC
FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT JAPAN :
OPPORTUNITIES FUND, COLUMBIA NEWPORT :
GREATER CHINA FUND, COLUMBIA :
NEWPORT TIGER FUND, COLUMBIA
CONTRARIAN INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA
CORPORATE BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
FEDERAL SECURITIES FUND, COLUMBIA
FIXED INCOME SECURITIES FUND,
COLUMBIA FIXED INCOME SECURITIES
FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING RATE
ADVANTAGE FUND, COLUMBIA FLOATING
RATE FUND, COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD
OPPORTUNITY FUND, COLUMBIA INCOME
- FUND, COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE BOND
FUND, COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE
GOVERNMENT INCOME FUND, COLUMBIA
MONEY MARKET FUND, MONEY MARKET
FUND, COLUMBIA NATIONAL MUNICIPAL
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA QUALITY PLUS :
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA SHORT-TERM BOND :
FUND, COLUMBIA STRATEGIC INCOME FUND,:
COLUMBIA US TREASURY INDEX FUND, :
COTUMBIA CALIFORNIA TAX-EXEMPT FUND, :
COLUMBIA CONNECTICUT INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND, COLUMBIA CONNECTICUT:
TAX-EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA FLORIDA
|Caption Confinues On Next Page]
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INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA HIGH YIELD MUNICIPAL FUND,
COLUMBIA INTERMEDIATE TAX-EXEMPT
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA MANAGED
MUNICIPAL FUND, COLUMBIA
MASSACHUSETTS INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA
MASSACHUSETTS TAX-EXEMPT FUND,

~ COLUMBIA MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA NEW JERSEY INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND), COTTIMBIA NEW
YORK INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND
FUND, COLUMBIA NEW YORK TAX-EXEMPT
FUND, COLUMBIA OREGON MUNICIPAL
BOND FUND, COLUMBIA PENNSYLVANIA
INTERMEDIATE MUNICIPAL BOND FUND,
COLUMBIA RHODE ISLAND INTERMEDIATE
MUNICIPAL BOND FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-
EXEMPT FUND, COLUMBIA TAX-EXEMPT
INSURED FUND, COLUMBIA SMALL CAP
GROWTH FUND, COLUMBIA EUROPEAN
THEMATIC EQUITY FUND, COLUMBIA
GLOBAL THEMATIC EQUITY FUND,
COLUMBIA DAILY INCOME COMPANY FUND,
(collectxvely, the “Columbia Funds®),

Nominal Defendants.
X

Plaintiffs, by and through their counsel, alleges the following based upon the
investigation of counsel, which included a review of United States Securities and Exchange
Commission (“SEC”) filings, as well as other regulatory filings, reports and advisories, press
releases media reports, news articles, academic literature, and academic studies. Plaintiffs
b?lieve that substantial additional evidentiary support will exist for the allegations set forth

herein after a reasonable opportunity for discovery.
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NATURE OF THE ACTION

I. P]ajntiffs bring this action on behalf of investors in mutual funds belonging to
FleetBoston Financial Corporation (“FleetBoston™) which includes the Columbia Funds (referred
1o éollectively herein as the “Columbia Funds”™), and derivatively on behalf of the Columbia
Fu;lds, against the Columbia Funds investment advisers, their corporate parents and the
Columbia Funds directors.

| 2. This complaint alleges that the Investment Advisor Defendants (gs defined herein)
drew upon the assets of the Columbia Funds to pay brokers to aggressively push Columbia Funds
over other funds, and that the Investnent Adviser Defendants conccaled such payments from
investors by disguising them as brokerage commissions. ' Such brokerage commissioﬁs, through
péyable from fund assets, are not disclosed to investors in the Columbia F unds pvu‘l"ijlic ﬁiings or
elsewhere.

3. Thus Cnlumbia Funds investors were thus induced to purchase Columbia Funds
by brokers who received undisclosed payments from the Investment Advisor Defendants to push
Célum&;ia Funds over other mutual funds and who therefore had an undisclosed conflict of
iﬁtercst. Then, once invested in one or more of the Columbia Funds, Columbia Funds investors
were charged and paid undisclosed fees that were improperly used to pay brokers to aggressively
push Columbia Funds to yet other brokerage clients.

4. The Investment Adviser Defendants were motivated 1o make these secret
payments to finance the improper marketing of Calumbia Funds because their fees were
calculated as a percentage of funds under management and, therefore, tended to increase as the

number of Columbia Funds investors grew. The Investment Adviser Defendants attempted to
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juétify this conduct on the kground that, by ihcreasing the Columbia Funds assets, they were
creatiug economics of scale that insured to the benefit of investors but, in truth and in fact,
Columbia Funds investors received none of the benefits of these purported economies of scale.
Rather, fees and costs associated with the Columbia Funds were excessive during the Class
Périod (as defined herein), in large part because the Investment Adviser Defendants continued to
sk“im from the Columbia Funds 1o finance their ongoing marketing campaign. The Columbia
Funds Directors, who purported to be Columi)ia Funds investor watchdogs, knowingly or
rejcklessly permitted this conduct to occur. |

S. By engaging in this conduct, the Investnent Adviser Defendants, and the
défenda.nt entities that controlltheni, breached their statutorily-defined fiduciary duties under
Sections 36(a) and (b) of the Investrnent Company Act of 1940 (the “Investment Company Act™)
and Sections 206 of the Investment Advisers Act (the “Investment Advisers Act™), breached their
cémmon law fiduciary duties, and knowingly aided and abetted the brokers in the breach of
ﬁlduciary duties to their clients. The Investment Adviser Defendants also violated Section 34(b)
of the Investment Company Act because, to further their improper course of conduct, they made
uﬁUue statements of material fact in fund registration statements, and material omissions, with
réspect to the procedure for determining the amount of fees payable to Investment Adviser
]jefendants and with respect to the improper uses to which the fees were put. Additionally, the
Columbia Funds Directors breached their common law fiduciary duties to the Columbia Funds
investors by knowingly or recklessly allowing the improper conduct alleged herein to accur and
harm Columbia Funds investors.

6. On January 28, 2004, the Los Angeles Times published an article about a Senate
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committee hearing on mutual fund abuses which stated, in pertinent part, as follows:

“The mutual fund industry is indeed the world’s largest skimming
operation,” said Sen. Peter Fitzgerald (R-Ill.), chairman of the
panel, comparing the scandal-plagued industry to “a §7-trillion
trough™ exploited by fund managers, brokers, and other insiders.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

7. - The c]aims_, asserted herein arise under and pursuant to Sections 34(b), 36(b} and
48(a) of the Investment Company Act of 1940, 15 U.S.C. §§ 80a-33(b), 80a-35(a) and (b) and
80;1-47(a), Sections 200 %Jld 215 of the Investment Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 80b-6 and 80b-15,
and common law. |

8. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to
Section 44 of the Investment Company Act, 15 U.S.C. § 802-43; Section 214 of the Investment
Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C. § 80b-14: and 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b).

9. Many of the acts charged herein, including the creation and utilization of improper
revenue sharing agreements, occurred in substantial part in this District. Defendants conducted
o{her substamiél business within this District and many Class members reside within this
District. Additionally, defendé.nt FleetBoston maintains its f)rincipal offices in this judicial
district.

‘ 10.  Inconnection with the acts alleged in this complaint, defendants, directly or
iﬁdirectly, used the means and instrumentalities of interstate commerce, including, but not
Iipﬁted to, the mails, interstate telephone communications and the facilities of the national

securities markets.
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PARTIES

11.  Plaintiffs purchased during the Class Period and continues to own shares or units
of the Columbia Acorn Fund has been damaged by the conduct alleged herein.

12. Defendant FleetBoston is a financial services company and the ultimate parent of
defendants beéring the Columbia name. FleetBoston maintains its corporate headquarters at 100
Federal Strect, Boston, Massachusetts 02110.

13.  Defendant Columbia Management Group, Inc. (“Columbia Group”), is a wholly
o%ed subsidiary of FleetBoston, is the asset managemeﬁt arm of FleetBoston. Through its
m;mber firms, including Columbia Management Advisors, Inc. and Columbia Wanger Asset
Management, L.P. (“Columbia Wangef’), Columbia Group offers asset management services and
financial products. Columbia Group is located at One Financial Center, Boston, MA 02111-
2621.

14. Dcfendant Columbia Management Advisors, Inc. (“Columbia Management™) a
wholly-owned ‘subsidiary of Columbia Group, offers investment products and money
management services. Columbia Management is registered as an investment advisor under the
hrwestment Advisers Act and, together with Columbia Wanger, managed and advised the
Columbia Funds during the Class Period. Columbia Management, along with Columbia Wanger,
has ultimate responsibility for overseeing the day-to-day management of the Columbia Funds.
Columbia Management is headquartered at 100 Federal Street, Boston, Massachusetts 02110.

| 15. Defendant Columbia Wanger, a wholly-owned subsidiary of Columbia Group,
offers investment products and money management services. Columbia Ménagement is

registered as an investment advisor under the Investment Advisers Act and, together with
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Columbia Management, managed and advised the Columbia Funds during the Class Period.
Columbia Wanger, along with Columbia Management, has ultimate responsibility for overseeing
thé day-to-day management of the Columbia Funds. Columbia Wanger is headquartered at 227
West Monroe, Suite 3000, Chicago, Ilfinois 60606.

16.  Defendant Columbia Management and Columbia Wanger are collectively referred
to as the “Investment Adviser Defendants.”

| 17.  Defendants Columbia Funds Distributors, Inc. (*Columbia Distributors™), a
subsidiary of FleetBoston and a registered broker-dealer, is the distributor of Columbia Funds. In
|
this capacity, Columbia Distributors was responsible for underwriting, sponsoring and retailing
the Columbia Funds. Columbia Distributors, a Massachusetts corporation, maintains its
héadqua_rters at One Financial Center, Boston, Massachusetts 02111.

18.  Defendants Charles P. McQuaid (“McQuaid”), Ralph Wanger (“Wanger”),
Margaret Eisen (“Eisen”), Leo A. Guthart (“Guthart™), frving B. Jerome Kahn, Jr. (“Kahn™),
Steven Kaplan (“Kaplan”), David C. Kleinman (“Kleinman™), Allan B. Muchin (“Muchin”™),
Rbbert R. Nason (“Nason”), and John A. Wing (“Wing”) were Trustees, Directors and/or officers
of the Columbia Funds during the Class Period and are collectively referred 1o herein as the
“Director Defendants.” For the purposes of their service as trustees, directors and/or officers of
tﬁe Columbia Funds, the business address for the trustees, directors and/or officers of the Trust is
Columbia Wanger Asset Management, L.P., 227 West Monroe Street, Suite 3000, Chicago,
Illinots 60606.

19.  During the Class Period, McQuaid served as a Trustee of the Funds. He is

responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex. McQuaid is deemed an interested
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person because of his affiliation with the Investment Adviser, namely, his position as Senior Vice
Président of Wanger Advisors Trust.

20.  During the Class Period, Wanger served as a Trustee of the Funds. He is
responsible for overseeing 10 portfolios in the Fund complex. Wanger is deemed an interested
person because of his affiliation with the Investment Adviser, namely, his position as Presidenf :
of Wanger Advisors Trust.

21. During the Class Period, Eisen, for her services as a Director, receivad
co‘mpensation totaling $28,125.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. She is
responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

22, During the Class Period, Guthart, for his services as a Director, received
cc}mpcnsation totaling $40,750.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
résponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

23. During the Class Period, Kahn, for his services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $48,000.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
résponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

| 24, During the Class Period, Kaplan, for his services as a Director, received
cbmpensation totaling $45,750.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. She is
tesponsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

25.  During the Class Period, Kleinman, for his services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $48,250.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. He is
responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

26. During the Class Period, Muchin, for his services as a Director, received
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cofnpensation totaling $46,000.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. Heis
responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

| 27.  During the Class Period, Nason, for his services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $90,000.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. Heis
responsible for overseeing 6 portfolios in the Fund complex.

’ 28, During the Class Period, Wing, for his services as a Director, received
compensation totaling $25,625.00 for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2002. i—le is
responsible for overseeiﬁg 6 pértfolios in the_ Fund complex.

29.  Defendant John Does 1-100 were Columbia Directors and/or Officers during the
Class Period, and any other wongdoers later discovered, whose identities have yet to be
ascertained and which will be determined during the course of plaintiffs’ counsel’s ongoing
iﬂvestigaﬁon.

30. Nominal defendants, the Columbia Funds, as identified in the caption of this
complaint and on the list annexed hereto as Exhibit A, are open-ended managemert companies
cénsistmg of the capital invested by mutual fund shareholders, each having a board of Directors
cﬁarged with representing the interest of the shareholders in one or a series of the funds. The
(‘jnlumbia Funds are named as nominal defendants to the extent that they may be deemed
necessary and indispensible parties pursuant to Rule 19 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
and to the extent necessary to ensure the availability of adequate remedies.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS
31.  Plaintiffs bring this action as a class action pursnant to Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 23(a) and (b)(3) on behalf of a Class, consisting of all persons or entities who
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pufchased, redeemed, held shares or like interests in any of the Columbia Funds between August
2, i999 and March 22, 2004, inclusive, (the “Class Period”) and who were damaged thereby.
Exjcluded from the Class are defendants, members of their immediate families and their legal
representatives, heirs, successors or assigns and any entity in which defendants have or had a
controlling interest.

32. The members of the Class are so numerous that joinder of all members is
impracticable. While the exact number of Class members is unknown to Plaintiffs at this time
and can only be ascertained through appropriate discerry; Plaintiffs believe that there are
hﬁndreds or thousands of members in the proposed Class. Record owners and other members of
the Class may be identified from records maintained by the Columbia Funds, Columbia
Distributors and Investment Adviser Defendants and may be ﬁoﬁﬁed of the pendency of this
action by mail, using the form of notice similar to that customarily used in securities class
a@tions.

33.  Plaintiffs’ claims are typical of the claims of the members of the Class, as all
mémbers of the Class are similarly affected by defendants’ wrongful conduct in violation of the
f:derél law that is complained of herein.

34.  Plaintiffs will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the Class members and
hﬁve retained counsel competent and experienced in class and securities litigation.

35. Common questions of law and fact exist as to all members of the Class and
pfcdominatc over any qucstions solely affecting individual members of the Class. Among the
qhestions of Jaw and fact common to the Class are:

a. whether the Investment Company Act was violated by defendants’ acts as
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aliéged herein;
b. whether the Investment Advisers Act was violated by defendunts’ acts as
alleged herein;
c. whether the Investment Adviser Defendants breached their common law
fiduciary duties and/or knowingly aided and abetted common law breaches of fiduciary duties;
d. whelher statements made by defendants to the investment public during
th%: Class Period misrepresented or omitted to disclose material facts about the business,
oﬁerations and financial statements of the Columbia Funds; and
| e. to what extent the members of the Class have sustained damage and the
proper measure of damages.
| 36. A class action is superior to all other available methods for the fair and efficient
adjudicaﬁon of this controversy since joinder of all members is impracticable. Furthermore, as
tﬁe damages suffered by individual Class members may be relatively small, the cxpense and
burden of individual litigafion make it virtually impossible for the members of the Class to
individually redress the wrongs done to them. There will be no difficulty in the management of
tﬁis action as a class action.
| SURSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS

The Director Defendants Breached Their Fiduciary Duties
To Columbia Funds Investors

37.  The defendants’ public filings state that the Boards of Directors for the Columbia
Fjunds are responsible for the management and supervision of the Columbia Funds. In this

regard, the Statement of Additional Information dated May 1, 2003 for tunds offerzd by the
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LiBerty At;om Trust (the “Statement of Additional Infonﬁation”), which includes the Columbia
Acorn Fund, which is available to the investor upon request is typical of the Statcnm:n§ of
Additional Information available for other Columbia Funds. It states: “The board of Trustees has
overall management responsibility for the Funds.”

38. Moreover, the Statement of Additional Information states, with respect to the
duties of the Direclors, as follows:

The board of Trustees serve indefinite terms of unlimited duration
provided that a majority of Trustees always has been elected by
shareholders. The Trustees appoint their own successors, provided
that at least two-thirds of the Trustees, after such appointment,
have been elected by shareholders. Shareholders may remove a
Trustee, with or without cause, upon the vote of two-thirds of
Acom’s outstanding shares at any meeting called for that purpose.
A Trustee may be removed with or without cause upon the vote of
a majority of the Trustees.

39.  The Statement of Additional Information also sets forth in greater detail the
purported process by which the investment managers arc sclected:

At a meeting of the board of Trustees heid on August 15, 2001,
called in part for the purpose of voting on the approvai of new
Advisory Agreements with Liberty WAM that were substantially
identical to the previous Advisory Agreements, the new Advisory
Agreements were approved through July 31, 2003 by the
unanimous vote of the “non-interested” Trustees of the Trust
voting separately. The Trustees considered information about,
among other things: (1) Liberty WAM and its respective
personnel, resources and investment process; (2) the terms of the
new Advisory Agreements; (3) the nature and quality of services
provided by Liberty WAM; (4) the investment performance of
each Fund and of similar funds managed by other advisors; (5}
the profitability to Liberty WAM of its relationship with the
Funds; (6) fall-out benefits from that relationship; (7)
compensation payable by the Funs to affiliates of the Adviser for
other services; (8) economies of sale; and (9) comparable fees
and expense ratios. The Trustees also considered the terms of an
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agreement between the Trust and Fleet National Bank (the “Fleet
Agreement”) in which Fleet agreed that during the initial term of
the new Advisory Agreements, except as otherwise authorized hy
the Trustees, it would: (1) preserve the autonomy of the Trust; (2)
preserve the independence of Liberty WAM, including its
investment philosophy and approach to investment operations,
research and talent; (3) allow Liberty WAM considerable latitude
to recruit and compensate (on competitive terms) investment
management personnel; (4) not interfere with Liberty WAM’s
relationships with regional brokers unless regulatory or compliance
concerns dictate and permit Liberty WAM to continue to allocate
the commissions and soft dollar payments as it has in the past; (5)
maintain the trading desk at Liberty WAM for domestic and
international trading activities; and (6) not add to the current
management responsibilities of any portfolio manager of a Fund
the responsibility to manage additional funds from the Fleet
organization without the consent of the Trustees.

[Emphasis added.)

40.  The Investment Company Institute (“ICI”), of which Columbia is a member,
recently described the duties of mutual fund boards as follows:

More than 77 million Americans have chosen mutual funds to gain
convenient access to a professionally managed and diversified
portfolio of investments. :

Investors receive many other benefits by investing in mutual funds,
including strong legal protections and full disclosure. In addition,
shareholders gain an extra layer of protection because each mutual
fund has a board of directors looking out for shareholders’
interests.

Unlike the directors of other corporations, mutual fund directors
are responsible for protecting consumers, in this case, the funds’
investors. The unique “watchdog” role, which does not exist in
any other type of company in America, provides investors with
the confidence of knowing the directors oversee the advisers who
manage and service their investments.

In particular, under the Investment Company Act of 1940, the
board of directors of a mutual fund is charged with looking after
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how the fund operates and overseeing matters where the interests
of the fund and its shareholders differ from the interests of its
investinent adviser or management company. [Emphasis added.]!

41.  Intruth and in fact, the Columbia Funds Boards of Directors, i.e., were captive to
and controlled by the Investment Adviser Dgfendants, who induced the Director Defendants to
breach tﬁeir statutory and fiduciary duties to manage and supervise the Columbia Funds, approve
ali significant agreements and otherwise take reasonable steps to prevent the Investiment Adviser
Défendants from skimming Columbia Funds assets. In many cases, key Columbia Funds .
Directors, were employees or former employees of the Investment Adviser Defendants and were
béholden for their positions, not Columbia Funds investors, but, rathcr, to the Investment
Adviser Defendants, whom they were supposed to oversee. The Director Defendants served for
indefinite terms at the pleasure of Investment Adviser Defendant and formed supposedly
ix;dependem committees, charged with responsibility for billions of dollars of fund assets
(éomprised largely of investors’ college and retirement savings).

42.  To ensure that the Directors were complaint, the Investment Adviser Defendants
often recruited key fund Directors from the ranks of investment adviser companies.

‘ 43.  In exchange for creating and managing the Columbia Funds, including the
dolmbia Acom Fund, the Investment Adviser Defendants charged the Columbia Funds a

variety of fees, each of which was calculated as a percentage of assets under management.

: The ICI describes itself as the national association of the U.S. investment company

industry. Founded in 1940, its membership includes approximately 8,601 mutual funds, 604 closed-end
funds, 110 exchange-traded funds, and six sponsors of unit investment trusts. Its mutual fund members
have 86-6 million individual shareholders and manage approximately $7.2 trillion in investor assets. The
quotation above is excepted from a paper entitled Understanding the Role of Mutual Fund Directors,
available on the ICI’s website at http://www.ici.org/issues/dir/bro_mf_directors.pdf.
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Hence, the more money invested in the funds, the greater the fees pai-d to Investment Adviser
Defendants. 1n theory, the focs charged to fund investors are negotiated at arm’s-length hetween
the fund board and the investment management company and must be approved by the
independent members of the board. However, as a result of the Director Defendants’ dependence
on the investment management company, and its failure to properly manage the investment
advisers, millions of dollars in Columhia Funds assets were transferred through fees payable
from Columbia Funds assets 1o the Investment Adviser Defendants that were of no jbeneﬁt 10
fm}d investors.

| 44.  These practices proved enormously profitable for Columbia Group and Ficct
Boston as the expense of plaintiffs and other members of the Class who had invested in the
Columbia Funds. In this regard, a Forbes article, published on September 15, 2003, stated as

follows:

The average net profit margin at publicly held mutual fund firms
was 18.8% last year, blowing away the 14.9% margin for the
financial industry overall . . . [f]or the most part, customers do not
cujoy the benefits of the cconomies of scale created by having
larger funds. Indeed, once a fund reaches a certain critical mass,
the directors know that there is no discernible benefit from
having the fund become bigger by drawing in more investors; in
Sfact, they know the opposite to be true — once a fund becomes too
large it loses the ability to trade in and out of positions without
hurting its investors. [...]

The [mutual fund] business grew 71-fold (20 fold in real terms)
in the two decades through 1999, yet costs as a percentage of
assets somehow managed to go up 29%. . .. Fund vendors have a
way of stacking their boards with rubber stamps. As famed
investor Warren Buffett opines in Berkshire Hathaway’s 2002
annual report: ‘Tens of thousands of “independent” directors, over
more than six decades, have failed miserably.” A genuinely
independent board would occasionally fire an incompetent or

FACOLUMBI2\CMPL I'SIM. WPD
| 16



overcharging fund advisor. That happens just about never.”

- [Emphasis added.]

45. Plaintiffs and other members of the Class never knew, nor could they have known,
from reading the fund prospectuses or otherwise, of the extent to which the Investment Adviser
Defendants were using so-calied 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars (as defined below) and commissions to
improperly siphon assets from the funds.

Rule 12b-1 Marketing Fees Were Used For Improper Purposes
By the Investment Adviser Defendants

46.  Rule 12b-1, promulgated by the SEC pursuant to the Investment Company Act,
prohibits mutual funds from directly or indirectly distributing or marketing their own shares
uniess certain enumerated conditions set forth in Rule 12b-1 are met. The Rule 12b-1 conditions
require that payments for marketing must be made pursuant to a written plan “describing all
material aspects of the proposed financing of distribution;” all agreefnents with any person
relating to implementation of the plan must be in writing; the plan must be approved by a vote of
th§ majority of the board of directors; and the board of directors must review, at least quarterly,
“a written report of the amounts so expended and the purposes for which such expenditures were
made.” Additionally, the directors “have a duty to request and evaluate, and any person who is a
party to any agreement with such company relating to such plan shall have a duty to furnish, such
information as may reasonably be necessary to an informed determination, of whether the plan
sﬁould be implemented or continued.” The directors may continue to plan “only if the board of
directors who vote to approve such implementation or continuation conclude, in the exercise of

reasonable business judgment, and in light of their fiduciary dutics under state law and scction
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36(a) and (b} (15 U.S.C. 80a-35(a) and (b)) of the Act that there is a reasonable likelihood that
the plan will benefit the company and its shareholders. [F,mphasisAadded.]

47.  The exceptions to the Section 12b prohibition on mutual fund marketing were
en;ctgd in 1980 err the theory that the marketing of mutual funds, all things being equal, '
shduld be encouraged because increased investment in mutual funds would presumably result in
ec«;nomies of scale, the benefits of which would be shifted from fund managers to investors.
During the Class Period, the Diréctor Defendants authorized, and the Investment Adviser
Dcfendants collected, millions of dollars in purported Rule 12b-1 marketing and distribution
fegs. |

| 48. However, the purported Rule 12b-1 fees charged to Columbia Funds investors
were highly improper because the conditions of Rule 12b-1 were not met. There was no
“r?asonable likelihood™ that the plan would benefit the company and its shareholders. ' On the
contrary, as the funds were marketed and the number of fund investors increased, the economies
of ‘ scale thereby created, if any, were not passed on to Columbia Fund_s investors. Rather,
Cci»lumbia Funds management and other fees increased and this was a red flag that the Director
Défendams knowingly or recklessiy disrcgardc(l. If anything, the Columbia Funds marketing
efforts were creating diminished marginal returns ﬁnder circumstances where increased fund size
correlated with reduced liquidity and fund performance. If the Director Defendants reviewed
wjritten reports of the amounts expended pursuant to the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan, and
the information pertaining to agreements entered into pursuant to the Rule 12b-1 Plan. on a
quarterly basis as required — which seems highly unlikely under the circumstances set forth

herein — the Director Defendants either knowingly or recklessly failed to terminate the plans and
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the payments made pursuant to the Rule 12b-1 Plan, even though such payments not only harmed
cxi;ﬁng Columbia Funds shareholders, but also were improperly used to induce brakers ta
bréach their duties of loyalty to their prospective Columbia funds investoré.

49.  Moreover, at least thirteen Columbia Funds were closed to new investors (the
“Closed Funds”) and, consequently, the so-called 12b-] fees could not possibly have been used
to:market and distribute them. Nevertheless, the Investment Adviser Defendants received Rule
12b-1 fees charged to the Closed Funds. The Closed Funds that charged such Rule i2b-l fees
aré the D Class of: the Columbia Short Term Bond Fund, Columbia National Municipal Bond
Fund, Columbia Oregon Municipal Bond Fund, Columbia Fixed Income Sceuritics Fund,
'C‘,olumbia High Yield Fund, Columbia Balanced Fund, Columbia Common Stock Fund,
Columbia Growth Fund, Columbia International Stock Fund, Columbia Mid-Cap Growth Fund,
Columbia Real Estate Equity Fund, Columbia Strategic Growth Investor Fund, and Columbia
T;chnology Fund.

50.  As set forth below, in violation of Rule 12b-1 and Section 28(e) of‘the Securities
Exchange Act, defendants made additional undisclosed payments to brokers, in the form of
excess commissions, that were not disclosed or authorized by the Colun}bia Funds Rule léb-l
plan.

The Investment Adviser Defendants Charged Their Overhead To
Columbia Funds Investors And Secretly Paid Excessive
Commissions To Brokers To Steer Clients To Columbia’s Funds

51.  Investment advisers routinely pay broker commissiens on the purchase and sale of
fund securities, and such commission may properly be used to purchase certain other services

from brokers as well. Specifically, the Section 28(e) “safe harbor” provision of the Securities
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Exéhange Act carves out an exception to the rule that requires investment management
companies {0 ubtain thlc best possible cxecution price for their trades. Section 28(e) prO\;ides that
fund managers shall not be deemed to have breached their fiduciary duties “solely by reason of
[their] having caused the account to pay a . . . broker . . . in excess of the amount of commission
anéther ... broker . . . would have charged for effecting the transaction, if such person
defermined in good faith that the amount of the commission is reasonable in relation to the value
of jthe brokerage and research services provided.” 15 U.S.C. §28(e) (emphasis added). In other
w@rds, funds are allowed to include “commissions” payment for not only purchase and sales
éxﬁecution, but also for specified services, which the SEC has defined to includc “any scrvice that
prjovides lawful and appropriate assistance to the money manager in the performance of his
investment decision-making responsibilities.” The commission amounts charged by brokerages
to“ investment advisers in excess of the purchase and sale charges are known within the industry
ag “Soft Dollars.”

| 52, The Investment Adviser Defendants’ actions are not protected by the Section
28(¢) safe harbor. The Investment Adviser Defendants used Soft Dollars to pay overhead costs
(for items such as computer hardware and software) thus charging Columbia Furkls invesiors for
cchsts not covered by the Section 28(e) safe harbor and that, consistent with the investment
advisers’ fiduciary duties, properly should have been borne by the Investment Adviser
Defendants. The Investment Adviser Defendants also paid excessive commissions 10 broker
&calms on top of any legitimate Soft Dollars to steer their clients to Columbia Funds and directed
brokerage business to firms that favored Columbia Funds. Such payments and directed-

brokerage payments were used to fund sales contests and other undisclosed financial incentives
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to push Columbia Funds. These incentives created an undisclosed conflict of interest and caused
brokers 10 steer clients (0 Columbia Funds regardless of the funds’ investment quality relative to
other investment aiternatives and to thereby breach their duties of loyalty. By paying the
excessive brokerage commissions, the Investment Adviser Defendants also violated Section
12{b) of the Investment Company Act, because such payments were not made pursuant to a valid
RL;le 12b-1 plan.

53.  The excessive commissions did not fund any services that benefitted the
Columbia Funds shareholders. This éractice materially harmed plaintiffs and other members of
the Class from whom the Soft Dollars and excessive commissions were taken.

54.  Additionally, on information and belief, the defendants, similar to other members
of the industry, have a practice of charging lower management fees to institutional clients than to
ordinary mutual fund investors through their mutua) fund holdings. This discriminatory
treatment cannot be justified by any additional services to the ordinary investor and is a further
b;each of fiduciary duties.

55. OnJanuary 14, 2004, The Wall Street Journal published an article under the
headline, “SEC Readies Cases On Mutual Funds’ Deals With Brokers.” Citing a “person
fémiliar with the investigation,” the article notes that the SEC is “close to filing its first charges
aéainst mutual fund companies related to arrangements that direct trading commissions to
"~ brokerage firms thatffavor those fund companies’ products.” The article stated in pertinent part
as follows:

The SEC has been probing the business arrangement between

Jund companies and brokerage firms since last spring. It held a
news conference yesterday to announce it has found widespread
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~ evidence that brokerage firms steered investors to certain mutual
funds because of payments they received from fund companies or
their investment advisers us part of sales agreements.

Officials said the agency has opened investigations into eight
brokerage firms and a dozen mutual funds that engaged in a
longstanding practice known as “revenue sharing.” Agency
officials said they expect that number to grow as its probe expands.
They declined to name either the funds or the brokerage firms.

The SEC said payments varied between 0.05% and 0.04% of sales
and up to 0.25% of assets that remained invested in the fund.

Peopie familiar with the investigation say regulators are looking
into examples of conflict of interest when fund companies use
shareholder money to cover costs of sales agreements instead of
paying the sales costs themselves out of the firm’s own pockets.
The boards of funds, too, could be subject to scrutiny for
allowing shareholders’ commission dollars to be used for these
Sales agreements. In other cases, the SEC is probing whether
Sfunds violated policies that would require costs associated with
marketing a fund to be included in a fund’s so-called 12b-1 plan.

/d (Emphasis added).

THE MARCH 22, 2004 DISCLOSURE

56. In a March 22, 2004 supplement to numerous Smith Barney Funds Prospectuses,
thé following language appeared:

Effective March 22, 2004, the following is added after the first
paragraph under the heading “Managing - Distribution plans™ in
the Prospectuses for each of the Funds listed below:

In addition, the distributors may make payments for distribution
and/or shareholder servicing activities out of their past profits and
other available sources. The distributors may also make payments
for marketing, promotional or related expenses to dealers. The
amount of these payments is determined by the distributors and
may be substantial. The manager or an affiliate may make similar
payments under similar arrangements.
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The payments described above are often referred to as “revenue
sharing payments.” The recipients of such payments may
include the funds’ distributor and other affiliates of the manager,
broker-dealers, financial institutions and other financial
intermediaries through which investors may purchase shares of a
Sfund. Insome circumstances, such payments may create an
incentive for an intermediary or its employees or associated
persons to recommend or sell shares of a fund to your. Please
contact your financial intermediary for details about revenue
sharing payments it may receive.

[Emphasis added.]

57. The Columbia [Funds were identified as one of the mutual fund families that Smith
Bémey, a division of Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (“CGMI”), brokers were paid to puéh ina
June 2004 press release on the Smith Bammey website titled, Mutual Funds, Revenue Sharing and
O{her Compensation Disclosure. (See, http:/smithbarney.com/products_services/mutual_funds/

investor_information/revenueshar.html).

;

The Prospectuses Were Materially False And Misleading

58, Plaintiffs and other members of the Class were entitled to, and did raceive, one or
m‘0>re of the prospecluses (“Prospectuses”), pursuant to which the Columbia Fund shares were
offered, each of which contained substantially the same materially false and misleading
statements and omissions regarding 12b-1 fees, commissions and Soft Dollars.

59. The Statement of Additional Information, dated May 1, 2003 for funds offered by
Investment Advisor Defendants, referred to in certain of the Columbia Funds Prospectuses and
available to the investor upon request, states as follows with respect to Soft Dollars and revenue
sﬁaﬁng:

The Adviser places orders for the purchase and sale of Funds®
portfolio securities and options and futures contracts. The
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Adviser’s overriding objective in effecting portfolio transactions is
to seek to obtain the best combination of price and execution. The
best net price, giving effect to brokerage commission, if any, and
other transaction costs, normally is an important factor in this
decision, but a number of other judgmental factors may also
enter into the decision. These include: the Adviser’s knowledge
of negotiated commission rates currently available and other
current transaction costs; the nature of the security being traded;
the size of the transaction; the desired timing of the trade; the
activity existing and expected in the market for the particular
security; confidentiality; the execution, clearance and settlement
capabilities of the broker or dealer selected and others which are
considered; the Adviser’s knowledge of the financial stability of
the broker or dealer selected and such other brokers or dealers; and
the Adviser’'s knowledge of actual or apparent operational
problems of any broker of dealer. Recognizing the value of these
Suactors, the Funds may pay a brokerage commission in excess of
that which another broker or dealer may have charged for
effecting the same transaction. Evaluations of the reasonableness
of brokerage commissions, based on the foregoing factors, are
made on an ongoing basis by the Adviser’s staff while effecting
portfolio transactions. The general level of brokerage commissions
paid is reviewed by the Adviser, and reports are made annually to
the board of Trustees of the Funds.

- With respect to issues of securities involving brokerage
cominissions, when more than one broker or dealer is believed to
be capablc of providing the best combination of price and

: execution with respect to a particular portfolio transaction for a

! Fund, the Adviser often selects a broker or dealer that has

‘ furnished it with research products or services such as research
reports, subscriptions to financial publications and research
compilations, compilations of securities prices, earnings,
dividends, and similar data, and computer data bases, quotation
equipment and services, research-oriented computer software and
services. and services of economists and other consultants.
Selection of brokers or dealers is not made pursuant to an
agreement or understanding with any of the brokers or dealers;
however, the Adviser uses an internal allocation procedure to
identify those brokers or dealers who provide it with research
products or services and the amount of research products or
services they provide, and endeavors to direct sufficient
commissions generated by its clients’ accounts in the aggregate,
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including the Funds, to such brokers or dealers to ensure the
continued receipt of research products or services that the
Adviser feels are useful, ‘In certain instances, the Adviser receives
from brokers and dealers products or services which are used both
as investment research and for administrative, marketing, or other
non-research purposes. In such instances, the Adviser makes a
good faith effort to determine the relative proportions of such
products or services which may be considered as investment
research. The portion of the costs of such products or services
(without prior agreement or understanding, as noted above)
through transaction charges generated by transactions by clients
(including the Funds) while the portions of the costs attributable to
non-research usage of such products or services is paid by the
Adviser in cash, No person acting on behalf of the Funds is
authorized, in recognition of the value of research products or
services, to pay a commission in excess of that which another
broker or dealer might have charged for eftecting the same
transaction. Research products or services furnished by brokers
and dealers may be used in servicing any or all of the clients of the
Adviser and not all such research products or services are used in
connection with the management of the Funds.

With respect to the Funds’ purchases and sales of portfolio
securities transacted with a broker or dealer on a net basis, the
Adviser may also consider the part, if any, played by the broker or
dealer in bringing the securities involved to the Adviser’s attention,
including investment research related to the security and provided
to a Fund.

[Emphasis added.]

The Prospectuses failed to disclose and misrepresented, inter alia, the following

material and damaging adverse facts which damaged plaintiffs and other members of the Class:

a. that the Investment Adviser Defendants authorized the payment from fund

assets of excessive commissions to broker dealers in exchange for preferential marketing services

and that such payments were in breach of their fiduciary duties, in violation of Section 12b of the

Investment Company Act, and unprotected by any “safe harbor™;
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b. thgt the Investment Adviser Defendants directed brokerage payments to
firms that favored Columbia Funds; which was a form of marketing that was not disclosed in or
authorized by the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan;

| c. that the Colurqbia Funds Rule 12b-1 plan was not in compliance with Rule
12b-1, and that payments made pursuant to the plan were in violation of Section 12 ;)f the
Investment Company Act becax;se, among other reasons, the plan was not properly evaluated by
the Director Defendants and there was not a reasonable likelihood that the plan would benefit the
company and its shareholders;

| d. that by paying brokers to aggressively steer their clients to Columbia
Funds, the Investment Adviser Defendants were knowingly aiding énd abetting a breach of
fiduciary duties, and profiting from the brokers’ improper conduct;

| e. that any economies of scale achieved by marketing of the Columbia Funds
to ncw investors were not passed on to Columbia Funds investors; on the contrary, as the
Columbia Funds grew, fees charged to Columbia Funds investors were excessive;

| f. that defendants improperly used Soft Dollars and excessive commissions
paid from Columbia Funds assets, to pay for overhead expenses, the cost ot which should have
been borne by FleetBoston and not Columbia Funds investors; and

g that the Director Defendants had abdicated their duties under the
Investment Company Act and their common law fiduciary duties, that they failed to monitor and
supervise the Investment Adviser Defendants and that, as a consequence, the Investment Adviser
Defendants were able to systematically skim millions and millions of dollars from the Columbia

Funds.
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COUNT I

Against the Investment Adviser Defendants
For Violations Of Section 34(b) Of The

Investment Company Act On Behalf Of The Class

6l. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and ever); ;Lllegation contained above as if fully

set forth herein.
| 62.  This Count is asserted against the Investment Adviser Defendants in their role as
investment advisers to the Columbia Funds.

63.  The Investment Adviser Defendants made false statements of material fact in
regisnation statements and reports filed and disseminated pursuant to the Investment Company
Act and omitted to state facts necessary to prevent the statements made therein, in light of the
circumstances under which they were made, from being materially false and misleading. The
In;vestment Advisér Defendants failed to disclose the following:

| a. that the Investment Adviser Defendants authorized the payment from fund
assets of excessive commissions to broker dealers in exchange for preferential marketing services
aﬁd that such payments were in breach of their fiduciary duties, in violation of Section 12b of the
Investment Company Act, and unprotected by any “safe harbor”;

| b. that the Investment Adviser Defendants directed brokerage payments to
ﬁfms that favored Columbia Funds, which was a form of marketing that was not disclosed in or
authorized by the Columbia Funds Rule 12b-1 Plan;

‘ c. that the Colwubia Funds Rule 12b-1 was not in compliance with Rule
12b-1, and that payments made pursuant to the plan were in violation of Section 12 of the

Investment Company Act because, among other reasons, the plan was not properly evaluated by
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the ‘Director Defendants and there was not a reasonable likelihood that the plan would benefit the
company and its shareholders;

| d. that by paying brokers to aggressively steer their clients to Columbia
Funds, thé Investment Ad\jiser Defendants were knowingly aiding and abetting a breach of
ﬁdﬁciary duties, and profiting from the brokers’ improper conduct;

e. that any economics of scale achicved by marketing of the Columbia Funds
to hew investors were not passed on to Columbia Funds investors; on the contrary, as the
Columbia Funds grew, fees charged to Columbia Funds investors were excessive;

f. that defendants improperly used Soft Dollars and exéessive commissions,
paid from Columhia Funds assets, 1o pay for overhead expenses the cost of which should have
been borme by Davis and not Columbia Funds investors; and

g that the Director Defendants had abdicated their duties under the
In&estment Company Act and their common law fiduciary dutics, that the Dircctor Defendants
failed to monitor and supervise the Investment Adviser Defendants and that, as a consequence,
‘th‘e Investment Adviser Defendants were able to systematically skim millions and millions of
dollars from the Columbia Funds.

64. By reason of the conduct described above, the Investment Adviser Defendants
violated Section 34(b) of the Investment Company Act.

65.  Asadirect, proximate and foreseeable result of the Investment Adviser
befendants" violation of Section 34(Db) of the Investment Company Act, Columbia Funds
investors have incurred damages.

66.  Plaintiffs and the Class have been specially injured by Defendants’ violations of
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Section 34(b) of the Investment Company Act. Such injuries were suffered directly by the
shareholders, rather than by the Columbia Funds themuselves.

67.  The Investment Adviser Defendants, individually and in concert, directly and
indirectly, by the use, means or instrumentalities of interstate commerce and/or the mails,
engaged and participated in a continuous course of conduct to conceal such adverse material
im;ormation.

- COUNT II
Against Columbia Distributors And The Investment Adviser Defendants
Pursuant To Section 36(b) Of The Investment Company Act
Derivatively On Behalf Of The Columbia Funds

68.  Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained above and
otherwise incorporates the allegations contained above.

69.  This Count is brought by the Class (as Columbia Funds securities holders) on
behalf of the Columbia Funds against Columbia Distributors and the Investment Adviser
Defendants for breaches of Columbia Distributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants’
ﬁ;luciary duties as deﬁned by Section 36(b) of the Investment Company Act.

70.  Columbia Distributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants eéch had a
fiduciary duty to the Columbia Funds and the Class with respect to the receipt of compensation
f(f>r services and of payments of a mé;tf;ial nature made by and to Columbia Distributors and the
Iﬁvestment Adviser Defendants.

71. Columbia Distributurs and the Investment Adviser Defendants violated Scetion
3§(b) by improperly charging investors in the Columbia Funds purported Rule 12b-1 marketing

fees, and by drawing on the Columbia Funds assets to make undisclosed payments of Soft
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Doilars and excessive commissions, as defined herein, in violation of Rule 12b-1

72. By reason of the conduct described above, Columbia Distributors and the
Invéstment Adviser Defendants violated Section 36(b) of the Investment Company Act.

73.  As adirect, proximate and foreseeable result of Columbia Distributors’ and the
Investment Adviser Defendants’ breach of the fiduciary duty of loyalty in their respective roles as
underwriter and investiment advisers to Columbia Tunds investors, the Columbia [Funds and the
' Cla§s have incurred millions of dollars in damages.

74. Plaintiffs, in this Count, seeks to recover the Rule 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars,
excessive commission and the management fees charged the Columbia Funds by Columbia
Distributors and the Investment Adviser Defendants.

COUNT III
Against FleetBoston, Columbia Group And The Director Defendants
“(As Control Persons of The Investment Adviser Defendants), And The

Investment Adviser Defendants (As Control Persons of Columbia Distributors)
For Violation Of Section 48(a) Of The Investment Company Act By

The Class And Derivatively On Behalf Of The Columbia Funds

75.  Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained above as if fully
set ‘forth herein.

76. This Count is hrought pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company Act
against FleetBoston, Columbia Group and the Director Defendants, who caused the Investment
Adviser Defendants to commit the violations of the Investment Company Act alleged herein. It
is éppropriate 1o treat these defendants as a group for pleading purposes and to presume that the
misconduct complained of herein are the collective actions of FleetBoston, Columbia Group and

the Director Defendants.
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77.  The Investment Adviser Defendants are liable under Sectiqns 34(b) of the
In\}esment Company Act to the Class and under 36(b) of the Investment Company Act to the
Columbia Funds as set forth herein.

78.  FleetBoston, Columbia Group and the Director Defendants were “control
persons” of the Investment Adviser Defendants and caused the violations complained of herein.
By virtue of tieir positions of operational centrol and/or éuthority over the Investment Adviser
Défendams, FleetBoston, Columbia Group and the Director Defendants directly and indirectly,
bad the power and authority‘, and exercised the same, to cause the Investment Adviser Defendants
to :engage in the wrongful conduct complained of herein.

79.  Pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company Act, by reason of the
foregoing, FleetBoston, Columbia Group and the Director Defendants are liable to plaintiffs to
the same extent as are the Investment Adviser Defendants for their primary violations of Sections
34(b) and 36(b) uf the Investment Company Act..

80.  This Count is also brought pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company
Act against the Investment Adviéer Defendants, who caused Columbia Distributors to commit
thé violations of the Investment Company Act alleged herein. It is appropriate 1o treat these
défendants as a group for pleading purposes and to presume that the misconduct complained of
hérein is the collective actions of the Investment Adviser Defendants.

81.  Columbia Distributors is liable under Section 36(b) of the Investment Company
Act 1o the Columbia Funds as set forth herein.

82.  The Investment Adviser Defendants were “control persons” of Columbia

Distributors and caused the violations complained of herein. By virtue of their positions of
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operational control and/or authority over Columbia Distributors, the Investment Adviser

Defendants directly and indirectly, had the power and authority, and exercised the same, to cause

Coiumbia Distributors to engage in the wrongful conduct complained of herein.

83.  Pursuant to Section 48(a) of the Investment Company Act, by reason of the
fofegoing, the Investment Adviser Defendants are liable ‘to plaintiffs to the same extent as is
Columbia Distributors for its primary violations of Section 36(b) of the Investment Company
A

| 84. By virtue of the foregoing, Plaintiffs and other Class members are entitled to
damages against FleetBoston, Columbia Group, the Director Defendants, Columbia Distributors
and the Investment Adviser Defendants. ’

COUNTIV

Against The Investment Adviser Defendants Under Section 215 Of The
Investment Advisers Act For Violations Of Section 206 Of The Investment

Advisers Act Derivatively On Behalf Of The Columbia Funds

85.  Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each and every allegation contained above as if fully
sét forth herein.

86.  This Count is based upon Section 215 of the Investment Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C.
§80b-15.

87.  The Investment Adviser Defendants served as “investment advisers” 1o the
Columbia Funds and other members of the Class pursuant to the Investment Advisers Act.

88. As fiduciaries pursuant to the Investment Advisers Act, the Investment Adviser
Defendants were required to serve the Columbia Funds in a manner in accordance with the

federal fiduciary standards set forth in Section 206 of the Investment Advisers Act, 15 U.S.C.
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§80b-6, governing the conduct of investment advisers.

89.  During the Class Period, the Investment Adviscr Defendants breached their
fiduciary duties to the Columbia Funds by engaging in a deceptive contrivance, scheme, practice
and course of conduct pursuant to whicil they knowingly and/or recklessly engaged in acts,
transactions, practices and courses of business which operated as a fraud upon the Columbia
Funds. As detailed above, the Investment Adviser Defendants skimmed money from the
Cdiumbia Funds by charging and coilecting fees from the Columbia Funds in violation of the
Investment Company Act and the Investment Advisers Act. The purpose and effect of said
scheme, practice and course of conduct was to enrich the Investment Adviser Defendunts, among
oti]er defendants, at the expense of the Columbia Funds. The lnvestment Adviser Defendants
breached their fiduciary duties owed to the Columbia Funds by engaging in the aforesaid
trémsactions, practices and courses of business knowingly or recklessly so as to constitute a deceit
'deld fraud upon the Columbia Funds.

| 90.  The Investment Adviser Defendants are liable as direct participants in the wrongs
cémplained of herein. The Investment Adviser Defendants, because of their position of authority
and control over the Columbia Funds were able to and did control the fees charged to and
collected from the Columbia Funds and otherwise control the operations of the Columbia Funds.

| 91.  The Investment Adviser Defendants had a duty to (1) disseminate accurate and
truth information with respect to the Columbia Funds ; and (2) truthfully and uniformly act in
a;:cordance with their staled policies and fiduciary responsibilities to the Columbia Funds. The
Investment Adviser Defendants participated in the wrongdoing complained of herein in order to

ﬁrevent the Columbia Funds from knowing of the Investment Adviser Defendants’ breaches of
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fiduciary duties including: (1) the charging of the Columbia Funds and Columbia Funds
invéstors improper Rule 12b-1 ﬁnarketing fees; (2) making improper undisclosed payments of
Soft Dollars; (3) making unauthorized use of “directed brokerage” as a marketing tool; and

(4)1 charging the Columbia Funds for excessive and impropér commission payments to brokers.

92.  Asaresult of the Investment Adviser Defendants’ multiple breaches of their
ﬁd;Jciary duties owed (0 the Columbia Funds , the Columbia Funds were damaged.

93.  The Columbia Funds are entitled to rescind their investment advisory contracts
with the Investment Adviser Defendants and recover all fees paid in connection with their
enrollment pursuant to such agreements,

COUNT V

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against
The Investment Adviser Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

94, Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each of the preceding allegations as though fully set
fqrth herein.

‘ 95. As investment advisers to the Columbia Funds, the Investment Adviser
Defendants were fiduciaries to the plaintiffs and other members of the Class and were required to
act with the highest obligations of good faith, loyalty, fair dealing, due care and candor.

| 96.  As set forth above, the Investment Adviser Defendants breached their fiduciary
duties to plaintiffs and the Class.

97.  Plaintiffs and the Class have been specially injured as a direct, proximate and
foreseeable result of such breach on the part of the Investment Adviser Defendants and have

suffered substantial damages.
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98.  Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and wiliful
disregard for the ri ghts of the plaintitts and other members of the Class, the Investment Adviser
Defendants are liable for punitive damages in an amount to be determined by the jury.

COUNT VI

Breach of Fiduciary Duty Against The
Director Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

99. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege each of the preceding allegations as though fully set
forth herein. |

100. As Columbia Funds Direétors, the Director Defendants had a fiduciary duty to the
Columbia Funds and Columbia Funds investors to supervise and monitor the Investment Adviser
Defendants.

101.  The Director Defendants breached their fiduciary duties by reason of the acts
al]‘eged herein, including their knowing or reckless failure to prevent the Investment Adviser
Defendants from (1) charging the Columbia Funds and Columbia Funds investors improper Rule
12b~1 marketing fees; (2) making improper undisciosed payments of Soft Dollars; (3) making
unauthorized use 6f “directed brokerage” as a marketing tool; and (4) charging the Columbia
Funds for excessive and improber commission payments to brokers.

| 102.  Plaintiffs and the Class have been specially injured as a direct, proximate and
fdreseeab}e result of such breach on the part of the Investment Adviser Defendants and have
s@ﬁered substantial damages.

103.  Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and willful

disregard for the rights of plaintiffs and other members of the Class, the Investment Adviser
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Defendants are liable for punitive damages in an amount to be determined by the jury.
COUNT VI

Aiding And Abetting A Breach Of Fiduciary Duty Against
The Investment Adviser Defendants On Behalf Of The Class

104. Plaintiffs rcpeat and reallege each of the preceding allegations as though fully set
foﬁh herein. |

105. At all times herein, the broker dealers that sold Columbia Funds had fiduciary
duties of loyalty to their clients, including plaintiffs and other members of the Class.

106. The Investment Adviser Defendants knew or should have known thai the broker
de;ller had these fiduciary duties.

107. By accepting improper Rule 12b-1 fees, Soft Dollars and excessive commissions
in jcxchangc for aggressively pushing Columbia Funds, and by failing to disciose the receipt of
such fees, the brokerages breached their fiduciary duties to plaintiffs and the other members of
the Class,

108.  The Investment Adviser Defendants possessed actual or constructive knowledge
thgf the hrokerages were breaching their fiduciary duties, but nonetheless perpetrated the
ﬁ*éudulent scheme alleged herein.

109.  The Investment Adviser Defendants’ actions, as described in this complaint, were
a substantial faclur in causing the losses suffercd by plaintiffs and the other members of the
C;lass. By participating in the brokerages’ breaches of fiduciary duties, the Investment Adviser
Djefendams are liable therefor.

110.  As a direct, proximate and foreseeable result of the Investment Adviser

FACOLUMBIZ\CMPLTSIM.WPD
36



Defendants’ knowing participation in the brokerages’ breaches of fiduciary duties, plaintiffs and
the Class have suffered damages. |
| 111.  Because the Investment Adviser Defendants acted with reckless and willful
disfegard for the rights of Plaintiffs and other members of the Class, the Invesfment Adviser
Defendants are liable for punitive damages in an amount to be determined by the jury.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for relief and judgment, as follows:
Determining that this action is a proper class action, certifying Plaintiffs as the Class
representative and Plaintiffs’ counsel as Class Counsel pursuant to Rule 23(a) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure;

A. Determining that this action is a proper class action and appointing
pléintiffs as lead plaintiffs and their counsel as lead counsel for the Class and certifying them as a
class representatives under Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure

B. = Awarding compensatory damages in favor of Plaintiffs and the other Class
members against all defendants, jointly and severally, for all damages sustained as a result of
défendants’ wrongdoing, in an amount to be proven at trial, including interest thercon;

C. Awarding punitive damages in favor of Plaintiffs and the other Class
members against all defendants, jointly and severally, fér all damages sustained as a result of
defendants’ wrongdoing, in an amount to be proven at trial, including interest therzon;

| D. Awarding the Columbia Funds rescission of their contracts with the
Investment Adviser Defendants, including recovery of all fees which would otherwise apply, and

recovery of all fees paid to the Investment Adviser Defendants;
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E. Ordering an accounting of all Columbia Funds related fees, commissions,
and Soft Dollar payments;

F. Ordering restitution of all unlawfully or discriminatorily obtained fees and
charges;

G. Awarding such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and
prbpcr, including any extraordinary equitablc and/or injunctive relief as permitted by law or
equity to attach, impound or otherwise restrict the defendants’ aésets to assﬁre that Plaintiffs and
the Class have an effective remedy;

H. Awarding Plaintiffs and the Class their reasonable costs and expenses
inéurred in this action, including counsel fees and expert fees; and

L. Such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.
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JURY TRIAL DEMANDED
Plaintiffs hereby demand a wial by jury.
DATED: September &, 2004 Respectfully submitted,

MOULTON & GANS, P.C.

By ~>

/ Nanoy Freeman Gans (BBO #134540)
33 Broad Street .
Boston, MA 02109-4216

(617) 369-7979

STULL, STULL & BRODY
Jules Brody

Aaron Brody

Tzivia Brody

6 East 45 Street

New York, New York 10017
(212) 687-7230

WEISS & YOURMAN
Joseph H. Weiss

551 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10176
(212) 682-3025

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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Exhibit A
The Columbia Funds
' Columbia Acorn Fund

Columbia Acorn Select
Columbia Acorn USA

' Columbia Asset Allocation Fund

Columbia Balanced Fund
Columbia Common Stock Fund
Columbia Disciplined Value Fund

- Columbia Dividend Income Fund

Columbia Growth & Income Fund
Columbia Growth Fund

Columbia Growth Stock Fund
Columbia Large Cap Core Fund
Columbia Large Cap Growth Fund
Columbia Large Company Index Fund

. Columbia Liberty Fund

Columbia Mid Cap Growth Fund
Columbia Mid Cap Value Fund

- Columbia Real Estate Equity Fund

- Columbia Smal} Cap Fund
. Columbia Small Cap Value Fund

Colurnbia Small Company Equity Fund

; Columbia Small Company Index Fund

Columbia Strategic Investor Fund
Columbia Tax-Managed Aggressive Growth Fund

. Columbia Tax-Managed Growth Fund

" Columbia Tax-Managed Growth Fund II
. Columbia Tax-Managed Value Fund

- Columbia Technology Fund

Columbia Thermostat Fund

Columbia Utilitics Fund

Columbia Young Investor Fund

Columbia Acorn International Fund
Columbia Acorn International Select Fund
Columbia Europe Fund

Columbia Global Equity Fund

Columbia International Equity Fund
Columbia International Stock Fund
Columbia Newport Asia Pacific Fund
Columbia Newport Japan Opportunities Fund
Columbia Newport Greater China Fund
Columbia Newpont Tiger Fund

Columbia Contrarian Income Fund




‘Columbia Corporate Bond Fund
Columbia Federal Securities Fund
Columbia Fixed Income Securitics Fund
‘Columbia Floating Rate Advantage Fund
Columbia Floating Rate Fund

-Columbia High Yield Fund

'Columbia High Yield Opportunity Fund
Columbia Income Fund

: Columbia Intermediate Bond Fund
Columbia Intermediate Government Income Fund
Columbia Money Market Fund
Money Market Fund

- Columbia National Municipal Bond Fund

! Columbia Quality Plus Bond Fund
Columbia Short Term Bond Fund

- Columbia Strategic Income Fund

- Columbia US Treasury Index Fund

. Columbia California Tax-Exempt Fund

- Columbia Connecticut Intermediate Municipal Bond
Columbia Connccticut Tax-Excmpt Fund
Columbia Florida Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund

" Columbia High Yield Municipal Fund

. Columbia Intermediate Tax-Exempl Bond Fund

' Columbia Managed Municipals Fund

~ Columbia Massachusetts Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund
~ Columbia Massachusetts Tax-Exempt Fund

" Columbia Municipal Bond Fund

' Columbia New Jersey Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund

- Columbia New York Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund

. Columbia New York Tax-Exempt Fund
¢ Columbia Oregon Municipal Bond Fund”
. Columbia Pennsylvania Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund -

Columbia Rhode Island Intermediate Municipal Bond Fund

- Columbia Tax-Exempt Fund
- Columbia Tax-Exempt Insured Fund
- Columbia Small Cap Growth Fund

Columbia European Thematic Equity Fund
Columbia Global Thematic Equity Fund

- Columbia Daily Income Company Fund




