IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Civil Action No.

, Individually and On Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated,

Plaintiff,
V.

YORK SPACE SYSTEMS INC., DIRK WALLINGER, KEVIN MESSERLE, KIRK'KONERT,
TYLER LETARTE, TAMRA ERWIN, REGGIE BROTHERS, ANDREW, BOYD, JAMES
MCCONVILLE, GOLDMAN SACHS & CO. LLC, JEFFERIES, LRC/ WELLS FARGO
SECURITIES, LLC, J.P. MORGAN SECURITIES LLC, CITIGROUP GLOBAL MARKETS
INC., TRUIST SECURITIES, INC., ROBERT W. BAIRD*& CO. INCORPORATED,
RAYMOND JAMES & ASSOCIATES, INC., CANACCORPD*GENUITY LLC, NEEDHAM &
COMPANY, LLC, AND ACADEMY SECURITIES, 4NC:

Defendants,

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT FOR'VIOLATIONS OF THE FEDERAL SECURITIES
LAWS




Plaintiff (“Plaintiff”), individually and on behalf of all others

similarly situated, by and through his attorneys, alleges the following upon information and belief,
except as to those allegations concerning Plaintiff, which are alleged upon personal knowledge.
Plaintiff’s information and belief is based upon, among other things, his counsel’s investigation,
which includes without limitation: (a) review and analysis of regulatory filings made by York
Space Systems Inc. (“York™ or the “Company”) with the United States (“U.S.”) Sedurities® and
Exchange Commission (“SEC”); (b) review and analysis of press releases and media feports issued
by and disseminated by York; and (c) review of other publicly available inférmation concerning
York.

NATURE OF THE ACTIONANBDIOVERVIEW

1. This is a class action on behalfof petsons and entities that purchased or otherwise
acquired York common stock pursgant‘and/or traceable to the registration statement and
prospectus (collectively, the “RegiStration Statement”) issued in connection with the Company’s
January 2026 initial public offering (“IPO” or the “Offering”); and/or (b) securities between
January 29, 2026‘afid May 11, 2026, inclusive (the “Class Period”). Plaintiff pursues claims against
under the, Securities Act of 1933 (the “Securities Act”) and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
(theExchange Act”).

2. York operates as a space and defense provider which primarily sells satellites and
satellite related services. Historically, York has relied on the Pentagon’s Space Development
Agency (“SDA”) as its primary revenue source, with 95% of its 2025 fiscal year revenue derived
from projects contracted by the U.S. Federal Government under the SDA. The majority of these

projects were contracted to York under the SDA’s Transport Layer program. The Transport Layer



program is an experimental military satellite constellation developed by the SDA, designed to
provide global tactical data.

3. On January 30, 2026, the Company filed its prospectus on Form 424B4 with the
SEC, which forms part of the Registration Statement. In the IPO, the Company sold approximately
18.5 million shares of common stock at a price of $34.00 per share. The Company received
proceeds of approximately $583.4 million from the Offering, net of underwriting dis¢ounts and
commissions. The proceeds from the IPO were purportedly to be used for general gorporate and
working capital purposes.

4. In April 2026, the United States military SpacedFeice released its Spring 2026
budget, revealing a restructuring of the SDA’s Transport\Cayer program and an immediate halt to
the third tranche of Transport Layer paymentsy The third tranche of the Transport Layer program
payments had previously been expected to,substantially benefit York. The Space Force announced
it would transition funds intothe fiewly unveiled Space Data Network instead.

5. On May\l 1, 2026, at approximately 10 AM EST, Wolfpack Research published a
short report alleging that the Pentagon’s decision to eliminate the Transport Layer program
responsible for the majority of York’s annual revenue was, in part,! “rooted in severe
disappointment in York.” The report claimed that “ York deceived the SDA with false advertising
to win its contracts, cut corners, and delivered satellites whose mission-critical-software was not
completed.” Among other things, the report stated that the Company’s “main pitch to customers

and investors— that they operating on a modular platform— was false advertising” because the

! Unless otherwise stated, all emphasis in bold and italics hereinafter is added, and all footnotes
are omitted.



Company was in fact “making satellites to order.” The report further quoted “two former software
engineers [who] told us the company sent satellites into space without even knowing if the
software was fit to accomplish its basic mission” and that “York’s satellites simply did not
function as expected because the company did not finish developing the software for these
satellites before launching them” instead waiting until they were in orbit to fully debug them,The
report continued that “another former employee told us that York would cut cornets ‘and® use
unqualified people, like office administrators and accountants to build parts and perform tests.”

6. On this news, YSS stock dropped $3.91 per share, or,10.9%,.40 close at $31.97 on
May 12, 2026, on unusually heavy trading volume.

7. By the commencement of this action, the\Conlpany’s stock was trading as low as
$9.33 per share, an over 70% decline from the\$34\pet share [PO price.

8. In the Registration Statenient and throughout the Class Period, Defendants made
materially false and/or misleading statements, as well as failed to disclose material adverse facts
about the Company s ‘business, operations, and prospects. Specifically, Defendants failed to
disclose to investets: (1) that York deceived the SDA with false advertising to win its contracts,
cut cornees, and delivered satellites whose mission-critical-software was not completed; (2) that,
as aresult, the SDA was likely to eliminate York’s primary revenue source; and (3) that, as a result
of the foregoing, Defendants’ positive statements about the Company’s business, operations, and
prospects, were materially misleading and/or lacked a reasonable basis.

0. As aresult of Defendants’ wrongful acts and omissions, and the precipitous decline
in the market value of the Company’s securities, Plaintiff and other Class members have suffered

significant losses and damages.



JURISDICTION AND VENUE

10. The claims asserted herein arise under and pursuant to Sections 11 and 15 of the
Securities Act (15 U.S.C. §§ 77k and 770), Sections 10(b) and 20(a) of the Exchange Act (15
U.S.C. §§ 78j(b) and 78t(a)) and Rule 10b-5 promulgated thereunder by the SEC (17 C.F.R. §
240.10b-5).

11. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant te 28
U.S.C. § 1331, Section 22 of the Securities Act (15 U.S.C. § 77v) and Section 27-6f the Exchange
Act (15 U.S.C. § 78aa).

12. Venue is proper in this Judicial District pursuant t28.1¥.S.C. § 1391(b) and Section
27 of the Exchange Act (15 U.S.C. § 78aa). Substantial acts\in furtherance of the alleged fraud or
the effects of the fraud have occurred in this dudicial’District. Many of the acts charged herein,
including the dissemination of matefially false and/or misleading information, occurred in
substantial part in this JudicialDistfict. In addition, the Company’s principal executive offices are
in this District.

13. In‘\¢Onnection with the acts, transactions, and conduct alleged herein, Defendants
directlytand indirectly used the means and instrumentalities of interstate commerce, including the
United States mail, interstate telephone communications, and the facilities of a national securities
exchange.

PARTIES

14. Plaintiff , as set forth in the accompanying certification,

incorporated by reference herein, purchased or otherwise acquired York common stock pursuant

and/or traceable to the Registration Statement issued in connection with the Company’s IPO and/or



York securities during the Class Period, and suffered damages as a result of the federal securities
law violations and false and/or misleading statements and/or material omissions alleged herein.

15.  Defendant York is incorporated under the laws of the Delaware with its principal
executive offices located in Greenwood Village, Colorado. York’s shares trade on the New York
Stock Exchange (“NYSE”) exchange under the symbol “YSS.”

16.  Defendant Dirk Wallinger (“Wallinger”) was, at all relevant times,\\the Chief
Executive Officer (“CEO”) of the Company, and signed or authorized the7signing of the
Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

17. Defendant Kevin Messerle (“Messerle”) was, ‘at™all” relevant times, the Chief
Financial Officer (“CFO”) of the Company, and signeder\authorized the signing of the Company’s
Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

18.  Defendants Wallinger @nd, Messerle (collectively, the “Individual Defendants”),
because of their positions with the LCompany, possessed the power and authority to control the
contents of the Company s reports to the SEC, press releases and presentations to securities
analysts, moneysaud portfolio managers and institutional investors, i.e., the market. The Individual
Defendants§ were provided with copies of the Company’s reports and press releases alleged herein
to be misleading prior to, or shortly after, their issuance and had the ability and opportunity to
prevent their issuance or cause them to be corrected. Because of their positions and access to
material non-public information available to them, the Individual Defendants knew that the
adverse facts specified herein had not been disclosed to, and were being concealed from, the public,
and that the positive representations which were being made were then materially false and/or

misleading. The Individual Defendants are liable for the false statements pleaded herein.



19. Defendant Kirk Konert (“Konert”) was a director of the Company and signed or
authorized the signing of the Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

20. Defendant Tyler Letarte (“Letarte”) was a director of the Company and signed or
authorized the signing of the Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

21. Defendant Tamra Erwin (“Erwin”) was a director of the Company and signed ot
authorized the signing of the Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

22. Defendant Reggie Brothers (“Brothers’) was a director of the Conipany and signed
or authorized the signing of the Company’s Registration Statement filed with’the SEC.

23. Defendant Andrew Boyd (“Boyd”) was a ditecter“ef the Company and signed or
authorized the signing of the Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

24. Defendant James McConville ((MeConville”) was a director of the Company and
signed or authorized the signing of the'Company’s Registration Statement filed with the SEC.

25. Defendants Wallifiger, Messerle, Konert, Letarte, Erwin, Brothers, Boyd, and
McConville, are colleefiyely referred to hereinafter as the “Securities Act Individual Defendants.”

26. Befendant Goldman Sachs & Co. LLC (“Goldman Sachs”) served as an
underwiiter for the Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Goldman Sachs agreed to purchase 5,123,695
shares of the Company’s common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

27. Defendant Jefferies LLC (“Jefferies™) served as an underwriter for the Company’s
IPO. In the IPO, Jefferies agreed to purchase 4,118,261 shares of the Company’s common stock,

exclusive of the over-allotment option.



28.  Defendant Wells Fargo Securities, LLC (“Wells Fargo”) served as an underwriter
for the Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Wells Fargo agreed to purchase 4,118,261 shares of the
Company’s common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

29.  Defendant J.P. Morgan Securities LLC (“J.P. Morgan”) served as an underwriter
for the Company’s IPO. In the IPO, J.P. Morgan agreed to purchase 1,809,783 shares of the
Company’s common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

30.  Defendant Citigroup Global Markets Inc. (“Citigroup”) served as_an underwriter
for the Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Citigroup agreed to purchase 13447,826 shares of the
Company’s common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment gptien”

31.  Defendant Truist Securities, Inc. (“Truistd) 'served as an underwriter for the
Company’s IPO. In the PO, Truist agreed to purehase 506,739 shares of the Company’s common
stock, exclusive of the over-allotment ©Option.

32. Defendant Robért'W.Baird & Co. Incorporated (“Baird ) served as an underwriter
for the Company’s 1ROy In_the IPO, Baird agreed to purchase 434,348 shares of the Company’s
common stocksexClusive of the over-allotment option.

38, Defendant Raymond James & Associates, Inc. (“Raymond James”) served as an
undeérwriter for the Company’s [PO. In the IPO, Raymond James agreed to purchase 434,348
shares of the Company’s common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

34, Defendant Canaccord Genuity LLC (“Canaccord”) served as an underwriter for the
Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Canaccord agreed to purchase 217,174 shares of the Company’s

common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.



35.  Defendant Needham & Company, LLC (“Needham”) served as an underwriter for
the Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Needham agreed to purchase 217,174 shares of the Company’s
common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

36.  Defendant Academy Securities, Inc. (“Academy ) served as an underwriter for the
Company’s IPO. In the IPO, Academy agreed to purchase 72,391 shares of the Company2s
common stock, exclusive of the over-allotment option.

37. Defendants Goldman Sachs, Jefferies, Wells Fargo, J.P. Morgan, Citigroup, Truist,
Baird, Raymond James, Canaccord, Needham, and Academy are celléctively referred to

hereinafter as the “Underwriter Defendants.”

SUBSTANTIVE ALLEGATIONS

Background

38.  York operates as a spage=and defense provider which primarily sells satellites and
satellite related services. Histerteally, York has relied on the Pentagon’s Space Development
Agency (“SDA”) as itsyptimdry revenue source, with 95% of its 2025 fiscal year revenue derived
from projects_contracted by the U.S. Federal Government under the SDA. The majority of these
projectsswere contracted to York under the SDA’s Transport Layer program. The Transport Layer
progfam is an experimental military satellite constellation developed by the SDA, designed to
provide global tactical data.

The Company’s False and/or Misleading

Registration Statement and Prospectus

39. On November 17, 2025, the Company filed its Registration Statement on Form S-

1 with the SEC, which forms part of the Registration Statement.



40. On January 26, 2026, the Company filed its final amendment to the Registration
Statement with the SEC on Form S-1/A, which forms part of the Registration Statement. The
Registration Statement was declared effective on January 28, 2026.

41. On January 30, 2026, the Company filed its prospectus on Form 424B4 with the
SEC, which forms part of the Registration Statement. In the IPO, the Company sold approximately
18.5 million shares of common stock at a price of $34.00 per share. The Compariy, reccived
proceeds of approximately $583.4 million from the Offering, net of underwritiig_discounts and
commissions. The proceeds from the IPO were purportedly to be used for.géneral corporate and
working capital purposes.

42. The Registration Statement was negligentlyiprepared and, as a result, contained
untrue statements of material facts or omitted t@_statéGther facts necessary to make the statements
made not misleading, and was not preparéd in accordance with the rules and regulations governing
its preparation.

43. Underdpplicable SEC rules and regulations, the Registration Statement was
required to diselos€ krniown trends, events or uncertainties that were having, and were reasonably
likely, td*have, an impact on the Company’s continuing operations.

44, The Registration Statement further touted the Company’s purportedly “successful
launches with the SDA” which “translate to strong references, faster award cycles, and growing
share across defense, civil, and commercial segments,” stating as follows, in relevant part:

Space Defense Agency: We were a prime awardee on SDA contracts across

Tranches 0, 1 and 2 with an incumbent position leading into Tranches 3 and 4. Our

longstanding relationships with key government agencies and reputation for on-

time, on-budget delivery of spacecraft strengthen our position to win PWSA
replenishment and expansion opportunities. We have provided the most satellites




to PWSA at roughly half the cost of competitors, positioning us exceptionally well
to continue to receive a large share of PWSA awards.

45. The Registration Statement went on to tout the Company’s capabilities, including
its alleged “differentiated suite of spacecraft solutions with proven, common technologies”
including its “proprietary satellite software enabling versatile integration of a variety of payloads
for customers and supply chain commonalities across platforms.” The Registration Statement
further touted “York’s mission-ready ground software solution.” Specifically, the;Registration
Statement stated as follows, in relevant part:

In addition, we provide software throughout the space layerj\bolstered by our 2023
acquisition of Emergent Space Technologies (“Emergent)fincluding flight control
and edge computing, and we recently added more than*45 ground antennas in
connection with our acquisition of ATLASs Spage’ Operations (the “ATLAS
Acquisition”).

Our capabilities include a differensiated'suite of spacecraft solutions with proven,
common technologies. We offerthe S-CLASS, LX-CLASS, and M-CLASS
spacecraft, which are high-quality, low-cost satellite platforms that are proven and
scalable to a wide array of*space market needs. Qur spacecraft are supported by
proprietary satellite \software enabling versatile integration of a variety of
payloads for customérs and supply chain commonalities across platforms. The
various spacecraft classes are designed and engineered to address a broad cross
section.ofithie spacecraft market while maximizing payload accommodation. The
LX-CLASS is double the mass of the S-CLASS and leverages the S-CLASS design,
sharing more than 90% of its technology with the S-CLASS, to offer a specialized
platform with enhanced capabilities. Similarly, the M-CLASS utilizes the previous
satellite platform designs, sharing approximately 75% of its hardware and 95% of
its software with the S-CLASS and LX-CLASS, while greatly enhancing scale and
power for spacecraft mass up to 2,000 kg and 8kW+ peak power consumption. Our
proven suite of platforms provide solutions from 100 to 2,000 kgs and enables us
to serve a large total addressable market.

% % %
While the standardized spacecraft architecture framework provides scalable
building blocks for rapid constellation deployment, York’s proprietary software

supports key elements of operational success from mission planning to ongoing
mission operations. Autonomous constellation planning and hands-off operations

10



are essential for managing the increasing quantity of spacecraft deployed in orbit.
Technologies include the Multi-Mission Operations Center (“M-MOC”), a secure,
autonomous, command structure that manages multiple York spacecraft, and
Bastion, York’s mission-ready ground software solution, which allows operators
to manage entire fleets from a single ground architecture across more than 45
antennas throughout the world. York hardware and software solutions are vertically
integrated across the technology stack.

46. The Registration Statement also touted the Company’s purported competitive
strengths, including its alleged modularity, “disciplined production management” astfollows in
relevant part:

Vertically integrated, cost-effective, rapid manufacturing model delivering value
at scale with a comprehensive IP set and proprietary software

York’s vertical integration, spanning spacecraft platfotis, avionics, power and data
handling, automated test, and integrated flight\"and"® ground software, drives a
repeatable production system with learning=ctirve cost reductions. Our modular,
backward-compatible design approach) ‘allows us to maximize common
components and streamline production, ihcreasing efficiency and scalability. At the
same time, our advanced sdigital processes and disciplined production
management are designed to\reduce cycle times, minimize work, and ensure
consistent delivery performance. Proprietary operations software and federated
ground integrations<lOwer,6perating costs per satellite and scale fleet management
efficiently. Theyesult 1S lower cost per unit, faster design-to-orbit timelines, and
durable margipradvantages as volumes rise.

We are pioneering scaled, modular space and defense technology solutions that
redefine”how missions are designed, deployed, and sustained. At the core of our
offering is a satellite architecture built for flexibility and scaled production,
allowing customers to configure platforms for a wide range of mission sets, from
commercial communications and Earth observation to national security and defense
applications. This modular approach is designed to not only accelerate
deployment timelines but also drive significant cost efficiencies.

47. The Registration Statement purported to warn of risks which “could” or “may”
negatively impact the Company, that a “material adverse change in the SDA’s mandate could
materially reduce [| revenues.” Specifically, the Registration Statement stated as follows, in

relevant part:

11



We derive a substantial amount of our revenues and backlog from our largest
customer, the Space Development Agency. A material adverse change in the
SDA’s mandate could materially reduce our revenues and backlog.

As of and for the nine months ended September 30, 2025, the SDA accounted for
substantially all of our revenue and backlog. A material change in the SDA’s
mandate or spending could reduce future revenues we receive from the SDA, and
could materially reduce our revenues and backlog. The SDA could change its
ordering patterns or spending strategy, be delayed in the fulfillment of its
contractual obligations to us, reduce or cease its use of our services, or become
unable to pay for services it had contracted to buy, whether due to a downturd\ih
appropriations, a government shutdown or various other causes, includingthé«isk
of changes to future government funding levels, which may be substantially
curtailed or abandoned and result in contract cancellations, modifi€ations, delays,
or reduction in orders. In particular, the current U.S. presidential administration has
indicated it is committed to decreasing federal spending andithejsize of the federal
government. If the current administration were to taket\aetions that impacted the
amount the SDA is able to spend on our services, it eetld materially adversely
impact our business, results of operations, and \fimancial condition. In addition,
under our contracts, the SDA generally has the §ight to terminate, cancel, or curtail
its contracts with us for convenience. Any,decision by the SDA to terminate, cancel,
or curtail our contracts would ad¥ersely affect our backlog revenues, revenue
growth, and profitability. If gtit\backlog is reduced as a result of any of the
foregoing factors or for other reasons, including terminations for convenience, our
revenues, operating margins,jand cash flows would be further negatively impacted.

48. The Registratjon Statement was materially false and misleading and omitted to
state: (1) that Youk“deeeived the SDA with false advertising to win its contracts, cut corners, and
delivered satellites whose mission-critical-software was not completed; (2) that, as a result, the
SDA”was likely to eliminate York’s primary revenue source; and (3) that, as a result of the
foregoing, Defendants’ positive statements about the Company’s business, operations, and

prospects, were materially misleading and/or lacked a reasonable basis.
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Materially False and Misleading

Statements Issued During the Class Period

49. The Class Period begins on January 29, 2026. On that day, York’s common stock
began publicly trading pursuant to the Registration Statement, including the statements identified
in 945-53.

50. On March 19, 2026, York issuing a press release announcing fourth quastenand full
year 2025 results. The press release touted the Company’s financial results, ihetading that the
Company “emerged as a leading provider to the Department of ‘Defense’s Proliferated
Warfighter Space Architecture,” and that the Company “launé¢hed and executed more than 100
mission demonstrations for NASA’s BARD mission, exceeding baseline performance objectives
and validating NASA’s transition toward _a“~commercially delivered communications
architecture in months.” Specifically sthe press release stated as follows, in relevant part:

Full Year 2025 Company-Results

Revenue increased $133 million, or 52%, to $386 million. This increase was
primarily driven\by increased completion against two of our Transport Layer
Tranche 2, contracts.

* * *

Selected highlights

York delivered 21 Tranche 1 Transport Layer satellites to orbit for the
Proliferated Warfighter Space Architecture (PWSA) becoming the first prime to
execute an on-orbit delivery under the Tranche 1 contract. York made contact
with all spacecraft within hours of launch separation. Y ork was a month ahead
of its nearest competitor in launching these Tranche 1 Transport Layer space
vehicles.

York launched and executed more than 100 mission demonstrations for NASA’s
BARD mission, exceeding baseline performance objectives and validating
NASA’s transition toward a commercially delivered communications
architecture in months.

13



York acquired ATLAS Space Operations, combining a global ground station
network with a software-defined operations platform, to eliminate ground
communications bottlenecks and integrate mission critical space-to-ground
connectivity into York’s end-to-end mission architecture.

51. On March 19, 2026, the Company submitted its annual report for the fiscal year
ended December 31, 2025 on a Form 10-K filed with the SEC (the “FY25 10-K”). The FY25 10-
K affirmed the previously reported financial results. The FY25 10-K further touted the mafinet,in
which the Company allegedly performed under its SDA and NASA contracts and, the manner in
which that performance would assist in future contractual grants, as follows*in relevant part:

We have demonstrated repeat wins through multi-vehiclé\awards, options, and

frameworks that value mission assurance, cost trausparéncy, and delivery
velocity. Our performance history across PWSA Tranehes 0, 1, and 2 as well as
our successful launches with the SDA and NASA\translate to strong references,
SJaster award cycles, and growing share dcross“defense, civil, and commercial
segments. For example, our space vehicles have participated in multiple military
exercises.

*Space Defense Ageney: “We were a prime awardee on SDA contracts across
Tranches 0, 1 and(2 with an incumbent position leading into Tranches 3 and 4. We
have provided théyniost satellites to PWSA at roughly half the price of competitors,
positionifigsusiexceptionally well to continue to receive a large share of PWSA
awards.

528  The FY25 10-K further purported to warn of risks which “could” or “may”
negatively impact the Company, including those risks related to an adverse change in the SDA’s
mandate, stating as follows, in relevant part:

We derive a substantial amount of our revenues and backlog from our largest
customer, the Space Development Agency. A material adverse change in the
SDA’s mandate could materially reduce our revenues and backlog.

As of and for the year ended December 31, 2025, the SDA accounted for
substantially all of our revenue and backlog. A material change in the SDA’s
mandate or spending could reduce future revenues we receive from the SDA, and
could materially reduce our revenues and backlog. The SDA could change its

14



ordering patterns or spending strategy, be delayed in the fulfillment of its
contractual obligations to us, reduce or cease its use of our services, or become
unable to pay for services it had contracted to buy, whether due to a downturn in
appropriations, a government shutdown or various other causes, including the risk
of changes to future government funding levels, which may be substantially
curtailed or abandoned and result in contract cancellations, modifications, delays,
or reduction in orders. In particular, the current U.S. presidential administration has
indicated it is committed to decreasing federal spending and the size of the federal
government. If the current administration were to take actions that impacted the
amount the SDA is able to spend on our services, it could materially adversely
impact our business, results of operations, and financial condition. In additieny
under our contracts, the SDA generally has the right to terminate, cancel, o custail
its contracts with us for convenience. Any decision by the SDA to terminat€, cancel,
or curtail our contracts would adversely affect our backlog reyehues, revenue
growth, and profitability. If our backlog is reduced as a_resultwof any of the
foregoing factors or for other reasons, including terminatiens, for convenience, our
revenues, operating margins, and cash flows would be fusthernegatively impacted.

53. The above statements identified in §55<58 were materially false and/or misleading,
and failed to disclose material adverse facts, abeut-the Company’s business, operations, and
prospects. Specifically, Defendants fail€dhto,disclose to investors: (1) that York deceived the SDA
with false advertising to winats=eOntracts, cut corners, and delivered satellites whose mission-
critical-software was not ‘conipleted; (2) that, as a result, the SDA was likely to eliminate York’s
primary revenue sgurce; and (3) that, as a result of the foregoing, Defendants’ positive statements
about the \Company’s business, operations, and prospects, were materially misleading and/or
lackéd a reasonable basis.

The Subsequent Disclosures

54. In April 2026, the United States military Space Force released its Spring 2026
budget, revealing a restructuring of the SDA’s Transport Layer program and an immediate halt to

the third tranche of Transport Layer payments. The third tranche of the Transport Layer program
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payments had previously been expected to substantially benefit York. The Space Force announced
it would transition funds into the newly unveiled Space Data Network instead.

55. On May 11, 2026, at approximately 10 AM EST, Wolfpack Research published a
short report entitled “YSS: Lost In Space — The Pentagon Just Killed 96% of York’s Revenue”
(the “Report.”) The Report alleged that the Pentagon’s decision to eliminate the Transport Layer
program responsible for the majority of York’s annual revenue “was rooted (un\ scvere
disappointment in York™ including claims that “York deceived the SDA with falSe advertising to
win its contracts, cut corners, and delivered satellites whose mission-critical-software was not
completed.” The Report further states “two former software, engifreers told us the company sent
satellites into space without even knowing if the software was fit to accomplish its basic mission”
and “another former employee told us that Yorkswould cut corners and use unqualified people,
like office administrators and accoufitants, to build parts and perform tests.” Specifically, the
Report stated as follows, in relévant part:

* We are short Yotk Space Systems Inc. (“York™) as 96% of 2025 revenuel came
from selling safellites to one customer: the Pentagon’s Space Development Agency
(SDA)sand that customer is being eliminated. York’s [PO was predicated on the
idea that they would continue to experience explosive growth as the “incumbent”
provider for the SDA’s Transport Layer program.2 In late April, the Pentagon
announced it had wiped out future funding for the SDA’s Tranche 3 Transport
Layer and is dissolving the SDA itself for good measure, effectively gutting the
program upon which York based its growth thesis in its January IPO.3 This is not
a freeze, nor a hiccup. The program York relied on is being replaced by a program
built around SpaceX as the sole-source provider.1 We spoke with multiple former
employees who were highly critical of York and heard claims that York deceived
the SDA with false advertising to win its contracts, cut corners, and delivered
satellites whose mission-critical-software was not completed.4 Given this context,
we believe the Pentagon’s decision to eliminate Tranche 3 Transport Layer
(“Tranche 3”)5 was rooted in severe disappointment in York.

% % %
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* York has relied upon the SDA for over 90% of its revenue annually.10 York’s
major program with the SDA is selling Transport Layer satellites to the SDA’s
Proliferated Warfighter Space Architecture (PWSA) program. York claims to be
the largest awardee by satellite volume for Tranches 0, 1, and 2.11 Each tranche
has scaled larger, driving York’s 52% YoY revenue growth.12 York’s future
growth prospects depend on being awarded a share of the SDA’s next tranche for
this program: Tranche 3. But the Pentagon has terminated funding for Tranche 3,
zeroing out York’s future opportunities.

% % %

» We were told by a former employee that York would not let their enginects.talk
to customers; instead, we were told York would make changes to thesatellites
without notifying customers and “say anything” to placate the custemer. When we
asked one former employee if they had a view on rumors we saW that York had
misled the government to secure contracts, their response was emphatic:

Former Employee: Absolutely, I mean as long as,it\pacifies the customer... like
the program managers there would say anythifg\and not check back with the
engineers at all.

Wolfpack Analyst: Oh, that’s a problem

Former Employee: It was a huge problem. I mean, there were red flags ever since
I was doing interview pracésses to, you know, the entire time I was there. Um, just
red flag after red flag{andddidn’t want to be a part of something that, like, is lying
to the customer about something that is so important to national security.

» Two forfnex software engineers told us the company sent satellites into space
withort'even knowing if the software was fit to accomplish its basic mission, so it
did notfall behind on launch schedules.25 As a former employee told us, of York’s
satgllites “They all have problems in flight.” The problems with the software
dpparently became glaring post-launch and we were told that the SDA has been
“pretty unhappy.” These problems have since been confirmed, as it was reported in
March that the satellites launched as part of Tranche 1 are “three months behind”
and there has been a “strategic pause” on further launches until May/June 2026.

* Another former employee told us that York would cut corners and use
unqualified people, like office administrators and accountants to build parts and
perform tests. The result? A former employee told us that York’s satellites were
“figuratively held together by Band-Aids” and were “low quality.” We believe
York’s extensive shortcomings, as outlined by these former employees, will make
it almost impossible to replace the SDA’s Tranche 3 Transport Layer. As one
former employee stated, “all their eggs are in the SDA basket” and that basket is
irretrievably broken.
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Former Employees Reveal York Did Not Complete Its Mission-Critical-
Software Prior to Launch

While we will reveal numerous claims made by former employees, the most
devastating, in our view, is that York’s satellites simply did not function as expected
because the company did not finish developing the software for these satellites
before launching them.

A former employee told us that all the satellites have had problems in flight dug to
incomplete software:

No, I mean, they all have problems in flight, and a lot of it is relying.on, espécially
software, software is never really fully developed before they 're laufighed. And so
there’s a lot of debugging that happens while they re in orbit,\which means that
the customer does not get the science that they askéd)for/from the payload
because [York is] still working through kinks.

A former software engineer corroborated thissexplaining that York would wait to
fully develop the spacecraft’s softwarewntil orbit because the company was so
behind schedule.

We were way behind schedule in teyms of a lot of the mission functionality. So, then
we planned over on-air updateswhile it was on orbit as we fleshed out, you know,
some of those requiregients.and details of how the mission was really going to work.

In our view, Y otkis.apparent strategy of delivering satellites that lack “mission
functionality®gust'to ensure they don’t miss their launch date isn’t exactly a great
strategyfOt repeat business.

Ong former employee we spoke to explained the risk of launching unprepared
spacecraft with the SDA:

I don’t think it presents as big of a risk of, like, losing the spacecraft. It just presents
a risk of, like, pissing off the customer. So, they 're like, you’ve been up there for a
long time. What are you doing?

While the SDA and the Pentagon may not have been fully aware of York’s
deficiencies initially, we suspect they are certainly aware now that the T1 Transport
satellites have been launched.

With only 1/3 of the Transport Layer satellites launched, the program is having to

do a “strategic pause” while already 3 months behind schedule. We learned from
one former employee that York had to update each program individually when it
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found bugs, instead of being able to update them all at once. This sheds additional
light on the SDA’s decision to delay T1 Transport so that fixes and patches can be
made now, while they are on the ground, instead of in orbit post- launch.

Why are there so many problems? A former manufacturing employee told us that
employees became more aggressive when building Tranche 1 as deadlines loomed,
stating:

If they could find the smallest level of test that would give them an indication it was
okay, they would run with it...it’s just cutting that little extra corner to save 20 ox
30 minutes when it could result in another 2 hours of rework because they didn‘t
fully test something

York Allegedly Won Its SDA Contract by Claiming to Have a MoedularPDesign,
But Former Employees Claim Satellites Were “Made to Order”

York unequivocally states that its competitive edge is dugto itsmodular design that
supposedly enables them to make “high-performancet™satellites faster and cheaper
than the competition:

At the heart of York’s model is our modular satellite spacecraft architecture —
engineered for scalability, rapid production, and mission flexibility across
commercial, civil, and defense applications. By combining proprietary designs with
a streamlined manufacturing (progess, York delivers high-performance satellites
faster and more cost- effeCtivelythan traditional and emerging aerospace players.

This pitch apparently \won over the SDA, but was it true? Former employees
revealed to us”thatsthe truth is that York’s satellites were made to order. As one
said:

[York\has] this sort of misnomer about having a stock of platforms available.
Everything is made to order, even though they 're kind of like this idea of, hey, you
know, we have all these platforms, [and] all we need to do is get your payload,
we’ll integrate it, it’ll be done, were like 90% there. There are no platforms that
are just hanging out ready to go, and everything is frantic.

This former employee later reiterated that York had deceived the SDA into
believing York had an advanced modular platform when that wasn’t the case;
explaining the SDA had “this understanding of a mature platform that just doesn’t
exist.”

Another former employee corroborated that the SDA satellites were built to order
but said that since the SDA was purchasing many satellites, that once York built
one, they could duplicate the process and bring down costs.41 In our view, this is
economies of scale, not a modular design.

19



1 think they got an award for 42 contracts or 42 satellites. So, the model of the bus
wasn’t going to change much, right? But they would have to take that first payload
in and do all the integration and planning of the payload. Once you have that and
it’s locked in and it works, then you can cookie cutter from there and spread that
cost down. There were some problems. I mean, everybody was late to schedule, and
there were definitely quality issues on the very first launch. And SDA was not
particularly happy with that.

This is not the same thing as having a mature streamlined modular platform, it’s
economies of scale. How is this an advantage over Lockheed Martin, Northrop
Grumman, Rocket Lab, or SpaceX? One former employee did not mince wotds,
calling it “false advertising” and opining that it would cost them contracts‘geing
forward.

You know, this is a nightmare...And I don’t think that they’ll get the next tranche. 1
think the reason that they have gotten the tranches that thef\did is because of that

false advertising about having a platform that’s ready tQ go.and like just needs to
be pulled off the shelf.”

While the Pentagon has not specified the reaSonsfor their move to halt Tranche 3
funding and destroy the SDA, we suspect it may have been due to York’s failure to
live up to their own hype.

56. On this news, YSS sto¢k dropped $3.91 per share, or 10.9%, to close at $31.97 on
May 12, 2026, on unusually heavy=ttading volume.

57. By th€ commencement of this action, the Company’s stock was trading as low as
$9.33 per share, amvover 70% decline from the $34 per share IPO price.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

1. Plaintiff brings this action as a class action pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 23(a) and (b)(3) on behalf of a class, consisting of all persons and entities that purchased
or otherwise acquired York: (a) common stock pursuant and/or traceable to the Company’s false
and/or misleading Registration Statement issued in connection with the Company’s IPO; and/or
(b) securities between January 29, 2026 and May 11, 2026, inclusive, and who were damaged

thereby (the “Class”). Excluded from the Class are Defendants, the officers and directors of the
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Company, at all relevant times, 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.

2. 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 Plaintiff at this time and
can only be ascertained through appropriate discovery, Plaintiff believes that there ar¢”at, least
hundreds or thousands of members in the proposed Class. The Company sold 18+ million shares
of common stock in the [PO. Moreover, record owners and other membgrs of thé Class may be
identified from records maintained by York or its transfer agentand may be notified of the
pendency of this action by mail, using the form of noticegsimilat”to that customarily used in
securities class actions.

3. Plaintiff’s claims are typical of thésclaims of the members of the Class as all
members of the Class are similarly affected by Defendants’ wrongful conduct in violation of
federal law that is complained ofterein:

4. Plaintiff wilhfaitly-and adequately protect the interests of the members of the Class
and has retained couhsel €¢ompetent and experienced in class and securities litigation.

5. Cemmon questions of law and fact exist as to all members of the Class and
predominate over any questions solely affecting individual members of the Class. Among the

questions of law and fact common to the Class are:
(a) whether the federal securities laws was violated by Defendants’ acts as

alleged herein;

(b) whether the Registration Statement, statements made by Defendants to the
investing public in connection with the Company’s IPO, and statements made by Defendants to
the investing public during the Class Period omitted and/or misrepresented material facts about

the business, operations, and prospects of York; and
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(c) to what extent the members of the Class have sustained damages and the

proper measure of damages.

6. A class action is superior to all other available methods for the fair and efficient
adjudication of this controversy since joinder of all members is impracticable. Furthermore, as the
damages suffered by individual Class members may be relatively small, the expense and burden
of individual litigation makes it impossible for members of the Class to individually sedress the

wrongs done to them. There will be no difficulty in the management of this actiorias-a €lass action.
UNDISCLOSED ADVERSE FACTS

7. The market for York’s securities was open, wellsdeveloped and efficient at all
relevant times. As a result of these materially false and/orymisteading statements, and/or failures
to disclose, York’s securities traded at artificially inflatediprices during the Class Period. Plaintiff
and other members of the Class purchased, or otherwise acquired York’s securities relying upon
the integrity of the market price of theé Company’s securities and market information relating to
York, and have been damaged-ther€by.

8. During thé ClassPeriod, Defendants materially misled the investing public, thereby
inflating the prie€ ofiYork’s securities, by publicly issuing false and/or misleading statements
and/or omitting to disclose material facts necessary to make Defendants’ statements, as set forth
herein, "ot false and/or misleading. The statements and omissions were materially false and/or
misleading because they failed to disclose material adverse information and/or misrepresented the
truth about York’s business, operations, and prospects as alleged herein.

0. At all relevant times, the material misrepresentations and omissions particularized
in this Complaint directly or proximately caused or were a substantial contributing cause of the
damages sustained by Plaintiff and other members of the Class. As described herein, during the
Class Period, Defendants made or caused to be made a series of materially false and/or misleading

statements about York’s financial well-being and prospects. These material misstatements and/or
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omissions had the cause and effect of creating in the market an unrealistically positive assessment
of the Company and its financial well-being and prospects, thus causing the Company’s securities
to be overvalued and artificially inflated at all relevant times. Defendants’ materially false and/or
misleading statements during the Class Period resulted in Plaintiff and other members of the Class
purchasing the Company’s securities at artificially inflated prices, thus causing the damages

complained of herein when the truth was revealed.
LOSS CAUSATION

10. Defendants’ wrongful conduct, as alleged herein, directly afid proximately caused
the economic loss suffered by Plaintiff and the Class.

11.  During the Class Period, Plaintiff and the Glass,purchased York’s securities at
artificially inflated prices and were damaged thereb¥s (The price of the Company’s securities
significantly declined when the misrepresentations*miade to the market, and/or the information
alleged herein to have been concealed figmr'the market, and/or the effects thereof, were revealed,

causing investors’ losses.
SEIENTER ALLEGATIONS

12. Asaalleged herein, Defendants acted with scienter since Defendants knew that the
public documents *and statements issued or disseminated in the name of the Company were
materially~false and/or misleading; knew that such statements or documents would be issued or
disseminated to the investing public; and knowingly and substantially participated or acquiesced
in the issuance or dissemination of such statements or documents as primary violations of the
federal securities laws. As set forth elsewhere herein in detail, the Individual Defendants, by virtue
of their receipt of information reflecting the true facts regarding York, their control over, and/or
receipt and/or modification of York’s allegedly materially misleading misstatements and/or their
associations with the Company which made them privy to confidential proprietary information

concerning York, participated in the fraudulent scheme alleged herein.
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APPLICABILITY OF PRESUMPTION OF RELIANCE

(FRAUD-ON-THE-MARKET DOCTRINE)

13. The market for York’s securities was open, well-developed and efficient at all
relevant times. As a result of the materially false and/or misleading statements and/or failures to
disclose, York’s securities traded at artificially inflated prices during the Class Period. On Aptil
22,2026, the Company’s share price closed at a Class Period high of $43.45 per shate\Plaintiff
and other members of the Class purchased or otherwise acquired the Company’s g€cutities relying
upon the integrity of the market price of York’s securities and market infosfhation relating to York,
and have been damaged thereby.

14.  During the Class Period, the artificial inflatiofi*ef York’s shares was caused by the
material misrepresentations and/or omissions particularized'in this Complaint causing the damages
sustained by Plaintiff and other members of the'Class™As described herein, during the Class Period,
Defendants made or caused to be made=a, sCries of materially false and/or misleading statements
about York’s business, prospects; and operations. These material misstatements and/or omissions
created an unrealistically ppositiye assessment of York and its business, operations, and prospects,
thus causing the price#0f the Company’s securities to be artificially inflated at all relevant times,
and when disclosed, negatively affected the value of the Company shares. Defendants’ materially
false and/ot misleading statements during the Class Period resulted in Plaintiff and other members
of the Class purchasing the Company’s securities at such artificially inflated prices, and each of
them has been damaged as a result.

15. At all relevant times, the market for York’s securities was an efficient market for

the following reasons, among others:
(a) York shares met the requirements for listing, and was listed and actively

traded on the NYSE, a highly efficient and automated market;
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(b) As aregulated issuer, York filed periodic public reports with the SEC and/or
the NYSE;

(©) York regularly communicated with public investors via established market
communication mechanisms, including through regular dissemination of press releases on the
national circuits of major newswire services and through other wide-ranging public disclosures,
such as communications with the financial press and other similar reporting services; dhdior

(d) York was followed by securities analysts employed by brok€rage firms who
wrote reports about the Company, and these reports were distributed to the.sales force and certain
customers of their respective brokerage firms. Each of thesg reports“was publicly available and

entered the public marketplace.

16. As a result of the foregoing; thé market for York’s securities promptly digested
current information regarding York(from®*all publicly available sources and reflected such
information in York’s share pric€. Under these circumstances, all purchasers of York’s securities
during the Class Period 'suffered similar injury through their purchase of York’s securities at
artificially inflatédprices and a presumption of reliance applies.

174 NA/Class-wide presumption of reliance is also appropriate in this action under the
SuprentesCourt’s holding in Affiliated Ute Citizens of Utah v. United States, 406 U.S. 128 (1972),
because the Class’s claims are, in large part, grounded on Defendants’ material misstatements
and/or omissions. Because this action involves Defendants’ failure to disclose material adverse
information regarding the Company’s business operations and financial prospects—information
that Defendants were obligated to disclose—positive proof of reliance is not a prerequisite to
recovery. All that is necessary is that the facts withheld be material in the sense that a reasonable

investor might have considered them important in making investment decisions. Given the
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importance of the Class Period material misstatements and omissions set forth above, that

requirement is satisfied here.
NO SAFE HARBOR

18. The statutory safe harbor provided for forward-looking statements under certain
circumstances does not apply to any of the allegedly false statements pleaded in this Complaifit.
The statements alleged to be false and misleading herein all relate to then-existing facts and
conditions. In addition, to the extent certain of the statements alleged to be*false ‘may be
characterized as forward looking, they were not identified as “forward-logKing statements” when
made and there were no meaningful cautionary statements identifying important factors that could
cause actual results to differ materially from those in the purpertédly forward-looking statements.
In the alternative, to the extent that the statutory safe harbor'is determined to apply to any forward-
looking statements pleaded herein, Defendants\ ar€ liable for those false forward-looking
statements because at the time each of-thoge forward-looking statements was made, the speaker
had actual knowledge that the fotward=looking statement was materially false or misleading,
and/or the forward-looking statement was authorized or approved by an executive officer of York

who knew that thesstatement was false when made.
FIRST CLAIM

Violation of Section 11 of the Securities Act

(Against All Defendants)

19.  Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation contained above as if fully
set forth herein.
20.  This Count is brought pursuant to Section 11 of the Securities Act, 15 U.S.C. § 77k,

on behalf of the Class, against the Defendants.
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21. The Registration Statement for the IPO was inaccurate and misleading, contained
untrue statements of material facts, omitted to state other facts necessary to make the statements
made not misleading, and omitted to state material facts required to be stated therein.

22.  York is the registrant for the IPO. The Defendants named herein were responsible
for the contents and dissemination of the Registration Statement.

23.  As issuer of the shares, York is strictly liable to Plaintiff and the Clas§ fer the
misstatements and omissions.

24.  None of the Defendants named herein made a reasonable inyestigation or possessed
reasonable grounds for the belief that the statements contained in th€ Registration Statement was
true and without omissions of any material facts and were noguni§lcading.

25. By reasons of the conduct herein allgged,” each Defendant violated, and/or
controlled a person who violated Section 11 of the,Seetrities Act.

26.  Plaintiff acquired York.shdtes pursuant and/or traceable to the Registration
Statement for the IPO.

27.  Plaintiff andthe Class have sustained damages. The value of York Class A common

stock has declined s@bstantially subsequent to and due to the Defendants’ violations.
SECOND CLAIM

Violation of Section 15 of the Securities Act

(Against the Securities Act Individual Defendants)

28. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and every allegation contained above as if fully
set forth herein.
29. This count is asserted against the Individual Defendants and is based upon Section

15 of the Securities Act.
30. The Individual Defendants, by virtue of their offices, directorship, and specific acts

were, at the time of the wrongs alleged herein and as set forth herein, controlling persons of York
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within the meaning of Section 15 of the Securities Act. The Individual Defendants had the power
and influence and exercised the same to cause York to engage in the acts described herein.

31. The Individual Defendants’ positions made them privy to and provided them with
actual knowledge of the material facts concealed from Plaintiff and the Class.

32. By virtue of the conduct alleged herein, the Individual Defendants are liable for the

aforesaid wrongful conduct and are liable to Plaintiff and the Class for damages suffered,
THIRD CLAIM

Violation of Section 10(b) of The Exchange Act and
Rule 10b-5 Promulgated Thereunder

Against York and the Individual Defendants

33.  Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and\évery allegation contained above as if fully
set forth herein.

34.  During the Class Perigd,\Defendants carried out a plan, scheme and course of
conduct which was intended te ‘andy throughout the Class Period, did: (i) deceive the investing
public, including Plaintiff and ether Class members, as alleged herein; and (ii) cause Plaintiff and
other members @f ,tHe Class to purchase York’s securities at artificially inflated prices. In
furtherance of this unlawful scheme, plan and course of conduct, Defendants, and each defendant,
took thelactions set forth herein.

35.  Defendants (i) employed devices, schemes, and artifices to defraud; (ii) made
untrue statements of material fact and/or omitted to state material facts necessary to make the
statements not misleading; and (iii) engaged in acts, practices, and a course of business which
operated as a fraud and deceit upon the purchasers of the Company’s securities in an effort to
maintain artificially high market prices for York’s securities in violation of Section 10(b) of the
Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5. All Defendants are sued either as primary participants in the

wrongful and illegal conduct charged herein or as controlling persons as alleged below.
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36.  Defendants, individually and in concert, directly and indirectly, by the use, means
or instrumentalities of interstate commerce and/or of the mails, engaged and participated in a
continuous course of conduct to conceal adverse material information about York’s financial well-
being and prospects, as specified herein.

37.  Defendants employed devices, schemes and artifices to defraud, while 4n
possession of material adverse non-public information and engaged in acts, practices, and a ¢outse
of conduct as alleged herein in an effort to assure investors of York’s value and perfornance and
continued substantial growth, which included the making of, or the participation inthe making of,
untrue statements of material facts and/or omitting to state materidl facts necessary in order to
make the statements made about York and its business operation§ atid future prospects in light of
the circumstances under which they were made, notsmisléading, as set forth more particularly
herein, and engaged in transactions, practices andha‘course of business which operated as a fraud
and deceit upon the purchasers of the Compdny’s securities during the Class Period.

38.  Each of the Individtral Deféndants’ primary liability and controlling person liability
arises from the following facts: (i) the Individual Defendants were high-level executives and/or
directors at the Company, during the Class Period and members of the Company’s management
team or had €ontrel thereof; (ii) each of these defendants, by virtue of their responsibilities and
activitieshas a senior officer and/or director of the Company, was privy to and participated in the
creafion, development and reporting of the Company’s internal budgets, plans, projections and/or
reports; (iii) each of these defendants enjoyed significant personal contact and familiarity with the
other defendants and was advised of, and had access to, other members of the Company’s
management team, internal reports and other data and information about the Company’s finances,
operations, and sales at all relevant times; and (iv) each of these defendants was aware of the
Company’s dissemination of information to the investing public which they knew and/or

recklessly disregarded was materially false and misleading.
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39.  Defendants had actual knowledge of the misrepresentations and/or omissions of
material facts set forth herein, or acted with reckless disregard for the truth in that they failed to
ascertain and to disclose such facts, even though such facts were available to them. Such
defendants’ material misrepresentations and/or omissions were done knowingly or recklessly and
for the purpose and effect of concealing York’s financial well-being and prospects from the
investing public and supporting the artificially inflated price of its securities. As demonstrated by
Defendants’ overstatements and/or misstatements of the Company’s businessy “operations,
financial well-being, and prospects throughout the Class Period, Defendants, if théy did not have
actual knowledge of the misrepresentations and/or omissions alleged,wer¢ reckless in failing to
obtain such knowledge by deliberately refraining from taking those steps necessary to discover
whether those statements were false or misleading.

40.  As a result of the dissemination“of the materially false and/or misleading
information and/or failure to disclose matéudl facts, as set forth above, the market price of York’s
securities was artificially inflated™during’the Class Period. In ignorance of the fact that market
prices of the Company’s seeurities were artificially inflated, and relying directly or indirectly on
the false and misleading‘statements made by Defendants, or upon the integrity of the market in
which the sedurities trades, and/or in the absence of material adverse information that was known
to or zecklessly disregarded by Defendants, but not disclosed in public statements by Defendants
durifig the Class Period, Plaintiff and the other members of the Class acquired York’s securities
during the Class Period at artificially high prices and were damaged thereby.

41. At the time of said misrepresentations and/or omissions, Plaintiff and other
members of the Class were ignorant of their falsity, and believed them to be true. Had Plaintiff and
the other members of the Class and the marketplace known the truth regarding the problems that
York was experiencing, which were not disclosed by Defendants, Plaintiff and other members of

the Class would not have purchased or otherwise acquired their York securities, or, if they had
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acquired such securities during the Class Period, they would not have done so at the artificially
inflated prices which they paid.

42. By virtue of the foregoing, Defendants violated Section 10(b) of the Exchange Act
and Rule 10b-5 promulgated thereunder.

43.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ wrongful conduct, Plaintiff and the
other members of the Class suffered damages in connection with their respective purchases and

sales of the Company’s securities during the Class Period.
FOURTH CLAIM

Violation of Section 20(a) of The Exchange-Act

Against the Individual Defendants

44. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges each and évery allegation contained above as if fully
set forth herein.
45. Individual Defendants acted\as controlling persons of York within the meaning of

Section 20(a) of the Exchange, Act=as alleged herein. By virtue of their high-level positions and
their ownership and confractual rights, participation in, and/or awareness of the Company’s
operations and intimatt knowledge of the false financial statements filed by the Company with the
SEC and disseminated to the investing public, Individual Defendants had the power to influence
and_control and did influence and control, directly or indirectly, the decision-making of the
Company, including the content and dissemination of the various statements which Plaintiff
contends are false and misleading. Individual Defendants were provided with or had unlimited
access to copies of the Company’s reports, press releases, public filings, and other statements
alleged by Plaintiff to be misleading prior to and/or shortly after these statements were issued and
had the ability to prevent the issuance of the statements or cause the statements to be corrected.
46. In particular, Individual Defendants had direct and supervisory involvement in the

day-to-day operations of the Company and, therefore, had the power to control or influence the
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particular transactions giving rise to the securities violations as alleged herein, and exercised the
same.

47. As set forth above, York and Individual Defendants each violated Section 10(b)
and Rule 10b-5 by their acts and omissions as alleged in this Complaint. By virtue of their position
as controlling persons, Individual Defendants are liable pursuant to Section 20(a) of the Exchange
Act. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ wrongful conduct, Plaintiff afd\other
members of the Class suffered damages in connection with their purchases of-the €ompany’s

securities during the Class Period.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief and judgment, asfollews:

(a) Determining that this action is a propex, class action under Rule 23 of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure;

(b) Awarding compensatogy-datages in favor of Plaintiff and the other Class members
against all defendants, jointly and-sgverally, for all damages sustained as a result of Defendants’
wrongdoing, in an amount tob¢ proven at trial, including interest thereon;

(c) Awdrding Plaintiff and the Class their reasonable costs and expenses incurred in
this actien) including counsel fees and expert fees; and

(d) Such other and further relief as the Court may deem just and proper.

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury.
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