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 BECKER, Circuit Judge.

 This is an appeal from orders of the district court for the District of New Jersey dismissing a number of complaints brought under various provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by a class of investors who purchased bonds to provide financing for the acquisition and completion of the Taj Mahal, a lavish casino/hotel on the boardwalk in Atlantic City, New Jersey.  The defendants are Donald J. Trump ("Trump"), Robert S. Trump, Harvey S. Freeman, the Trump Organization Inc., Trump Taj Mahal Inc., Taj Mahal Funding Inc. and Trump Taj Mahal Associates Limited Partnership (the "Partnership")1 (collectively the "Trump defendants") and Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner and Smith Inc. ("Merrill Lynch").  The complaints allege that the prospectus accompanying the issuance of the bonds contained affirmatively misleading statements and materially misleading omissions in contravention of the federal securities laws.

The district court dismissed the securities law claims under  Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. . . .
. . .

I. Facts and Procedural History

 In November, 1988 the Trump defendants offered to the public $675 million in first mortgage investment bonds (the "bonds") with Merrill Lynch acting as the sole underwriter.  The interest rate on the bonds was 14%, a high rate in comparison to the 9% yield offered on quality corporate bonds at the time.  The Trump defendants issued the bonds to raise capital to:  (1) purchase the Taj Mahal, a partially‑completed casino/hotel located on the boardwalk, from Resorts International, Inc. (which had already invested substantial amounts in its construction);  (2) complete construction of the Taj Mahal;  and (3) open the Taj Mahal for business.

 As is well‑known, the Taj Mahal was widely touted as Atlantic City's largest and most lavish casino resort.  When ultimately opened in April, 1990 it was at least twice the size of any other casino in Atlantic City.  It consisted of a 42‑story hotel tower that contained approximately 1,250 guest rooms and an adjacent low‑rise building encompassing roughly 155,000 square feet of meeting, ballroom and convention space, a 120,000 square foot casino, and numerous restaurants, lounges and stores.  The entire structure occupied approximately seventeen acres of land.

. . .
II. The Parties' Contentions

 The plaintiffs allege that the prospectus contained material misrepresentations.  Their principal claim is that the defendants had neither an honest belief in nor a reasonable basis for one statement in the MD & A section of the prospectus:  "The Partnership believes that funds generated from the operation of the Taj Mahal will be sufficient to cover all of its debt service (interest and principal)."  Before the district court and again before us, the plaintiffs concentrate on this statement and its allegedly misleading character.

. . .

 The defendants respond that the myriad warnings and cautionary statements contained in the prospectus sufficiently disclosed to the bondholders the multifarious risks inherent in the investment.  With respect to the plaintiffs' primary argument‑‑that the statement relating the Partnership's belief in the Taj Mahal's capacity to generate ample income for the Partnership to make full payment on the bonds was materially misleading‑‑the defendants contend that there was also adequate cautionary language surrounding this statement to render it nonactionable as a matter of law.  That is, they insist that when a prospectus (such as this one) contains abundant warnings and cautionary statements which qualify the statements plaintiffs claim they relied upon, plaintiffs cannot, as a matter of law, contend that they were misled by the alleged misrepresentations and/or omissions.

. . .

 A. General Legal Principles

. . . We have squarely held that opinions, predictions and other forward‑looking statements are not per se inactionable under the securities laws.  Rather, such statements of "soft information" may be actionable misrepresentations if the speaker does not genuinely and reasonably believe them11 . . . .  Therefore, the plaintiffs' complaint does not falter just because it alleges that the defendants made a misrepresentation with their statement that they believed they would be able to repay the principal and interest on the bonds.  Rather, the complaint cannot survive a motion to dismiss because ultimately it does not sufficiently allege that the defendants made a material misrepresentation.

. . .

 B. The Text of the Prospectus

The prospectus at issue contained an abundance of warnings and cautionary language which bore directly on the prospective financial success of the Taj Mahal and on the Partnership's ability to repay the bonds.  We believe that given this extensive yet specific cautionary language, a reasonable factfinder could not conclude that the inclusion of the statement "[t]he Partnership believes that funds generated from the operation of the Taj Mahal will be sufficient to cover all of its debt service (interest and principal)" would influence a reasonable investor's investment decision.  More specifically, we believe that due to the disclaimers and warnings the prospectus contains, no reasonable investor could believe anything but that the Taj Mahal bonds represented a rather risky, speculative investment which might yield a high rate of return, but which alternatively might result in no return or even a loss.  We hold that under this set of facts, the bondholders cannot prove that the alleged misrepresentation was material.

The statement the plaintiffs assail as misleading is contained in the MD & A section of the prospectus, which follows the sizable "Special Considerations" section, a section notable for its extensive and detailed disclaimers and cautionary statements.  More precisely, the prospectus explained that, because of its status as a new venture of unprecedented size and scale, a variety of risks inhered in the Taj Mahal which could affect the Partnership's ability to repay the bondholders.  For example, it stated:

The casino business in Atlantic City, New Jersey has a seasonal nature of which summer is the peak season....  Since the third interest payment date on the Bonds occurs before the summer season, the Partnership will not have the benefit of receiving peak season cash flow prior to the third interest payment date, which could adversely affect its ability to pay interest on the Bonds.

. . .  The Taj Mahal has not been completed and, accordingly, has no operating history.  The Partnership, therefore, has no history of earnings and its operations will be subject to all of the risks inherent in the establishment of a new business enterprise.  Accordingly, the ability of the Partnership to service its debt . . . is completely dependent upon the success of that operation and such success will depend upon financial, business, competitive, regulatory and other factors affecting the Taj Mahal and the casino industry in general as well as prevailing economic conditions....

The Taj Mahal will be the largest casino/hotel complex in Atlantic City, with approximately twice the room capacity and casino space of many of the existing casino/hotels in Atlantic City.  [No] other casino/hotel operator has had experience operating a complex the size of the Taj Mahal in Atlantic City.  Consequently, no assurance can be given that, once opened, the Taj Mahal will be profitable or that it will generate cash flow sufficient to provide for the payment of the debt service....

 Prospectus at 8.

The prospectus went on to relate, as part of its "Security for the Bonds" subsection, the potential effect of the Partnership's default on its mortgage payments.  For example, this subsection unreservedly explained that if a default occurred prior to completion of the Taj Mahal, "there would not be sufficient proceeds [from a foreclosure sale of the Taj Mahal] to pay the principal of, and accrued interest on, the Bonds."  Prospectus at 9.

The "Special Considerations" section also detailed the high level of competition for customers the completed Taj Mahal would face once opened to the public:

Competition in the Atlantic City casino/hotel market is intense.  At present, there are twelve casino/hotels in Atlantic City....  Some Atlantic City casino/hotels recently have completed renovations or are in the process of expanding and improving their facilities....  The Partnership believes that, based upon historical trends, casino win per square foot of casino space will decline in 1990 as a result of a projected increase in casino floor space, including the opening of the Taj Mahal.

Prospectus at 14 (emphasis added).  In a section following the MD & A section, the prospectus reiterated its reference to the intense competition in the Atlantic City casino industry:

Growth in Atlantic City casino win is expected to be restrained until further improvements to the City's transportation system and infrastructure are undertaken and completed and the number of non‑casino hotel rooms and existing convention space are increased.  No assurance can be given with respect to either the future growth of the Atlantic City gaming market or the ability of the Taj Mahal to attract a representative share of that market.

Prospectus at 33.  The prospectus additionally reported that there were risks of delay in the construction of the Taj Mahal and a risk that the casino might not receive the numerous essential licenses and permits from the state regulatory authorities.  See Prospectus at 11‑13, 15‑16, 35‑37.

. . . .

 C. The Bespeaks Caution Doctrine

The district court applied what has come to be known as the "bespeaks caution" doctrine.  In so doing it followed the lead of a number of courts of appeals which have dismissed securities fraud claims under Rule 12(b)(6) because cautionary language in the offering document negated the materiality of an alleged misrepresentation or omission.  . . .  We are persuaded by the ratio decidendi of these cases and will apply bespeaks caution to the facts before us.

The application of bespeaks caution depends on the specific text of the offering document or other communication at issue, i.e., courts must assess the communication on a case‑by‑case basis.  See Flynn v. Bass Bros. Enters., 744 F.2d 978, 988 (3d Cir.1984) (holding courts must determine the materiality of soft information on a case‑by‑case basis).  Nevertheless, we can state as a general matter that, when an offering document's forecasts, opinions or projections are accompanied by meaningful cautionary statements, the forward‑ looking statements will not form the basis for a securities fraud claim if those statements did not affect the "total mix" of information the document provided investors.  In other words, cautionary language, if sufficient, renders the alleged omissions or misrepresentations immaterial as a matter of law.

The bespeaks caution doctrine is, as an analytical matter, equally applicable to allegations of both affirmative misrepresentations and omissions concerning soft information.  Whether the plaintiffs allege a document contains an affirmative prediction/opinion which is misleading or fails to include a forecast or prediction which failure is misleading, the cautionary statements included in the document may render the challenged predictive statements or opinions immaterial as a matter of law.  Of course, a vague or blanket (boilerplate) disclaimer which merely warns the reader that the investment has risks will ordinarily be inadequate to prevent misinformation.  To suffice, the cautionary statements must be substantive and tailored to the specific future projections, estimates or opinions in the prospectus which the plaintiffs challenge.

Because of the abundant and meaningful cautionary language contained in the prospectus, we hold that the plaintiffs have failed to state an actionable claim regarding the statement that the Partnership believed it could repay the bonds.  We can say that the prospectus here truly bespeaks caution because, not only does the prospectus generally convey the riskiness of the investment, but its warnings and cautionary language directly address the substance of the statement the plaintiffs challenge.  That is to say, the cautionary statements were tailored precisely to address the uncertainty concerning the Partnership's prospective ability to repay the bondholders.

. . .
 VI. Conclusion

 For the foregoing reasons we will affirm the orders of the district court dismissing the plaintiffs' complaints under Rule 12(b)(6).  In view of our disposition of the plaintiffs' federal causes of action, we will also affirm the district court's dismissal without prejudice of the plaintiffs' state law claims for lack of pendent jurisdiction.

1 The Partnership was composed of Trump and Trump Taj Mahal Inc. as the	 general partners and Trump as the sole limited partner.  Taj Mahal Funding Inc., which actually issued the bonds, immediately loaned the proceeds to the Partnership.


11 "The term soft information refers to statements of subjective analysis or extrapolation, such as opinions, motives, and intentions, or forward looking statements, such as projections, estimates, and forecasts."  Craftmatic Sec. Litig. v. Kraftsow, 890 F.2d 628, 642 (3d Cir.1989).  See generally Victor Brudney, A Note on Materiality and Soft Information Under the Federal Securities Laws, 75 Va.L.Rev. 723 (1989).
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