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PLAINTIFFS’ ORIGINAL COMPLAINT
Plaintiffs, by their undersigned attorneys, foritt@mplaint herein allege as
follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. This class action is brought to stop—on a tempoaaya permanent
basis—blatant federal antitrust violations by Def@mt Professional Rodeo Cowboys
Association (“PRCA”) so thdtee competitionexists in the sport of rodeo in the United States
for the 2016 season and beyond.

2. A number of thdéop rodeo athletes the world—including representative
Plaintiffs Trevor Brazile, Bobby Mote, Ryan Motesid other class members—have invested
time, money, and effort to create Plaintiff Thet&€Rodeo Association (“ERA”) televateand
growthe sport of professional rodéar the benefit of everyone in the rodeo industryERA is
a new organization committed to bringitige bestull-time rodeo athletes (both cowboys and
cowagirls) together to compete in an annual seri@sdeos—with the first season commencing
next year and culminating in November 2016 with\Werld Championship Rodeo at the
American Airlines Center in Dallas, Texas. ERA’sltiple-event rodeos are intended to
feature ten (10) to twelve (12) of the best curpnfessional rodeo athletes in each of rodeo’s
traditional events, with a qualifying system fotute professional rodeo athletes to compete for
eligibility. Fox Sports has agreed to broadcasteahtire ERA Tour nationally on Fox Sports 1
and Fox Sports 2.

3. Defendant PRCA haslang-standing monopolyn the rodeo industry.
PRCA is the self-described “largest and oldest oegbnctioning body in the world;” the

“recognized leader in professional rodeo;” “therpier sanctioning body on the planet;” and
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“the gold standard.” PRCA holds over six hund@@d) multiple-event rodeos a year, which it
describes as the “cream of the crop” of rodeo esvenWhile the best professional rodeo athletes
who devote themselves full-time to rodeo have beerg-time, loyal, dues-paying PRCA
members and have participated in hundreds of PR@Ats, PRCA is threatening to kick them
out simply because they want to have some basitataver their professional careers and lives
in a responsible way that will improve the sportadeo for everyone.

4.  For decades now, PRCA-sanctioned rodeos have heemty game in
town for a professional rodeo athlete. Under tneent system, the sport of rodeo is not set up
for the most part in any organized way that shoesadite professional rodeo athletes
competing against each other on a scheduled hagima way that makes it easy for fans to
follow and sponsors to promote. Right now, prafasa rodeo athletes typically compete
against any PRCA member—regardless of whether timesebers rodeo on a part-time basis, as
a hobby, or for the first-time. Also, there arededlicated time slots based on rankings or
otherwise, so fans buy a ticket not knowing if thelf see even one of the best professional
rodeo athletes in the sport or not. The best radleletes who have the largest fan followings
and are the biggest draws can compete at non-prak,las early as 7 a.m. It is not
uncommon that a competition-winning performancgiven to an empty arena early in the
morning, while peak time performances that havéeering on the outcome of the rodeo are
made in front of a full arena. All of this hurenfinterest, as well as television and sponsorship
opportunities, as they all want to see or sponsiy the best events. Put simphg other
professional sport is organized like this

5. Indeed, ERA and the representative Plaintiffs ayi@g to help rodeo take

the samenatural evolution that other sports experienced deles ago For example, elite
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professional golfers chose to set up their own FGAr—separate from the thousands of golf
club professionals affiliated with the PGA of Anezri—and compete directly against each other.
Yet, this does not negatively impact other golioasastions, like the United States Golf
Association (“USGA”), which sanctions numerous ttaments every single year for part-time
and amateur golfers. In fact, just the oppositeus. The PGA Tour’s growth in popularity,
prize money, and television coverage has benefieentire sport of golf, including the USGA
whose membership has grown as well.

6. Even worse, as currently set up by PRCA as therigaghnctioning body,
the representative Plaintiffs and other professicoideo athletes in ERA are forced to take
substantial personal risk-financially and physically—to try to make a livimg the sport of
rodeo. With no guarantee of any success, roddetesrhave to gamble on themselves by
typically going in the hole for much of the PRCAyutar season so they have a shot to make
some money by year-end at the finale event in Lega¥, Nevada at the National Finals Rodeo.
Professional rodeo athletes have to pay to competeery PRCA-sanctioned rodeo; many of
them have to pay for the animals they ride; thexehta pay double the expenses of life on the
road and keeping up a home; and they have to pgyilate medical insurance coverage.
Purse sizes for PRCA-sanctioned rodeos are randdhegurse depends on the amount of
contestants and sponsorship dollars, none of whikhown in advance by athletes.

7. Because the PRCA rankings for the National Rodeal&iare based on
points won at PRCA-sanctioned events during thaleegeason and points are awarded on a “1
point; $1 dollar” basis, there is a race to rackaapnany points as possible in any PRCA-
sanctioned rodeo. So the best athlete in a giwéea discipline can win ten (10) events and

still be ranked lower than an athlete who camdéniddle of the pack or worse in fifty (50)
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events simply because of the volume of events ctedpa. That uncertainty results in
professional rodeo athletes having to be on the aveay from their families crisscrossing the
country for the majority of the year to competagimany rodeos as possible to ensure a spot in
the National Finals Rodeo is not lost out to soneeeise based simply on the number of rodeos
participated in. These risks aeortening current athletes’ careerand will make ithard to
attract top athletes in the future

8. ERA and its limited schedule of events are notnagiEeng to supplant
PRCA and the six hundred (600) rodeos it sancewesy year. The ERA Tour will have a
regular season schedule building up to a world ghanship with a clear end-of-year winner in
each rodeo event. That way fans can easily fodod get behind the ERA Tour in a way that
will allow the sport to grow from a fan, televisicend sponsorship standpoint. In ERA, the best
professional rodeo athletes will also own and aritre tour—not the sanctioning body and its
chosen sponsors. By contrast, the PRCA-sancti@hadnpions Challenge is not and cannot be
the ERA Tour for a number of reasons, includingdose PRCA-sanctioned rodeos culminate in
the National Finals Rodeo, which is totally sepafedm, and after, the Champions Challenge
takes place. Also, the Champions Challenge doemeralt in a clear “Champion” because it is
team-based and even the “best” athlete from thenPlans Challenge may not even compete in
the National Finals Rodeo because other athlegekigher in the PRCA world rankings from
having won more prize money in other non-Champi©hallenge PRCA-sanctioned rodeos
during the year.

9. Before founding ERA, the representative Plaintff&l other top rodeo
athletes attempted over the course of a coupleafsyto negotiate in good-faith with PRCA to

bring about many of the same changes in rodedhkgthave now focused on through ERA.
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PRCA consistently rebuffed these attempts. Irfabe of PRCA’s utter refusal to meet them
even half-way on basic ways to improve the sparttie betterment of all, these committed
professional rodeo athletes and class membersdwildene left to turn other than creating ERA.

10. The Professional Bull Riders (“PBR”) offer an exdenpf precisely the
type of positive impact ERA can have on multiplesvrodeo. PBR broke away from PRCA
in the early 1990s when twenty (20) of the biggeshes in bull riding decided to create their
own organization that would focus exclusively oa Hest professional bull riders. At that time,
PRCA was operating under an antitrust injuncticat ggrevented them from taking the very type
of anticompetitive actions they are now employiggiast ERA. Over twenty years after the
founding of PBR, there can be no doubt that bdihg is far better off as a sport for everyone
involved by any measureke., number of live televised performances, eventsiesiants,
fans—andPBR co-exists with PRCAoday In fact, PBR was so successful that it spurred
competition from PRCA who was incentivized to cesiié own “Xtreme Bulls” tour that PRCA
sanctions and owns, and which mimics PBR’s suceefsimat. And, unlike what PRCA is
trying to do with ERA athletes, PRCA does not prév@BR bull riders from participating in the
Xtreme Bulls tour. ERA seeks to co-exist with PR@#d achieve many of the same goals for
multiple-event rodeo that PBR has accomplishedbédirriding—Dbutfree of anticompetitive
interference from PRCA

11. ERA’sintent has always been, and still remainga@xist with PRCA in a
mutually beneficial manner that enhances multipleré rodeo in the same way PBR co-exists
and improved the sport of bull riding. ERA does reguire its rodeo athletes to commit
exclusively to ERA competitions. Indeed, many E&Aletes fully intend to continue

competing in PRCA rodeos, particularly those rodeitls which they have strong ties or have
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positive prior experiences. That is why ERA schedits own ERA World Championship
event so as not to conflict with PRCA’s Nationat&ls Rodeo. Also, there are more than
enough top professional rodeo athletes for sonpaticipate in the ERA Tour and others to
participate in the PRCA-sanctioned Champions Chgle After all, the National Final Rodeo
includes more professional rodeo athletes thanpaiiticipate in the ERA Tour. That is why
ERA'’s vision truly is of a rising tide raising ahips.

12. PRCA, however, does not share this vision; instgadistakenly perceives
ERA as a directhreat to its monopoly And, like other monopolists have tried to do in
response to innovation from an upstart, PRCA mnapiting to shut down or harm ERA before it
can get off the ground and begin its inaugural 2@bt&o season. In direct response to the
creation and promotion of ERA, PRCA implemented tstaws—while bypassing its regular
practice of publishing proposed changes for menhjgreaction and comment—that boycott
professional rodeo athletes who are involved WRAE These bylaws are clearly anti-
competitive on their face.

13. Specifically, PRCA has barred from its membersimig participation in
any PRCA-sanctioned rodeo any ERA owner, officegrd member, employee, or other person
with a financial interest of any kind in ERA. PRGBAnessage is clear: if you want to compete
in PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, it's the PRCA way orhiglhway. The PRCA bylaw is intended
to force members to make a Hobson’s chaieg,to participate in any PRCA-sanctioned rodeo,
a rodeo athlete must do so exclusively and stofcgzating in any ERA rodeo. PRCA is
bullying its own membership into toeing the PRCrelby threatening any member who wants
to be involved in ERA with being locked out of PR@#deos. The deadline for 2016 PRCA

membership is fast approaching in mid-December 2848, without relief from this bylaw,
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class members will not be able to apply for mentiprand compete in PRCA-sanctioned
rodeos starting in January 2016—a result that hbhesport of rodeo for everyone.

14. PRCA, however, was not satisfied with simply exipellprofessional rodeo
athletes who have the audacity to compete in ERI&oe. PRCA also implemented a blackout
bylaw under whiclall rodeo organizing committees and contracting paktieo produce any
PRCA-sanctioned rodenust agreenot to be involved in any “Competing Rodeo Events”
during, seventy-two (72) hours before, or seventy-{72) hours aftemny PRCA-sanctioned
event. This message is also clear: if a rodeo dteemfacility, or vendor wants to do business
with PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, they need to steasiéar of any ERA events. PRCA is even
taking itsbullying beyond the bylaws and using its monopoly powdrlacklist ERA with
numerous other players in the rodeo industry. dddeodeo committees, stock providers, and
vendors have said they want to do business with-ERAO is offering better economic terms to
those offered by the PRCA to sanction rodeos—arnal et of the 2016 ERA Tour, but now
need to wait. Upon information and belief, thisieampetitivechilling effectis due to
PRCA'’s illegal bylaws, as well as PRCA'’s effortssttare off any other entities involved in the
sport of rodeo who dare to work with ERA.

15. These new anticompetitive bylaws are about PRCASrd to and
insistence on controlling the stars of rodeo. PRTfaA refused to give professional rodeo
athletes any meaningful say in how PRCA-sanctiandéos are run. Now that those star
athletes have formed their own organization whieeg tan control their impact on the future of
the sport, PRCA is engaging in illegal and anticetiwe actions to stamp down ERA. PRCA
wants to continue to dominate the sport of rodeatrol its stars, and dictate who else is allowed

to be involved and on what terms.
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16. There can be no doubt that these new PRCA antictimpebylaws are
aimed directly at ERA. For example, PRCA passedttw bylawonly one weelafter a
number of the top rodeo athletes announced thintrio focus their 2016 “tour” schedules on
ERA events. Further, PRCA’s own Senior Public Retes Coordinator, Jim Bainbridge,
admitted in an interview to Fence Post News on Bet@, 2015 that the new bylaws were
implementedn responseo this announcement. In addition, PRCA’s Comioissr, Karl
Stressman, stressed in an interview that the imtethte rule was téorce rodeo athletes to make
choices. He also made clear in the October 23 2dition of ProRodeo Sports News that
these new bylaws were implemented to make the ggmfeal rodeo athletes continue to serve
their “master’—the PRCA.

17. This is not the first time that PRCA has employatic@mpetitive measures
in order to try to snuff out competition. PRCA hmeen dad actorand amantitrust recidivist
for decades. For example, in the early 1990s, PR&¥sed a bylaw with a similar
anticompetitive impact. That bylaw prohibited angeo athletes who competed in any non-
PRCA-sanctioned event in a given year from parditifg in that year’'s National Finals Rodeo
—the biggest event of the PRCA schedule. The dritmtes District Court for the District of
Colorado enjoined PRCA from enforcing the ruletistathat PRCA is “an organization that has
ahistory of anti-competitive conduct Medlin v. PRCANo. 91-N-2082, 1991 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 20847, at **5-9 (D. Colo. Dec. 13, 1991). dsity thereafter, PRCA settled the matter
and agreed to an injunction prohibiting them framfioecing this anticompetitive bylaw, among
other prohibitions, for ten yearsSee Medlin v. PRCANo. 91-CV-2082, 1992 U.S. Dist.

LEXIS 7653 (D. Colo. Mar. 31, 1992).
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18. PRCA has dusted off its playbook and is up toarse old anticompetitive
tactics. When faced with what it perceives asrapetitive threat, PRCA uses its monopoly
power and illegal agreements to eliminate competiaind unlawfully maintain its monopoly.
PRCA'’s actions, as described herein, constituterdawful group boycott in violation of Section
1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 8 1. These actadsts constitute an unlawful exercise of
PRCA’s monopoly power under Section 2 of the Sheréet, 15 U.S.C. § 2.

19. There are no legitimate, pro-competitive, reason$RCA’s new bylaws.
No other sport threatens to kick out its top a#geind voluntarily chooses to lose revenue from
those athletes in the form of membership fees dradreer forms of revenue from fan and
sponsorship interest. The PRCA'’s new bylaws oatyesto hurt the sport by reducing output
as ERA will add events, fans, sponsorships, amyigabn interest to rodeo in the United States
now and in the future.

20. The PRCA’s Commissioner has stated that the neam®s/Are meant to
stop “free-riding” on the PRCA. But rodeo has beebuilt on the backs of cowboys and
cowgirls, not the PRCA The representative Plaintiffs and class membensprising ERA are
among the most dedicated rodeo contestants. fi$lelife and limbto compete at rodeos full-
time and do so for the love of the sport. Thesd#gssional athletes endure numerous serious
injuries, spend endless weeks on the road away tihemfamilies, and devote their entire
professional lives to rodeo. In addition, ERA athk are also ERA’s owners. They have
invested their time, money, and efforts to cred®ARNd have a stake in it to ensure that it will
be a success. They are not free-riding on anythitig addition, the bull riders put the lie to
PRCA's free-riding claims. PBR has been in existefor twenty years without the PRCA

trying to shut it down as a “free-rider”.
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21. The same is true for the other smaller regionatocassociations that also
have co-existed with PRCA for decades. Duringtime PRCA has only grown. And PRCA
never took any actions against these other asgowaiespite the PRCA Commissioner’s claim
that PRCA has supposedly been considering thesdoylewys for years. ERA, the
representative Plaintiffs, and class members shoeilleated no differently.

22. Unless the PRCA’s illegal conduct is stopped, ERAlve substantially
hindered before its doors even open, and thatdepkive everyone—from professional rodeo
athletes, to aspiring professional rodeo athletefans, to sponsors, to stock contractors, to
venues—of a vibrant elite rodeo tour that will grthve sport for current and future generations.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

23. These claims arise and are brought under Sect®asd 16 of the Clayton
Act, 15 U.S.C. 88 22, 26, and Sections 1 and 2@fSherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 88 1-2.

24. This Court has jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.€1831 and 1337.

25.  Venue in this District is proper pursuant to 28 \C.58 1391 and 15 U.S.C.
§ 22. PRCA transacts business in the Northerrribigtf Texas and the unlawful activities
described herein were or will be carried out ird anll cause substantial impact in, this District.

THE PARTIES

26. Plaintiff ERA is a for-profit business organizeddagxisting under the laws
of Texas, with an address and its principal plddeusiness at 607 East Blanco, #2178, Boerne,
Texas 78006. ERA brings top professional rodedestants together to compete on an annual
multi-event rodeo tour, culminating with the Woflthampionship Rodeo to be held at the

American Airlines Center in Dallas, Texas. ERAgned by the rodeo athletes themselves;

10
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the number of shares each rodeo athlete owns in &fR&sponds to their competitive
accomplishments. The majority of ERA’s board ispoised of professional rodeo athletes.

27. Representative Plaintiff Trevor Brazile is an indival that resides in
Decatur, Texas. He has competed professionaliydao for 19 years and is a 21-time World
Champion rodeo athlete. He is a member of the §&amvboy Hall of Fame. He is one of
the founders of and a shareholder in ERA, as vediieang a member of ERA’s board.

28. Representative Plaintiff Bobby Mote is an individtiat resides in
Stephenville, Texas. He has been a professiodabrathlete for 19 years and holds four world
titles. He is also one of the founders of andaamolder in ERA, as well as being a member of
ERA'’s board.

29. Representative Plaintiff Ryan Motes is an individhat resides in
Weatherford, Texas. He has been a professionabrathlete for 14 years and is the current
co-holder of the world record in team roping, wathime of 3.3 seconds. He is also one of the
founders of and a shareholder in ERA, as well asgbe& member of ERA’s board.

30. Defendant PRCA is a not-for-profit corporation arg&d and existing
under the laws of Colorado, with an address anitypal place of business at 101 Pro Rodeo
Drive, Colorado Springs, Colorado 80919. PRCAdm@gaged in business in the State of Texas,
but does not maintain a regular place of businesiesignated agent for service of process in
Texas. PRCA may be served with process by sensnggistered agent, National Corporate
Research, at 12649 West Warren Avenue, Lakewooldy&itn 80228.

31. PRCA describes itself as “the largest and oldeftoesanctioning body in
the world” and the “recognized leader in profesalandeo.” PRCA claims to sanction

roughly six hundred (600) multi-event rodeos oraanual basis, which take place in thirty-eight

11
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(38) states and in various Canadian provincesydmnch in 2014 paid out over $41 million in
total prize money. PRCA’s membership numbers apprately seven thousand (7,000), which
includes nearly five thousand (5,000) rodeo pagréints of varying skill and accomplishment
levels, with remainder consisting contract persooemarily performers and workers) and
other individuals involved in the rodeo business.

32. Upon information and belief, PRCA has a wholly odrer-profit
subsidiary company called Professional Rodeo Cowl®gociation Properties, Inc. (“PRCA
Properties”), which is organized and exists unteraws of Colorado, with an address and its
principal place of business also at 101 Pro Rod@zeDColorado Springs, Colorado 80919, the
same as PRCA. Upon information and belief, PRC@pPrties has no true separate
organizational integrity or existence and is urttierdirection and control of the PRCA and its
board of directors. PRCA Properties is the satesketing and broadcast division of the
PRCA.

NATURE OF INTERSTATE TRADE AND COMMERCE

33. The primary business in which PRCA is engagedagtiomotion,
operation, organization, and sanctioning of mui® rodeos throughout the United States and
Canada.

34. As noted above, PRCA sanctions rodeos in thirty1g(88) states. PRCA
purports to crown “world champions” in various rodevents, which occur annually at the
conclusion of the PRCA-sanctioned National Finadsl€ and are based on “total season
earnings at PRCA rodeos across the continent.”

35. PRCA'’s operation of, and engagement in, the businémulti-event

rodeos involves a substantial volume of interstiage and commerce, includingter alia, the

12
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following interstate activities: travel; communiices; purchases and movement of equipment;
broadcasts and telecasts of rodeos; advertisenpntaptions; sales of tickets and concession
items; sales of merchandise and apparel; employofatntract personnel and stock
contributors; and negotiations for all of the ahove

36. ERA also intends to engage in interstate commeydeliing multi-event
rodeos in numerous states and engaging in marhedame activities noted above with respect
to PRCA, including televising its events nationailly Fox Sports.

37. Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes, as well asastblass members, also
intend to engage in interstate commerce by padiirg in multiple rodeos—sanctioned by both
ERA and PRCA—held in a number of states.

38. The interstate commerce described herein is caonech part, into and
within the Northern District of Texas and many lo¢ illegal acts set forth in this Complaint
have been performed, in whole or in part, or teéects have been felt, or will be felt, in the
Northern District of Texas.

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS

39. Representative Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Mdteisg this action against
Defendant PRCA under Rule 23(a) and (b)(2) of tbadfal Rules of Civil Procedure on behalf
of all members of the following Class (collectivetlie “Class”):
“All present and future professional rodeo athleth® are or will
be an officer, board member, employee of ERA orehawvill
have an ownership or financial interest of any famERA.”
40. The class is so numerous as to make joinder oh@thbers impracticable.

There are currently over eighty (80) professiondeo athletes committed to ERA. ERA will

13
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also provide the opportunity for numerous futuref@ssional athletes to join ERA and
participate in ERA rodeos.
41. Questions of law and fact common to the class delu

a. Whether PRCA engaged in an unlawful contract, coiaimomn or
conspiracy to (i) boycott ERA professional rodeladetes from PRCA-
sanctioned rodeos and (ii) ensure that rodeo caieesitvendors,
facilities, stock contractors and other providdraecessary rodeo
inputs collectively refuse to deal with ERA;

b. Whether the unlawful contract, combination, or gorecy violates
Section 1 of the Sherman Act;

c. The duration of the unlawful contract, combinationconspiracy and
the nature and character of the acts performedR{yAin furtherance
thereof;

d. Whether PRCA has monopoly power in the markethergervices of
professional rodeo athletes in the United States;

e. Whether PRCA'’s behavior constitutes exclusionarmnydemwt in
violation of Section 2 of the Sherman Act;

f. Whether PRCA’s conduct will cause injury to PldiistBrazile, Mote,
and Motes and other members of the Class; and

g. Whether Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes andestmembers of the
Class are entitled to an injunction to enjoin tiRCRA’s unlawful

conduct;

14
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42. By engaging in this unlawful conduct, PRCA has d&ed/or refused to
act on grounds that apply generally to represemtdlaintiffs Brazile, Mote, Motes, and all
members of the Class. Temporary and final injwectelief or corresponding declaratory relief,
therefore, is appropriate respecting the Classvasode

43. The claims of representative Plaintiffs Brazile,t®lcand Motes are typical
of the claims of all members of the Class and thepeesentative Plaintiffs will fairly and
adequately protect the interests of the Class. rd®eptative Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes
as well as other members of the Class have beeretpy the same unlawful and
anticompetitive conduct engaged in by the PRCA. prBsentative Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and
Motes’ interests are consistent with, and not aymaggic to, those of the other members of the
Class.

44. Representative Plaintiffs are represented by cduvise are competent and
experienced in the prosecution of class actionaamiirust litigation against sports organizations.
45. Representative Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Mot fairly and

adequately protect the interests of the Class.
46. The Class is readily definable.

BACKGROUND

PRCA'’s History of Anti-Competitive Behavior

47. This case is not the first time that PRCA has eadag anti-competitive
and illegal actions to stifle competition and maintits monopoly power in the market for
professional rodeo athletes.

48. In the 1980s, PRCA implemented a rule prohibitiRCA member rodeo

athletes from obtaining membership in, or compeitngpdeos sanctioned by, non-PRCA

15
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associations. This rule was challenge&ione v. PRCANo. 81-Z-1546 (D. Colo. 1985).
The StoneCourt issued a permanent injunction against thi€@mpetitive rule, which was later
amended to a three-year prohibition after the eadettled.

49. Less than a year after the expiration of $teneinjunction, PRCA went
right back to its anticompetitive behavior by implenting another onerous rule prohibiting
participation in the National Finals Rodeo—the piemen PRCA-sanctioned rodeo event of the
year—if a rodeo athlete had participated in any-R&CA rodeo event within that same year.

50. Once again, rodeo athletes had to file a lawsugetaa court to stop
PRCA'’s illegal conduct, this time in tiMedlincase. There, thdedlin Court held that “[i]t is
reasonably likely that the Rule violates 81 of 8feerman Act, 15 U.S.C. 81, in that it appears to
be a horizontal conspiracy that cannot withstamdtsy under a rule of reason analysis. It
appears anti-competitive in both purpose and effed¥ledlin, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 20847, at
*2.

51. Atfter finding that the rule would have been proteliby theStone
injunction if it were still in place and that PRG¥as, even at that time, “an organization that has
a history of anti-competitive conduct,” tiedlin Court enjoined PRCA from enforcing its then-
latest attempt to stifle competitionMedlin, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 20847, at *6-10. Shortly
thereafter, pursuant to a settlement withNtegllin plaintiffs, PRCA agreed to a ten year
injunction. See Medlin1992 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7653, at **1-6.

52. It was during the time when this antitrust injunatiwas in place that the
top bull riders broke away from PRCA and foundedRPB PRCA could not employ its usual

anticompetitive tactics against the bull ridershwitt risking contempt of thigledlin injunction.
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53. TheMedlininjunction is no longer in effect today. PRCA matirned to
business as usual: squashing competition to presisrmonopoly.

How PRCA-Sanctioned Rodeos Work

54. The rodeo industry is organized around local roctaomittees. The
committees operate the individual regular seasdaas that take place throughout the year
nationwide. Rodeo contestants pay entry feesrnapete. Local rodeo committees also raise
additional money which is added to the competig@sfto create the prize money available in an
individual rodeo.

55. Rodeo committees often seek the approval of, asacagion with,
“sanctioning” organizations, such as PRCA. PRCByidar the largest sanctioning
organization for professional rodeos, sanctionmge six hundred (600) rodeos per year with
total prize money of roughly $41 million (the mafgrof which is raised by local rodeo
committees and contestant entry fees). PRCA retgstagreements with the local rodeo
committees under which the committees pay mon&RGA (commonly 6% of the purse) and
agree to follow PRCA's rules in exchange for beanlgRCA-sanctioned rodeo.

56. PRCA-sanctioned rodeos are commonly multiple-evedos consisting
of the following: bareback riding, saddle bronamgl bull riding, tie-down roping, team roping,
steer wrestling, and barrel racing. They are ofigreduled during larger multi-day events such
as stock shows or fairs.

57. In order to participate in a PRCA-sanctioned rodedeo athletes must be
PRCA members. Membership runs for a calendar aedmust be renewed yearly. New
members are issued permits that only allow thenotopete at certain rodeos. New members

can become eligible for full membership after wirqn$1,000 in prize money. A full member
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can participate in most PRCA-sanctioned rodeos.e ciist of a new member permit is $300,
and the cost of a full member card is $500 per.year

58. Upon information and belief, PRCA has roughly setremusand (7,000)
members, about five thousand (5,000) of which adeo athletes. These members include
both full-time rodeo athletes and part-time papieits who have other full time jobs outside of
being a rodeo competitor. Accordingly, the skiltlanotoriety of rodeo athletes at a PRCA-
sanctioned rodeo varies widely.

59. In addition to being PRCA members, rodeo athletastralso pay entry
fees for the rodeo events in which they intendaimpete. For a full season, these entry fees
can easily exceed $15,000.

The Founding of ERA

60. The American professional sports landscape is camyrayganized around
competition between elite athletes who have eatimedight to compete at every competitive
level through their ability and achievements. Hiors, it is a merit-based system in which an
athlete who wants to compete at the highest leaglth demonstrate that they have elite skill and
ability.

61. Rodeos—particularly PRCA-sanctioned rodeos—opemater a
completely different paradigm. Instead of orgamziodeos where rodeo athletes earn the right
to compete based on their ability and achievem@&REA rodeos are overwhelmingly open to
any member who can pay the entry fees.

62. This structure presents a number of obstaclesawigg the sport of rodeo.
For instance, the top athletes in the sport oftenpete at off-hours with empty arenas and do

not consistently compete head-to-head with therdtigecompetitors in their events.
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Television coverage is difficult at best under saohditions because a network cannot focus its
coverage around the top competitors.

63. Also, under the PRCA'’s structure, full-time rodebletes who compete for
a living and to support their families have to dandly travel across the country to compete in
dozens and dozens of rodeos to accumulate enougis p@ compete in the National Finals
Rodeo. These athletes risk grave career thregt@muries that could happen at any time.

The extreme travel also places numerous burdetiseimfamilies.

64. The top rodeo athletes have, for years, attemptedgage PRCA in
discussions to alleviate these issues and help trewport. PRCA, however, rebuffed these
efforts at every turn.  One particular and tellthgplay of PRCA'’s disregard for these concerns
occurred in connection with a meeting in Waco, BexaA number of the top rodeo athletes
were set to meet with PRCA. Yet, when they shougtbr the meeting they learned that the
PRCA Commissioner and Board were skipping the mgetnd that PRCA sent only lower level
representatives. This is episode is emblematihe@PRCA’s bad-faith and the way PRCA
dismisses the concerns of its top rodeo athletes.

65. Having tried for years to work within the structuePRCA without
success, in 2014 a number of the top rodeo athlatesuding Bobby Mote, Ryan Motes, and
Trevor Bazile—founded ERA. The business structiiféeRA diverged from traditional rodeo.
In ERA, rodeo athletes are not just competitorsythre also shareholders in ERA and comprise
the majority of ERA’s board.

66. The idea for ERA was simple: create a stage f@bst rodeo athletes to
compete in a “tour” series of events. As ERA CE&y Garritano explained: “Professional

rodeo needed an elite tour showcasing the besit tal¢he world. We believe that a regular
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season format, ending in its own world championgtwgnt, will be exciting for rodeo fans to
follow. Fans will benefit by watching the most cpatitive rodeo action that the sport has to
offer.” There was little delay in this idea takihgld.

67. On August 26, 2015, ERA made two major announcesnerdne was that
ERA had entered into a five-year agreement withthkbas Sports Commission and the City of
Dallas to bring the ERA World Championship to Dalla As Phillip J. Jones, President and
CEO of the Dallas Convention and Visitors Bureaaswjuoted: “World championship rodeo
is coming home to the state of Texas and the ¢iDadlas. Big things happen here in Dallas
and we look forward to sharing our great city witkeo fans from around the world.” Under
the deal, the initial ERA World Championship wi# beld at the American Airlines Center in
November 2016.

68. The other major announcement was that ERA hadeshtato a multi-year
deal with Fox Sports to broadcast the entire ERa#sar, which will consist of a limited number
of regular season events culminating with the 5M@yld Championship in Dallas (the “ERA
Tour”). Under the deal, Fox Sports will broaddast ERA Tour nationally on Fox Sports 1
and Fox Sports 2.

69. Like PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, ERA rodeos will betipld-event rodeos
including the following events: bareback ridingddke bronc riding, bull riding, tie-down roping,
team roping, steer wrestling, and barrel racing.

70. The ERA Tour’s initial event is currently schedutedake place in March
2016.

71. Showing their commitment to ERA and the ERA Tour September 15,

2015, over seventy (70) of the top rodeo athletids ever 133 world championships between
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them, made a group announcement that they wouldgfon the ERA Tour in 2016. The
announcement, however, also made clear that thejdvetill compete in professional rodeos
across the country that are not part of the ERArFancluding PRCA rodeos. As four-time
World Champion Bareback Rider Kaycee Feild staté@s professional rodeo athletes, every
year we have to decide what rodeo events we witipste at and what is best for our careers and
families. This group of athletes has decided taceatrate on the ERA in 2016 and we feel the
future of professional rodeo, at its highest leieethe ERA Tour.”

72. ERA’s goal is to increase the popularity of rodeerall and advance the
opportunities available to rodeo athletes. AsntieiiTrevor Bazile stated: “By introducing a
unique concept like the ERA, it is our hope to @age the awareness of the sport of rodeo
overall. Enhancing the sport of professional roded helping to build something greater for
the further generation rodeo cowboy and cowgithesgoal of the ERA. We look forward to
working with the entire rodeo industry.”

73. By contrast, PRCA has no interest in working witRAfor the overall
betterment of the sport of rodeo. PRCA sees th& E6ur as a threat to the PRCA-sanctioned
Champions Challenge. But they are not the samer e¥xample, the ERA Tour will culminate
in a world championship, whereas the world chamghgnfor PRCA-sanctioned rodeos
culminates in the National Finals Rodeo, whiclotalty separate from, and takes place after, the
Champions Challenge. So the best athlete in a Gioers Challenge rodeo event may not even
make it to the National Finals Rodeo and, if hesfgde may not be the “best” athlete in that
rodeo event at the National Finals Rodeo.

74. ERA was designed to co-exist with PRCA by providamgoutlet

exclusively for professional rodeo athletes; ERAswat designed to replace PRCA rodeos.
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ERA rodeo athletes remain committed to competingtiner events, including PRCA rodeos.
And the ERA World Championship does not conflictwthe PRCA National Finals Rodeo.

PRCA Takes Anti-Competitive Actions Against ERA, Paintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes,
as well as the Class

75. Only one week after the September 15, 2015 annougrcethat the top
rodeo athletes would focus their tour schedulegherERA Tour, PRCA's board of directors
held an emergency meeting and passed new ruleslgdedo eliminate or reduce perceived
competition from ERA. In passing these bylaws,RIRCA Board—the majority of which are
not competing rodeo athletes—departed from itsleegarocedure of publishing proposed
amendments to PRCA members “no less than once @athrfor one full year . . . until the
legislative meetings of the Board in the calendzaryollowing the year in which the proposal
was first published.”

76. One of these rules—"“Conflicting Rodeo Associatintetests Bylaws
B.1.2.1.1.-.2” (the “Conflicting Rodeo Associati@ylaws”)—is aimed directly at reducing
competition in the market for the services of pssfenal rodeo cowboys. It provides:

B1.2.1.1 Definition of Conflicting Rodeo Associatio

Conflicting Rodeo Associations are companies, astmps,

associations or other entities whose direct ore@adipurpose is to

produce, promote, and/or sanction professionalo@tatests in

which contestants compete in two or more of thievahg events:

bareback riding, saddle bronc riding, bull riditig-down roping,
steer wrestling, and team roping.

B1.2.1.2 Prohibition on Conflicting Rodeo Assomati
Interests. In order to ensure that PRCA memberseseh
popularity and success are the result of particpah PRCA-
sanctioned rodeos and related PRCA promotionaitefénd
activities (and the associated costly investmdr@sPRCA has
made in promoting PRCA events and rodeo sportemeiial)—are
not pursuing interests in Conflicting Rodeo Asstioias while
receiving the benefits of PRCA membership and ateng forth
their best efforts on behalf of the PRG#y person applying for
PRCA membership who is an officer, board member pboyee

22



Case 3:15-cv-03609-M Document 1 Filed 11/09/15 Page 24 of 40 PagelD 24

or has an ownership or financial interest of anyrim in a
Conflicting Rodeo Association shall not be issuedn@mbership,
permit or renewal of membership with the PRCA

77. Under this bylaw, PRCA is threatening to kick oxiséng members and
refusing to admit new members if they are officesard members, employees, or have any
ownership or financial interest of any form in ERAPRCA is attempting to set up a “Hobson’s
choice” in which rodeo athletes have to choose eetmcompeting in ERA Tour events or any of
the six hundred (600) PRCA-sanctioned rodeos.

78. Indeed, in an interview on Western Sports WeeklyRomal Radio Sirius
XM in which he was asked by Steve Kenyon to explla@purpose of the Conflicting Rodeo
Association Bylaws, PRCA Commissioner Karl Stressmegponded that “people have choices
every day. People make choices every day.” Healsasadmitted in the October 23, 2015
edition of ProRodeo Sports News that these newnsylaere put in place to protect the PRCA
and that they were needed because “it is commaedeat you can’t serve two masters.”

79.  The antitrust laws of the United States are thagkh Carta” of free
competition and, ensure that those choices canduae rinee from illegal, anticompetitive
conduct, which is something PRCA has had a diffitole grasping for much of its history.

80. The other new rule—*Competing Rodeo Events Bylad5.B.1.1-.2” (the
“Competing Rodeo Bylaws,” and together with the flioting Rodeo Association Bylaws, the
“New Anticompetitive Bylaws,” which are attachedéi® as Exhibit A)—provides:

B15.1.1.1 Definition of Competing Rodeo Events. @atmg

Rodeo Events are events not sanctioned by the FR@Aich

contestants compete in two or more of the follonengnts:

bareback riding, saddle bronc riding, bull riditig-down roping,
steer wrestling, and team roping.

B15.1.1.2 Rodeo Committees. In light of the PRClArsgy-
standing and ongoing efforts to create popularsamdessful
PRCA-sanctioned professional rodeo competitionspaathote
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rodeo sports in general, including but not limitectreating the
National Finals Rodeo event and qualifying poinytstam,
soliciting corporate sponsors and television cangr,eestablishing
rodeo rules and regulations, and developing yonthreew
contestant growth programs—and in order to prdtecquality of
all PRCA-sanctioned eventsary rodeo committee and/or
contracting party involved in producing a PRCA-sammed
event agrees not to schedule, produce, promoteastigipate in a
Competing Rodeo Event seventy-two hours beforejrdyor
seventy-two hours after a PRCA-sanctioned eventhe PRCA
shall have the right to approve specific events dna in conflict
with this Bylaw should the PRCA deem any such etete in the
interest of its members and the promotion of psitesal rodeo
sports in general.

81. Through the Competing Rodeo Bylaws, PRCA is att@mdb restrict
ERA'’s ability to hold and/or sanction rodeos byntyiup rodeo committees and any contracting
parties involved in a PRCA-sanctioned rodeo (wltictld include arenas, facilities, vendors,
merchandisers, and safety personnel, among maeysdtsuch that they cannot also have
involvement with an ERA event that takes placemyrthree (3) days before, or three (3) days
after a PRCA-sanctioned rodeo. On its face, this has no geographic limit and seemingly
applies nationwide.

82. Since PRCA-sanctioned rodeos commonly last foripialtays, a single
PRCA-sanctioned event can trigger a blackout pesfalweek or more under the Competing
Rodeo Bylaws.

83. ERA has already felt the impact of these anticoitipetbylaws. ERA
has approached multiple rodeo committees and veradmwut participating in the ERA Tour, and
has offeredettereconomic and other terms than those offered by PRCAet, despite
expressing approval of ERA’s concept, these entligeve declined to get involved with the ERA
Tour. Upon information and belief, this is duePCA’s improper and anticompetitive

behavior.
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84. The New Anticompetitive Bylaws apply to professibradeo contests in
which contestants compete in two or more of thiv¥ahg events: bareback riding, saddle bronc
riding, bull riding, tie-down roping, steer wrestlj, and team roping. This further demonstrates
that these bylaws are targeted directly at ERA.

85. Upon information and belief, PRCA has entered agceements with rodeo
committees, rodeo contracting parties, and its ovembers to enforce the New Anticompetitive
Bylaws.

86. Lest there be any confusion that the New AnticomipgetBylaws were
designed to stifle competition by restricting PR@&mbers from participating in the ERA Tour,
PRCA'’s Senior Public Relations Coordinator has didalithat these bylaws were passed in
direct response to ERA. In fact, when asked byshegalesky of Western Ag Reporter,
whether the new bylaws would impact any rodeo amgdion besides ERA, Mr. Bainbridge was
guoted as answering with a definitive “no.”

87. Upon information and belief, PRCA implemented thmanNAnticompetitive
Bylaws directly in response to the threat it peresifrom ERA. As a pretext, PRCA
Commissioner Karl Stressman has stated that theAFB@rd has been considering these types
of bylaws for years. Yet, after deciding agaiiss type of anticompetitive conduct for years, it
took the PRCA Board only one week after the topeoodthletes committed publicly to ERA to
pass the New Anticompetitive Bylaws.

88. Further putting the lie to PRCA’s stated reasomgte new bylaws, PRCA
has allowed its members to have far ranging invaket with other rodeo associations for years,

including not only participating in rodeos, but\sag as officers, having financial interests, and
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sitting on those associations’ boards. It was afilgr the top rodeo athletes formed ERA that
PRCA implemented the New Anticompetitive Bylaws.

89. Moreover, upon information and belief, PRCA implernszl the New
Anticompetitive Bylaws behind closed doors by Boante instead of publishing the proposed
changes for review and comment from the entire negafip, as is common practice.

90. PRCA'’s anticompetitive behavior is also hypocriticansidering the
lawsuit brought against it by the Women’s ProfesaldRodeo Association (“WPRA”). In that
lawsuit, WPRA accused PRCA of antitrust violatiimesause the PRCA had ceased negotiations
with WPRA and started its own barrel racing samatig body. In response, PRCA stated as
follows: “By this lawsuit WPRA improperly attemptis maintain its existing monopolyn the
area of professional women'’s barrel race sanctgrandit has and intends to interfere with
PRCA's ability to competéor the sanctioning of barrel racing events.” hbat is precisely
what PRCA is doing now—interfering with ERA’s abylito compete for the sanctioning of
multiple-event rodeos.

Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes, As Well As Otler Class Members, Cannot Submit
2016 PRCA Membership Applications Due to The New Alicompetitive Bylaws

91. Little more than a week after passing the New Amtipetitive Bylaws, on
or about October 1, 2015, PRCA changed its memigeegiplication (the “Updated 2016
Membership Application,” attached as Exhibit Bfdoce professional rodeo cowboys to agree
that they will comply and be bound by the New Aatipetitive Bylaws:

l, (name of applicant), swear that the imrmation
above is true and accurate. | hereby agree to bew® familiar
with the Bylaws and Official Rodeo Rules of, and another
rules adopted by, the PRCA, and | agree to comply ith and
be bound by the same. _This includes Bylaws B1.211and
B1.2.1.2, which prohibit PRCA members, myself inclded,
from being an officer, board member, employee or hang an
ownership or financial interest of any form in a Canflicting
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Rodeo Association. | understand that this prohibibn on
ownership and/or financial interests applies to anyransfer to
or equitable holding of such interests on my behalb and
including the third level of consanguinity of my family or any
other entity or mechanism meant to hold such intergts on my
behalf in any manner. | also grant to the PRCA theight to
request and receive documentation confirming my stas
regarding a Conflicting Rodeo Association and to phlish such
documentation and this affirmation that | am not anofficer,
board member, employee and do not have an ownershgy
financial interest of any form in a Conflicting Rodeo
Association. If your PRCA application is approvedout your
status regarding a Conflicting Rodeo Association sasequently
changes, the PRCA reserves the right to revoke yolrRCA
membership at any time

(bolding in original; underlining added).

92. Upon information and belief, all rodeo athletesksag 2016 PRCA
membership, including Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, Met and other class members must sign the
Updated 2016 Membership Application and agree ¢sdhrestrictions.

93. In fact, the restrictions in the Updated 2016 Mersbi Application
appear to be even more restrictive than the NevicAmipetitive Bylaws as they purport on their
face to extend those bylaws to any family membetisinvthe third level of consanguinity.

Upon information and belief, these additional riestins have never been approved by the
PRCA’s membership or board.

94. These further restrictions are oppressive and derbattress the PRCA’s
substantial market power, suppress competitiotraiesrade, and restrict professional rodeo
athletes’ ability to ply their trade in a free atmmpetitive market.

95. Moreover, in some cases, PRCA members had rettineed2016
Membership Applications prior to the enactmenth&f New Anticompetitive Bylaws and prior

to the changes reflected in the Updated 2016 MeshiggApplication.

27



Case 3:15-cv-03609-M Document 1 Filed 11/09/15 Page 29 of 40 PagelD 29

96. To account for this and to gain maximum impact figsrNew
Anticompetitive Bylaws, PRCA sent a memo to its rbens expressly stating that it had passed
the New Anticompetitive Bylaws and enclosing theddigd 2016 Membership Application, “the
completion of which is necessary for [their] 2018EA membership application.”  Plaintiffs
Brazile, Mote, and Motes as shareholders, boardlmeesnand intended participants in ERA
have not returned and could not return executecatdpid2016 Membership Applications to
PRCA. They, therefore, have been unable to renew PRCA membership making them
ineligible to compete in PRCA-sanctioned rodeoth&2016 season.

97. Upon information and belief, other class memberSRA shareholders,
board members, and intended participants havebalso unable to return the Updated 2016
Membership Application, and PRCA has likewise retlito renew or grant PRCA membership
to those individuals.

98. Upon information and belief, in some cases whewdao athlete submitted
their 2016 membership application online priorite enactment of the New Anticompetitive
Bylaws, PRCA has deceptively updated their filexadude authorized versions of the Updated
2016 Membership Application even though those &tklaever agreed to its restrictions.

99. PRCA Commissioner Karl Stressman has emphasizéthéaability to
return Updated 2016 Membership Applications wiN@ao impact on rodeo athletes’ ability to
compete in 2015 events, including the upcomingdyweti Finals Rodeo. Upon information and
belief, PRCA has and continues to threaten thehwithing of other PRCA membership benefits
from professional rodeo athletes who agree togoith compete in the ERA Tour.

100. Upon information and belief, PRCA has previousketasuch actions in

connection with PRCA members who wished to alsopmimin non-PRCA-sanctioned rodeos.
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These actions have included penalizing rodeo a&hlender Bylaw B10.3.6—entitled “Conduct

Detrimental to Public Image”—for participating incdapromoting non-PRCA-sanctioned rodeos.
101. Upon information and belief, PRCA has used the ‘@an Detrimental”

rule as anticompetitive and improper grounds tealisage PRCA members from participating

in and promoting non-PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, asdhas likely to do so with respect to the

ERA Tour. PRCA's actions are or would be purelgtpktual to give the New Anticompetitive

Bylaws retroactive effect before the 2016 season.

PRCA’s Anticompetitive Conduct Harms Professional Ahletes, Fans, and Competition in
the Sport of Rodeo

102. PRCA’s New Anticompetitive Bylaws are aimed at @ncbntinued
unabated will have the impact of reducing outpuhigmarket for the services of professional
rodeo athletes.

103. ERA is not attempting to supplant PRCA. Indeed,ERA Tour will
revolve around a relatively moderate number of l@gseason events and the ERA World
Championship in Dallas, while PRCA sanctions somdsgndred (600) hundred rodeos a year.
ERA Tour events focus on a limited number of t@p todeo athletes who comprise a small
percent of all PRCA members.

104. Top tier athlete participation in the ERA Tour abprovide more
opportunities for other rodeo athletes to compatewain prize money in PRCA-sanctioned
rodeos. In addition, ERA intends to raise the allgropularity of the sport, which will only
serve to increase the number of rodeo athletesiceSinly a small number of athletes will be
able to join ERA and only upon earning the righibtigh their ability and achievements, the

benefits of an increase in rodeo athletes overndllecrue primarily to PRCA. More interest
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in rodeo will lead to more rodeo athletes whichl Va&&d to more PRCA dues-paying members
and rodeos to sanction with more contestants.

105. Absent PRCA'’s anticompetitive conduct, output favfpssional rodeo
would increase, benefiting both consumers of amtigi@ants in professional rodeo.

106. The anticompetitive nature of PRCA’s conduct ialemonstrated by the
fact that PRCA is actually choosing to risk losregenue under the New Anticompetitive
Bylaws. By denying membership to ERA Tour memiagrd any other rodeo athletes who
have applicable interests in non-PRCA rodeo orgdinias, PRCA is reducing its own
membership fees revenue. It is also reducing timeber of participants in PRCA-sanctioned
rodeos and thereby reducing the amount of entiy/fb@@l in connection with those rodeos.

107. By threatening to lock out top-tier rodeo athldtesn PRCA membership
and rodeos, PRCA is also hurting the quality obiis product by reducing the skill and
achievement level of the rodeo athletes who do &tenimn PRCA-sanctioned rodeos.

PRCA’s Monopoly Power in the Market for the Services of Professional Rodeos Athletes

108. PRCA has monopoly power in the market for the sexwiof professional
rodeo athletes in the United States. M™eglin Court previously found that “there [was]
evidence that the relevant product market is thekaetdor professional cowboy contestants.
That was the relevant product market which the PR@parently stipulated to and which was
established in the case $fone v. PRCAJo. 81-Z-1546 (D. Colo.).” Medlin v. Professional
Rodeo Cowboys Ass’No. 91-N-2082, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 20847 at(E8 Colo. Dec. 13,
1991) (citingStone v. Professional Rodeo Cowboys Asdm 81-7-1546 (D. Colo. 1985)).

109. This market is protected by significant, and ecoiwaity meaningful, entry

barriers since there is no other major nationwidégssional rodeo body with virtually all
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professional rodeo athletes as members; the creatisuch is not economically feasible due to
cost of entry into the market. PRCA’s Nationald&dgRodeo has a long-standing tradition as

the “Super Bow!” of rodeos. Because PRCA contaaisess to the National Finals Rodeo and
has been the predominant professional rodeo badyeiwades, there are significant barriers to

entry for any other rodeo organization to entergrefessional rodeo market.

110. The total purse at PRCA-sanctioned rodeos exce€bisiiilion on an
annual basis, which is far and away—by orders ajmtade—the largest total for any national
sanctioning body. In fact, upon information antiddethere are only two other rodeo
organizations that sanction events on a natiorgib@he International Professional Rodeo
Association (“IPRA”) and the United Professionald®o Association (‘UPRA”). The total
purses for events sanctioned by these associatooans nowhere close to PRCA’s annual purse.
For example, the money leader in bareback brorwegid 2014 for IPRA won $41,911.59 and
for UPRA won $21,629.40, while the bareback bradimg money leader in PRCA rodeos won
$294,979.83. The same disparity exists with theoevents as well.  For instance, the 2014
IPRA all around money leader won $68,203.94, aed20il4 UPRA all around money leader
won $17,139.66, while the PRCA all around moneyézavon $494,369.43.

111. The market for professional rodeo athletes is anddfmarket with a
dedicated fan base. It is recognized by its famsthe market more generally as distinct from
other sporting leagues and competitions. Profassimdeo athletes spend years developing
specialized skill sets that are not interchangewafile other sports. For instance, professional
rodeo athletes cannot simply start playing protesali football or basketball. Likewise, ERA
cannot promote and organize rodeos without roddetas and cannot turn to professional

athletes in other sports, like football or baskbtlas replacements.
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112. PRCA has claimed for years to be the preeminer@a@anctioning
organization, with its champions recognized asttbdd champions in the sport. Its own
Commissioner Karl Stressman has described the P&C#e premier sanctioning body on the
planet and is the established gold standard isplet of professional rodeo.” PRCA sanctions
and organizes the National Finals Rodeo, whichaespremier rodeo event of the year.

113. On a more subversive level, PRCA’s willingnessaie o the additional
revenue from ERA rodeo athletes, rodeo commitia@sractors, and vendors is clear proof that
it is a monopolist. With such power, PRCA canitsebwn rules—Ilocking out ERA members,
exempting PBR members, and ensuring that individad¢o committees nationwide are scared
to work with any other organization.

114. The PRCA'’s ability to set the rules for competitiarsport of rodeo
demonstrates its monopoly power.

The Irreparable and Substantial Injuries To ERA, Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, Motes, and
Other Class Members

115. PRCA’s anticompetitive and illegal conduct, inclagliithe implementation
and enforcement of the New Anticompetitive Bylatvas and will continue to irreparably and
substantially injure Plaintiffs and the Class.

116. Upon information and belief, PRCA intends to counéro impose the New
Anticompetitive Bylaws and/or other restrictionghwanticompetitive effects in the U.S. market
for professional rodeo athletes. Absent suchiotistns: (i) Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes,
as well as other members of the Class, would leetrgparticipate and compete in the PRCA-
sanctioned rodeos of their choosing in the 2016@®and beyond, including by singing up this
December 2015—before the cut off currently setheyRRCA—to compete in upcoming PRCA-

sanctioned rodeos in January and/or February 201db(ii) Plaintiff ERA would be able to
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compete for the services and participation of aolotl rodeo athletes for the 2016 season and
beyond in a competitive market. Plaintiffs and @lass will suffer severe and irreparable harm
if they are prevented from participating in, comipgtin, organizing, sponsoring, and/or
sanctioning professional rodeo events in a conipetiharket.

117. These injuries will continue to occur and will s fully compensable by
monetary damages. As it stands, professional rattdetes within PRCA must compete year-
round, nationwide, often at non-peak times. Theat obearning is high.  Not only is it
financially costly to travel and compete on a neamstant basis, but it is emotionally and
personally costly too; without a dedicated profesal league, rodeo athletes spend large periods
of time away from their friends and families. TinEar-constant competitive schedule under the
PRCA'’s structure also greatly increases the rigidgfical injuries and their effects on
professional rodeo athletes. Also financially ioaéable is PRCA’s damage to the rodeo sport.
PRCA'’s attempts to prevent, or seriously impede,néw, innovative ERA Tour prevents the
sport from evolving. PRCA's allegiance is to itsrobottom line and not to the sport of rodeo.

COUNT |

Violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act: Group Bycott

118. Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each allegatiortaioed in paragraphs 1
through 117.

119. The New Anticompetitive Bylaws constitute an agreatrto eliminate
competition for the services of professional rod#ddetes in the United States in violation of
Section 1 of the Sherman Act. PRCA is the orgaroteand participant in, this unlawful
combination or conspiracy. PRCA'’s Board, which lempented these bylaws, represents and

acts on behalf of a consortium of different ensitgnd individuals involved in the sport of
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rodeo. Indeed, the Board has specifically deseghatdeo committee, stock contractor,
contestant and contract personnel directors.

120. As a condition of membership (new or continuedhm PRCA and
participation in PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, membe@dgo organizations, vendors, and other
parties involved in the sport of rodeo know and taggee to follow the New Anticompetitive
Bylaws. These agreements are evident from thedattee bylaws themselves.

121. The Competing Rodeo Bylaws expressly state that fadeo committee
and/or contracting party involved in producing ad™Rsanctioned everggreesnot to schedule,
produce, promote or participate in a Competing Rdeeent seventy-two hours before, during
or seventy-two hours after a PRCA-sanctioned eVvent.

122. With respect to the lockout of ERA athletes fromd®Rrodeos under the
Conflicting Rodeo Association Bylaws, the rodeo caittees that run those rodeos also have to
agree to do so in compliance with the PRCA'’s bylansluding enforcement of the lockout on
ERA athletes.

123. In addition, PRCA is using its New AnticompetitiBglaws to prevent
rodeo committees from selecting a competing orgdiua, like ERA, from which to seek
sanctioning. Rodeo committees that wish to staiiénPRCA’s good graces must agree due to
the PRCA'’s coercion to forego involvement with reRCA events, like the ERA Tour.

124. The New Anticompetitive Bylaws operate as a groaypcbtt, which igper
seunlawful.

125. Alternatively, the New Anticompetitive Bylaws alsonstitute an
unreasonable restraint of trade under the ruleadon. There is a relevant market for the

services of professional rodeo athletes. The NeticAmpetitive Bylaws orchestrated by
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PRCA and agreed to by its members, rodeo commjtéeesother contracting parties
substantially restrain and injure competition iattmarket and will continue to do so.

126. PRCA has dominant market power in the relevant starkThe group
boycott of ERA and other rodeo athletes with ineohent in non-PRCA-sanctioned rodeos, as
well as PRCA's prohibition of rodeo committees artlder contracting parties from involvement
in non-PRCA rodeos, are naked restraints of traitleowt any pro-competitive purpose or effect.
In fact, prohibiting the top rodeo athletes fronmgeeting in PRCA actually reduces PRCA
membership fees, rodeo entry fees, and the quAEIBRCA-sanctioned rodeos. It also reduces
output in the market on a whole by attempting torease the availability of rodeo events.

127. Moreover, the New Anticompetitive Bylaws are notmy way necessary
for the production of rodeo competitions or theiagdment of any pro-competitive objective.
Indeed, on their very face, the New AnticompetitBydaws exempt PBR and other single event
rodeo competitions.

128. Plaintiffs have suffered and will suffer antitruisjury to their business
and/or property by reason of the continuation &f timlawful combination or conspiracy.

129. The New Anticompetitive Bylaws have injured andlwdntinue to injure
Plaintiffs Brazile, Mote, and Motes by threatentogleprive them of the ability to work as rodeo
athletes in a free and open market.

130. These bylaws have also injured ERA by threaterongstrain ERA’s
ability to recruit, now and in the future, additedmodeo athletes to become shareholders and
compete in ERA events, as well as ERA’s abilitywark with many of the stakeholders in the

rodeo industry to set up ERA events.
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131. Competition in the sport of rodeo is hurt from treup boycott PRCA has
orchestrated. The number of televised rodeo eytradevel of fan interest, the influx of
current and future rodeo athletes, the growth déomoassociations and stock contractors, plus
levels of sponsorship, all will suffer from Plaiifgiand absent Class members being locked out
from PRCA and ERA being destroyed before it eventes its inaugural season.

COUNT Il

Violation of Section 2 of the Sherman Act: Monopoliation

132. Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege each allegatiortaioed in paragraphs 1
through 131.

133. PRCA possesses a dominant share of and has morupeér in the
market for professional rodeo athletes in the Wh&éates.

134. As described above, PRCA seeks to unlawfully mairita monopoly
power in this market by exclusionary conduct. $fdly, PRCA seeks to prohibit promotion
and patrticipation in non-PRCA events to preventgesional rodeo athletes from being involved
with associations such as ERA. Because PRCA haspaobdy power in the market, it is able to
use such power and the threat of expulsion of #fsimnd other Class members to exclude
competition and prevent ERA from competing with PRC If ERA does not have professional
rodeo athletes to compete in and promote ERA am&BA Tour, it cannot conduct business.
The PRCA knows this and enacted these New AntictithygeBylaws to coerce professional
rodeo athletes to abandon ERA under threat of Heiriged out.

135. By using the New Anticompetitive Bylaws to boycattd restrict ERA
from access to necessary resources, and illegalgnatippressing lawful competition from ERA,

PRCA is demonstrating willful maintenance of monlggmwer over the market for professional
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rodeo athletes in an exclusionary manner with anteetitive intent. The exercise of this
monopoly power in an exclusionary manner will reguffewer top-tier associations such as
ERA, causing antitrust injury from reduced competiton a myriad of fronts, including reduced
choices for professional rodeo athletes, fans,oc@denmittees, stock contractors, vendors,
facilities and many other parties involved in tpers of rodeo. PRCA’s unlawful maintenance
and exercise of its monopoly power is the resulirekd, discrimination, and desire for control
rather than the result of a superior product orm®ass acumen or any legitimate non-pretextual
pro-competitive business justification.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment with respextheir Complaint as
follows:

1. Certifying the Class under Federal Rule of Civib&dure 23(a) and
23(b)(2);

2. Declaring that PRCA, through its actions describerkin, has violated
and threatens to continue violating Sections 1Zntlthe Sherman Act;

3. Enjoining PRCA from: (i) further implementing andfnforcing, either
directly or indirectly, the New Anticompetitive Bylvs; (ii) implementing any new bylaws, rules,
policies, or procedures with the same or similappae or effect of (a) withholding, revoking, or
diminishing any benefit of PRCA membership from angfessional rodeo athletes who choose
to participate or involve themselves in any wa¥RA or the ERA Tour; or (b) impeding,
preventing, or otherwise restricting in any way #fsdity of any rodeo committee, contracting

party, or third party to be involved with ERA oetERA Tour; and (iii) using existing bylaws,
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rules, policies or procedures to retaliate in amy &gainst professional rodeo athletes for
choosing to participate or involve themselves ipaay in ERA or the ERA tour.
4. Awarding Plaintiffs and the Class their costs arsthdrsements in this

action, including reasonable attorneys’ fees u@mtion 16 of the Clayton Act;

5. Granting Plaintiffs and the Class such other amthéur relief as may be
appropriate.
DEMAND FOR JURY
Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Federal Rules of Cikalcedure, Plaintiffs demand a
trial by jury.
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Dated: November 9, 2015
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Respectfully submitted,

s/ T. Ray Guy

T. Ray Guy

Texas Bar No. 08648500
ray.guy@weil.com

Olivia Zimmerman Miller
Texas Bar No. 24074724
olivia.miller@weil.com

WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGESLLP
200 Crescent Court, Suite 300
Dallas, Texas 75201-6950
Telephone:  (214) 746-7700
Facsimile: (214) 746-7777

OF COUNSEL:

James W. Quinmpfo hac vice to be
submittegl

James.quinn@weil.com

Eric S. Hochstadtpfo hac vice to be
submittedl
eric.hochstadt@weil.com

John R. Gerbgpfo hac vice to be submitted
john.gerba@weil.com

WEIL, GOTSHAL & MANGESLLP

767 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10153
Telephone: (212) 310-8000
Facsimile: (212) 310-8007

ATTORNEYS FOR PLAINTIFFS

THE ELITE RODEO ASSOCIATION
d/b/ELITE RODEO ATHLETES,
TREVOR BRAZILE, BOBBY MOTE,
AND RYAN MOTES, individually and on
behalf of a class of similarly situated
individuals



