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Plaintiffs, by their undersigned attays, for their FirsAmended Complaint
herein allege as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1.  This class action is brought to enjaiimlations by each defendant of
the federal antitrust laws and state contracttaridaws. Plaintiffs are nine professional
football players and one neywirafted professional footbglayer who have entered
into, and/or who seek to enter into, paygontracts with National Football League
(“NFL”) teams, and the class of similar players whom they seek to represent.

2. Defendants, the NFL and its segily-owned and independently-
operated member teams, have jointly agreetcnspired to deny &htiffs the ability to
provide and/or market theirséces in the major league mk&t for professional football
players through a patently unlawful group bo#f and price-fixing arrangement or, in the
alternative, a unilaterally-imposed sétanticompetitive restrictions on player
movement, free agency, andwgpetitive market freedom.

3. The NFL Defendants’ anticompetitiagreements include a so-called
“lockout” aimed at shutting down the entiredragent marketplace for players no longer
under contract, as well as a bottoof rookie players seekirgn NFL contract for the first
time, and even players curtgnunder NFL contracts who will not be permitted to enjoy
the benefits of those contracts. The staeiicompetitive purpose of this group boycott
Is to coerce Plaintiffs and the other plas/gr agree to a new anticompetitive system of
player restraints which will, among other things, drastically reduce player compensation

levels below those that existed in the asd that would exist in a competitive market.
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4.  The group boycotts, concerted refisda deal and price fixing which
Defendants are carrying out are peillegal acts under Sectidnof the Sherman Act, 15
U.S.C. 8 1. They also caitsite an unreasonable restitair trade under the rule of
reason. As a result of Defendants’ annpetitive agreements, Plaintiffs and other
similarly situated current and future pre$eonal football players who are employed by or
seeking employment by an NFL club will peevented from offering or providing their
services in a competitive matkand from receiving a corafitive market value for their
services, and will be denied the freedom ofvement available to employees in virtually
every other industry in the United States.

5. The NFL Defendants cannot defeiheir violations of the federal
antitrust laws by hidingpehind the non-statutory laboreamrption to the antitrust laws.
That exemption only conceivabapplies as long as a aatitive bargaining relationship
exists between the NFL Defendamand the players. Theagkers, however, have ended
the role of the NFLPA as dir collective bargaining represtative and no longer have a
collective bargaining relatiohgp with the NFL DefendantsAs has been previously
decided by this Court, aratknowledged by the United StatSupreme Court, the result
of this is that there can no longer be any labor exemption defense.

6. Additionally, in the class aah Stipulatiorand Settlement

Agreement (“SSA”) of the White v. NFtase brought in this Court, the NFL Defendants

waived any right to claim thadke players’ decision to end the status of the NFLPA as
their collective bargaining peesentative is in any way ineffective to end Defendants’

labor exemption defense. SB8A, Art. XVIII § 5(b).
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7.  Finally, the NFL Defendants’ “lockoutlso gives rise to class claims
on behalf of Plaintiffs and class membetsovare already under contract with NFL teams
for the 2011 season for breach of contradt @ntious interference with contract. There
is simply no legal justification for the NlFDefendants agreeing not to adhere to the
terms of player contracts tharte in full force and effectrad that require Defendants to
compensate players for theervices as professional football players.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

8. These claims arise and are brougihtler Sections 4 and 16 of the
Clayton Act, 15 U.S.C88 15, 26, and Section 1 of tBeerman Antitrust Act, 15 U.S.C.
8 1, as well as state contract and tort laws.

9.  This Court has jurisdion pursuant to 28 $.C. 88 1331, 1337 and
1367.

10. This Court also has exclusive jsdiction under Article XX, Section
1, of the SSA to enforce and@npret the terms of the SSA.

11. Venue in this action is proper want to 28 U.&. § 1391 and 15
U.S.C. § 22. Each of the Defendants cafooed, resides, has an agent, or transacts
business in the District of Minnesota, &hd unlawful activities were or will be carried
on in part by one or more of the Defendaniihiv this district. Additionally, Plaintiffs
Leber and Robison were andmtinue to be employed within this district by the

Minnesota Vikings and maintain rdsinces within this district.



THE PARTIES

12. Plaintiff Tom Brady is a professional football player who, from 2000
to 2010, was employed in imggate commerce by the New Eagtl Patriots. His contract
with the Patriots extends fromet2011 through 2014 NFL seasons.

13. Plaintiff Drew Brees is a professional football player who, from 2006
to 2010, was employed in interstate comradyg the New Orleans Saints. His contract
with the Saints also covetise 2011 NFL season. Frd?001 to 2006, Mr. Brees was
employed as a professional football playeinterstate commerce by the San Diego
Chargers. His contract with the Chargexpired at the end of the 2005 NFL League
Year, at which time he became a free agedtmnceeded to sign his current contract
with the Saints.

14. Plaintiff Vincent Jackson is a pedsional football player who, from
2005 to 2010, was employadinterstate commerce bydlSan Diego Chargers. His
contract with the Chargers expired on March 3, 2011.

15. Plaintiff Ben Leber is a professiahfootball player who, from 2006
to 2010, was employed in interstate comradyg the Minnesota Vikings. His contract
with the Vikings expired on March 3021. From 2002 t@006, Mr. Leber was
employed as a professional football playemnterstate commerce by the San Diego
Chargers. His contract with the Chargexpired at the end of the 2005 NFL League
Year, at which time he became a free agentpaadeeded to sign his recent contract with

the Vikings.



16. Plaintiff Logan Mankins is a pressional football player who, from
2005 to 2010, was employadinterstate commerce by the New England Patriots. His
contract with the Patrioesxpired on Marcl3, 2011.

17. Plaintiff Peyton Manning is a pre$sional football player who, from
1998 to 2010, was employ@adinterstate commerce by the Indianapolis Colts. His
contract with the Colts expired on March 3, 2011.

18. Plaintiff Von Miller attended Txeas A&M University where he
played collegiate football. Mr. Miller was meed to first team AIBig 12 honors in both
2009 and 2010. He was named to first-tedAmerican honorsand won the Butkus
Award in 2010. Mr. Miller chas to enter the 2011 NFL draft, was drafted by the Denver
Broncos in the first round dke second overall draft pian April 28, 2011 and intends
to play professional football in the NFL.

19. Plaintiff Brian Robison is a professional football player who, from
2007 to 2010, was employadinterstate commerce by the Minnesota Vikings. His
contract with the Vikings extendisom the 2011 through 2013 NFL seasons.

20. Plaintiff Osi Umenyiora is a preksional football player who, from
2003 to 2010, was employadinterstate commerce ltlge New York Giants. His
contract with the Giants extends frahe 2011 through 2012 NFL seasons.

21. Plaintiff Mike Vrabel is a profssional football player who, from 2009
to 2010, was employed in imggate commerce by the Kangaisy Chiefs. His contract
with the Chiefs expired on March 3, 201Erom 2001 to 2009, Mr. Vrabel was

employed as a professional football playemiterstate commerce by the New England
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Patriots and was traded in 2009 to thee®h From 1997 to 2001, Mr. Vrabel was
employed as a professionabtball player in interstateommerce by the Pittsburgh
Steelers.

22. Defendant NFL, which maintains itdfices at 280 Park Avenue, New
York, New York, is an unincorporated assdmn consisting of the 32 separately-owned
and independently-operated ms$ional football teams that are listed in paragraph 23.
The NFL is engaged in int&ate commerce in the bosss of, among other things,
operating the sole major professionaidtfmall league in the United States.

23. The other Defendants are the 32 NRember teams, each of which,
upon information and belief, B corporation, except wheenoted below (collectively
with the NFL, the “NFL Defendants”)Upon information and belief, each of the
defendant teams is a segatg-owned and independeentity which operates a

professional football franchise for profit undee team name and in the cities set forth

below:

NFL Defendant Team Owner State of Organization | Team Name (City)
Arizona Cardinals Football Clulnc. | Arizona Arizona Cardinals
Atlanta Falcons Football Club LLC Georgia Atlanta Falcons
Baltimore Ravens Limited Maryland BaltimoreRavens
Partnership

Buffalo Bills, Inc. New York Buffalo Bills
Panthers Football, LLC North Carolina Carolina Panthers
The Chicago Bears Football Club, | Delaware ChicagBears

Inc.




Cincinnati Bengals, Inc.

Ohio

Cincinnati Bengals

Cleveland Browns Football Compar

LLC

elaware

ClevelanBrowns

Dallas Cowboys Football Club, Ltd.| Texas Dallas Cowboys
PDB Sports, Ltd. d/b/a/ The Denver Colorado DenveBroncos
Broncos Football Club, Ltd.

The Detroit Lions, Inc. Michigan DetroitLions

Green Bay Packers, Inc. ¥donsin Green Bay Packers
Houston NFL Holdings LP Delaware Houstoitexans
Indianapolis Colts, Inc. Daware Indianapoli€olts
Jacksonville Jaguars, Ltd. dfida Jacksonvilldaguars
Kansas City Chiefs Football Club, | Texas Kansas City Chiefs
:\;I]fémi Dolphins, Ltd. Florida Miami Dolphins
Minnesota Vikings Football, LLC Minnesota Minnesota Vikings
New England Patriots LP Delare NewEnglandPatriots
New Orleans Louisiana Saintd,C | Texas NewOrleansSaints
New York Football Giants, Inc. New York New York Giants
New York Jets LLC Daware NewYork Jets

The Oakland Raiders LP California OaklandRaiders
Philadelphia Eagles, LLC Pesylvania Philadelphi&agles
Pittsburgh Steelers Sports, Inc. Pennsylvania Pittsburdbteelers
Chargers Football Co., LLC California SarDiegoChargers
San Francisco Forty Niners, Ltd. California San Francisco 49ers




Football Northwest LLC Washington Seattle Seahawks
The St. Louis Rams Partnership Delaware St. Louis Rams
Buccaneers Limited Partnership |Bware Tampd@ay Buccaneers
Tennessee Football, Inc. Delaware Tennessee Titans
Pro-Football, Inc. Margnd WashingtoriRedskins

CLASS ACTION

24. Plaintiffs Tom Brady, Drew Brex Vincent Jackson, Ben Leber,
Logan Mankins, Peyton Mamy, Von Miller, Brian Robisn, Osi Umenyiora and Mike
Vrabel (collectively “Plaintiffs”) are represitatives of a class, as defined by Rule
23(b)(1), 23 (b)(2) and/or Rul3(b)(3) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and
bring this action on behalf of themselvesldine class members as described in paragraph
25.

25. The class represented by Plaintiffe@nprised of (i) all players who
are under contract to play professional badtfor an NFL team at any time from March
4, 2011 to the date of finpldgment in this action anddardetermination of any appeal
therefrom (the “Under-Contract Subclassii), 4ll players who are not under contract
with an NFL team and are seeking emplowtress professional football players for an
NFL team at any time from Mareh 2011 to the date of fihpudgment in this action and
the determination of any appeal therefr@ihe “Free Agent Subclass”), and (iii) all
college and other football players who havéepreviously been under contract with any

NFL team and, as of March 4, 2011, to dtla¢e of final judgment in this action and the
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determination of any appeal therefrom, aravitirbe eligible to play football as a rookie
for an NFL team (théRookie Subclass”).

26. The class and each subclass arawsoerous and geographically so
widely dispersed that joinder of all membgrsmpracticable. Therare questions of law
and fact common to the class. Plaintiffs’ olgiare typical of the claims of the class or
subclass that they represent, and the fsinvill fairly and adequately protect the
interests of the class or sud&s that they represent. Common questions of law and fact
predominate within the meanimd Rule 23(b)(3) of the FeddrRules of Civil Procedure.

27. [Each person in the class or slaiss is, has been, and/or will be
subject to uniform agreements, rules amacpces among the Defendants that restrain
competition for player servicesicluding, but not limited tathose known as a “lockout,”
the “Franchise Player” designation, and tBatering Player Pogl and any and all
similar player restraints which are oilvbe uniformly imposed by the NFL Defendants
on members of the class or subclass.

28. Except for provisions as tadividual compensation and other
variations which do not materially affecighaction, the contracts signed by NFL players
are virtually identicathroughout the NFL.

29. The prosecution of separate ansdyy individual members of the
class would create the risk of:

(a) inconsistent or varying palications with respect to
individual class members that wdutstablish incompatible standards

of conduct for the partgpposing the class; or
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(b) adjudications with respetd individual class members
that, as a practical matter, would dispositive of the interests of the
other members not parties to tindividual adjudications or would
substantially impair or impede theibility to protect their interests

within the meaning of Rule 23(b)(1) tife Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

30. In construing and enforcing theiniform agreements, rules and
practices, and in taking and planning to tdkeactions described in this complaint, the
Defendants have acted or refused to act onrgts that apply generally to the class, so
that final injunctive relief or correspondingdaratory relief would be appropriate for the
class as a whole within the meaning of R28¢b)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.

31. A class action may be maintainedder Rule 23(b)(2) because, as
this Court held in Whitgethis is a case in which Plaiffis’ class claims for injunctive

relief predominate over the clainfie damages. White v. NFI822 F. Supp. 1389, 1411

(D. Minn. 1993).

32. Questions of law and fact are commto the class and each of the
subclasses and predominate caey questions affecting only individual class members,
including legal and factual isss relating to liability, damages and restitution. This class
action is superior to the alternatives, if afoy,the fair and efficient adjudication of this
controversy. Prosecution as a class aatidireliminate the possility of repetitive
litigation. There will be no material difficultyy the management of this action as a class

action.
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NATURE OF INTERSTA TE TRADE AND COMMERCE

33. The primary business in which Defendants are engaged is the
operation of major league professional footbedims and the sale of tickets and telecast
rights to the public for the exhibition of tiedividual and collective football talents of
players such as Plaintiffs. To conduct thissiness, the NFL Dafdants must compete
with each other for and retain the professionatises of players, such as Plaintiffs, who
are signed to contracts to play fodtlar the various NFL defendant teams.

34. The business of major league msdional football is distinct from
other professional sports businessesyabas from college and minor league
professional football. Its distinguishing feasrinclude: the rules of the sport and the
season during which it is playdtie talents of and rates of compensation for the players,
for whom playing football isheir full-time profession; the nature and amounts of trade
and commerce involved; and the uniquendad for the NFL Defendants’ games by the
consuming public, both as tidkgurchasers and as homewers of and listeners to
television and radio.

35. The NFL Defendants’ operation ahd engagement in the business
of major league professionaldtiall involves a substantial wohe of interstate trade and
commerce, including, intelia, the following interstatactivities: travel,
communications; purchases and movememioipment; broadcasts and telecasts of
league games; advertisements; promotioriessa tickets and concession items; sales of
merchandise and apparel; employment of pweid referees; and negotiations for all of

the above.
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36. The NFL Defendants’ aforesaidénstate transactions involve
collective annual expenditures and receipts in excess of $8.5 billion.

37. The Plaintiffs have been engyled by and/or are seeking new
employment with, or will seek future emplognt with one or more of the defendant
teams in interstate commercepaefessional football players.

BACKGROUND

The NFL’s History of Antitrust Violations

38. The NFL Defendants enjoy a mondpm the market for major
league professional footbati the United States, andveawillfully acquired or
maintained that monopoly violation of Section f the Sherman Act. Seéénited

States Football League v. NF&44 F. Supp. 1040, 1042 (SNDY. 1986), aff'd on other

grounds 842 F.2d 1335 (2d Cir. 1988); skeNeil v. NFL, 790 F. Supp. 871, 896 (D.

Minn. 1992) (finding that the NFL and itsember teams were “precluded from
relitigating the existence of thranonopoly power in the relemaimarket of major league
professional football in the United StatesThe relevant market for assessing the
restraint of trade at issue is the marketthe services of major league professional
football players in the United States. 3#eNeil, 790 F. Supp. at 893 (citing Smith v.

Pro Football, In.420 F. Supp. 738 (D.D.@976) and Mackey v. NELl407 F. Supp.

1000 (D. Minn. 1975)). This is another marketvhich DefendantBave been found to

exercise monopoly power. SeksoClarett v. NFL 306 F.Supp.2d 379, 407 (S.D.N.Y.

2004) (“That the League hasatsive market power in therena [the market for player

services] is obvious; the very fact thatan establish a Ruleahexcludes players from
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the market altogether demonstrates itsk@adomination.”), rev’d on other grounds9

F.3d 124 (2d. Cir. 2004).

39. The NFL Defendants comprise thely major professional football
league in the United States. The NFL Defents are the only United States market
participants for the services ofajor league professional football players. Together, they
monopolize and/or restrain trade in, andiave combined and conspired to monopolize
and/or restrain trade in the United Stateket for the serves of major league
professional football playersThe only actual or potential competition that exists in this
market is among the separately-owned aw@pendently-operated NFL teams. Rather
than engaging in competition for the plag/eservices, however, the NFL Defendants
have combined and conspired to elimineieh competition amortgemselves for NFL
players through group boycotts, price-fixing agaments, and concerted refusals to deal.
This is being accomplished by the NFL Dedants jointly adoptingnd imposing “rules”
and “policies”, including a “lockout”, thdtave the purpose and effect of preventing
players from offering their services i-L teams in a competitive market.

40. The NFL has a long history of vating federal antitrust law in an
effort to minimize its labor costs. As &astdt, over the years, NFL players have been
forced to bring multiple antitragawsuits against the NFL aid teams. Indeed, the so-
called “Rozelle Rule” (adoptl by the NFL teams in 196& an amendment to their
Constitution and By-Laws) was an early aotipetitive restraint that the players were
forced to challenge in couriThis rule essentially providatiat an NFL team desiring the

services of a veteran player @de contract had expired could not sign that player without
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paying “compensation” to the player’s foemteam. It further provided that the
Commissioner of the League, Pete Rozelleyh assess the compensation after the fact
if the two teams could not agree on it. The Rozelle Rule substantially restrained
competition among the NFL teams for playesstvices. It tended to artificially bind
players to one team throughout their careers, and denied players the right to sell their
services in a qopetitive market.

41. In 1972, several players broughtation challenging the legality of
the Rozelle Rule under the antitrust laws. A#e extensive non-jury trial, the district
court found the Rozelle Rule to be both a g&violation of the antitrust laws as well as

invalid under the rule of reason. dackey v. NFL 407 F. Supp. 1000 (D. Minn.

1975). The Eighth Circuit affined on the basis of the rud¢ reason, holding that the
Rozelle Rule constituted an unreasonable restoditnade in violatbn of Section 1 of the

Sherman Act._Sellackey v. NFL 543 F.2d 606 (8th Cir. 1976). A subsequent class

action was filed on behalf ®FL players who had been sabj to the Rozelle Rule, and
that action resulted in a settlement whichuked a payment to the players of more than
$13 million in damages.

42.  Another example of the NFL Defdants’ anticompéive behavior
in the player market occudten 1990. After the NFL plyers ended their collective
bargaining relationship with ¢h2NFL Defendants, eight indolwal football players filed a
lawsuit against the NFL and all ®6 member teamsjlleging,_interalia, that the

imposition of certain player restraints knoas “Plan B” constituted a violation of
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Section 1 of the Sherman AdticNeil v. National Football Leagu@&lo. 4-90-476 (D.

Minn.).

43. The McNeilplaintiffs moved for partiessummary judgment against
the NFL Defendants’ assertion of a laboemption defense on the ground that, because
the NFLPA had ended its role as a collechaggaining representative, the non-statutory
labor exemption could not appl This court in McNeibgranted the plaintiffs’ motion,
finding that the non-statutory labor exenmpotiended no later than December 5, 1989,
since the players were “no longer part of@mgoing collective bargaining relationship’

with the [NFL] Defendants.” Powell v. NF& McNeil v. NFL, 764 F. Supp. 1351, 1358

(D. Minn. 1991). On Septnber 10, 1992, the McNegiry found that the “Plan B”
restraints implemented bydiNFL violated Section 1 @dhe Sherman Act and that the
McNeil plaintiffs suffered econominjury as a result.

44.  Subsequent to McNeiplayers were again foed to resort to the
courts to stop the NFL'’s violation of antittdaws. In 1992, ten players brought suit
seeking relief for injuries they suffered asesult of the very same anticompetitive
restraints that the McNgliry found violated Section d@f the Sherman Act. Jackson v.
NFL, No. 4-92-876 (D. Minn.). The Jacksplaintiffs moved for a temporary restraining
order to prohibit the Defendants from continutogestrict plaintiffs pursuant to these
restraints. In Jacksothis Court granted plaintiffs’ ntion for the temporary restraining
order, and found, intalia, that the plaintiffs made “sufficient showing of irreparable

harm because they suffer irreparable injury each weekhiatremain restricted under
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an illegal system of playerstaints.” Jackson v. NEI802 F. Supp. 226, 230-31 (D.

Minn. 1992).
45. In 1993, a Stipulation and SettlentéAgreement (“SSA”) resolved

White v. National Football Leagudlo. 4-92-906 (D. Minn.).As the Eighth Circuit

summarized:

The 1993 settlement representied resolution to a decades-old
dispute between football playgeand team owners. Although
professional football generategusificant revenue, players and
owners often have differing ideabout how the money should be
spent. . .. For many years, teamners worked together to minimize
labor costs . . . . After several sessful antitrust lawsuits brought by
individual players, Reggie White afmur other named plaintiffs filed
a lawsuit . . . on behalf of (i) ghlayers who have been, are now, or
will be under contract to play predgsional football for an NFL club at
any time from August 31, 1987, toetldate of final judgment . . . and
(i) all college and other football @yers who, as of August 31, 1987,
to the date of final judgment . have been, are now, or will be
eligible to play football as a rookie for an NFL team.

The complaint sougldntitrust injunctive relief and damages
stemming from various League rules. . On April 30, 1993, the
district court approved a consent deethat provided the players with
monetary relief and made a variety of significant changes to League
rules. The [SSA] also allowedrfeecertification of the [NFLPA] and
the resumption of the collectivergaining relationship between the
players and owners.

White v. NFL, 585 F.3d 1129, 11334 (8th Cir. 2009).

46. Inthe SSA, the NFL insisted on thght to terminate the SSA if the
players did not reform a uniomithin thirty days. In excainge for this provision, the
NFL Defendants agreed thatafmajority of players latatecided to end their collective
bargaining representation upon or aftexr 86A’s expiration, the Defendants would

waive their right to assert the non-statytlabor exemption on the ground that the
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players’ actions were a sham or otherwisgfective to end the labor exemption. See
SSA, Art. XVIII 8 5(b). Relying upon this pmise, the players decided to reform the
NFLPA as their collective bargaining represgive and entered into a new CBA, which,
among other things, mirrored the terms of the SSA.

The NFL'’s Decision to Terminate the SSA and CBA

47. Since 1993, both the SSA and tBBA have been amended several
times, most recently iB006. Pursuant tihe 2006 amendments, the SSA and the CBA
were both set to expire at the end of 2042 League Year (2012 season), which would
have been February 28, 2013.

48. The SSA, as well as the CBA, mostently provideglayers with
approximately 50% of all NFL revenues (wdtSalary Cap set at 57.5% of “Total
Revenues” as defined in the CBA, afégproximately $1 billiorin expenses were
deducted from NFL revenues).

49. Since at least early 2008, tNé&L has expressed its unhappiness
with the SSA and CBA, includg that the Salary Cap (i.¢he artificial ceiling imposed
on player compensation) was too high.

50. On May 20, 2008, the NFL Defendarannounced that they were
opting out of the SSA and CBA two years gathus making the 2010 NFL season the
final season under those agreements. The DE#fendants’ stateteason for terminating
these agreements was their desire to seekaagrshare of revenues at the expense of the
players and to impose a new, more ones®if restraints upon the players (aevage

scale on rookies). As explained by thell’"dHEXxecutive Vice Resident of Business
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Operations Eric Grubman, the NFL Defendaarts not claiming that they lost money
under the recently expired CBA: “We haadealthy business. We are not losing
money. We have never said that.” Ingiglae NFL Defendants have stated that their
goal is to increase their profit margins by reithg the amount of money they pay to their
players and subjecting them to a newafeanticompetitive player restraints.

51. The NFLPA spent ovdo years attempting to negotiate a new
CBA with the NFL DefendantsThese efforts, howevegoroved fruitless. The NFL
Defendants insisted on substantial give-bdok® the players, which would total more
than $1 billion annually and wage scale which wouldmoress player salaries for
rookies and veterans alike. The NFL Defertdatso refused to disclose relevant team
financial information to support the emaous economic conssions they demanded
from the players.

52. As a result, no new CBA wasgetiated, and the SSA and CBA
both expired at midnight on March 11, 2011.

53. The NFL Defendants implementediackout” beginning on March
12, 2011, which they havert#tatened to continue thraugut the 2011 NFL season and
beyond, thereby preventing NFL players freelling their senges in a competitive
market as professional football playersass and until they akeilling to agree to
substantially reduced wages and a new saht€ompetitive restrictions sought by the
NFL Defendants.

54. Indeed, on information and belief, the NFL Defendants have been

planning their lockout strategy since at tes@mme time in 2007 and decided that they
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would impose this group boycas a coercive weapon to tyforce the players to agree
to the anticompetitive restrictions andgeareductions that the NFL Defendants
demanded.

Renunciation of any Collective Bargainng Representation by the NFL Players’
Union

55. Asin 1989, the playeiis the NFL determined #t it was not in their
interest to remain unionizefithe existence of suchumion would serve to allow the
NFL to impose anticompetitive restrictions with impunity. Accordmgfe players took
steps to terminate the NFLPA's statuglesr collective bargaing representative
effective at 4 p.m. Eastern time on March 11, 2011.

56. By March 11, 2011, a substantmaajority of NFL players had
voted to end the collective bargaining staitithe NFLPA, effective as of 4:00 p.m.
Eastern time on March 11, 2011.

57. Further, the player representativdshe NFLPA, which serves as
its governing body, met and voted to restase the organization as a professional
association instead of a union.

58. On March 11, 2011, the NFLPAotified the NFL that it was
disclaiming interest in acting as the colleetlhargaining representative of NFL players,
effective as of 4:00 p.m. Eastern time on March 11, 2011.

59. By March 11, 2011, the NFLPA damended its bylaws to prohibit
it or its members from engany in collective bargainingith the NFL, the NFL's

member clubs or their agents.
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60. On March 11, 2011, thidFLPA informed the NE that, effective as
of 4:00 p.m. Eastern time on March 11, 20the, NFLPA no longer represented players
in grievances under the expired CBA, dhdt players must pursue or defend any
grievance with the NFL or ithembers on an individual basis.

61. After the expiration of the SSA, d¢lplayer directors of the NFLPA
(formerly known as player representativesen the NFLPA was a union), also undertook
to contact all of their teammates to deterenine extent to whicthe players wished to
reaffirm that the NFLPA is ndhe collective bargaining reggentative of NFL players.
The player directors then ted to reaffirm the NFLPA’senunciation of its collective
bargaining status based on the majority vadwhe players on ea of their teams.

62. The player directors for all 32ams reported that they contacted
their teammates, and, as authorized by the indications of nareatmajority of NFL
players on each of those teams, unanimousigd to reaffirm tht the NFLPA was not
the collective bargaining repsentative of NFL players.

63. By March 12, 2011, the NFLPA ased the regulation of player
agents and other activities associated withgpéhe collective bamning representative
of NFL players.

64. The NFLPA filed a labor organitian termination notice with the
Department of Labor on April 8, 2011.

65. An application is being filed witthe IRS to reclassify the NFLPA

for tax purposes as a professional asgam rather than a labor organization.
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The NFL'’s Imposition of Anticompetitive Restrictions upon NFL Players
The “Lockout”

66. The NFL Defendants have jointlpaspired and agreed to impose,
on and after March 12, 2011 lackout” prohibiting all comgtition for player services,
player signings, and employment and/or a sysieanticompetitive rgtraints on player
movement, salaries, contract signings, pagment of compensation due under existing
contracts.

67. As part of this “lockout,” aINFL Defendants have conspired and
agreed to prevemMFL teams from negotiating, @ven communicating with, or
employing NFL playerghereby completely eliminatinga@mpetitive market for player
services. In addition, NFL teams havaspired and agreed not to honor existing
contracts with NFL players, by not payititgem and precluding their access to team
facilities and personnel.

68. The owners’ collective purpose imposing the “lockout” is to
force the non-unionized NHRblayers to agree to the massive wage reductions and
anticompetitive restrictions, which the NElefendants are seeking from the players.

69. The “lockout” on player signirggand/or employment by the NFL
Defendants constitutes an illegal group boycott, price-fixing agreement, and/or restraint
of trade in violation of th&herman Act, under both the m&rule and the rule of reason
standard.

The Draft with “Entering Player Pool”

70. The NFL and its teams also camted the 2011 College Draft on
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April 28 — 30, 2011. Th€ollege Draft is one of the longest-running restraints on
competition for player services in the NFL.hHs the purpose and effect of dividing the
market for first year or “rookie” playeservices among the NFL teams, who would
otherwise compete against each otherdokie players, through a number of
anticompetitive restraints, inaling a limitation on the compensm that can be paid to
those players.

71. For College Drafts prior to the 20 College Draft, the SSA and CBA
provided for a limitation owompensation to drafted plagdsy what was known as the
“Entering Player Pool.” The “Entering PlxyPool” was a league-wide limit on the total
amount of salary that all of the NFeams could pay to sign drafted rookies.

72. There is no agreement in the SBIACBA concerning an “Entering
Player Pool,” or any similar restraint, for the 2011 CollBgaft or any College Draft
thereafter.

73. The limitation on totatompensation embodidxy the Draft with
“Entering Player Pool,” orrey similar restriction, will beenforced by a group boycott
among the NFL Defendants. This group boytaktes the form of a concerted refusal to
deal with potential NFL players excdptough restrictive anticompetitive practices,
including a price-fixing agreement.

Other Anticompetitive Restrictions: Salay Cap and Free Agency Restrictions

74. In the event the “lockout” ceas, on information and belief, the
NFL Defendants have a fall back plan to impose a new set of anticompetitive restrictions

on players—such as a price-fixed cap on plagaries, limitations on the free agency of
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players whose contracts have expired, @h@r anticompetitive restrictions on the ability
of players not under contract to negotiatefy with any NFL team. Such restrictions
would constitute unreasable restraints of trade in vaion of Section 1 of the Sherman
Act, under both the peserule and the rule of reason standards.

75. Indeed, the NFL has already infagthits member @ms that they
have the right to designate players underahticompetitive player restriction known as
the “Franchise Player” designation. NFLdgutive Vice President & General Counsel
Jeff Pash has been quoted as stating: “l expe franchise tag to continue to operate as
it has in prior seasons and clubs to be péeahito exercise their rights under the tag.”

76. Multiple NFL teams have designated players as a “Franchise
Player,” including Plaintiffs Peyton Mamu, Vincent Jackson, and Logan Mankins,
among others.

77. Under the so-called “Franchise Player” designation, the NFL
Defendants have agreed to implementstrieion which essentially prohibits a
designated player from receiving a contrachfrany NFL team other than that player’'s
immediately prior team, even though that player isumoter contract with any NFL
team.

78. In addition to the “Franchiselayer” designation, the NFL
Defendants have also agreed to implenaenanticompetitive restion known as the
“Transition Player” designationyhich severely limits a gggnated player’s ability to

receive a contract from any NFL team otherthhat player's immediately prior team,
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even though that player is not under contract with any NFL.tééme NFL Defendants
have also agreed to fix the amount ofngensation for so-called “Transition Players.”

79. While the SSA providefbr a “Franchise Player” and “Transition
Player” designation during its term, therensagreement between the NFL Defendants
and the players which providés such anticompetitive restrictions to be enforced after
the SSA and CBA expire, when there areoffeetting benefits of the SSA and CBA
agreements to be provided to the players.

80. In addition, for the majority of eague Years under the expired
CBA, an NFL team could use either a sengFranchise Player” or single “Transition
Player” designation in any gimd_eague Year. It was only in the Final League Year
(which was the 2010 League afeas a result of the NFL’srtaination of the CBA), that
NFL teams had the ability to @$oth a single “Franchise Player” and single “Transition
Player” designation. Yet, the NFL Defendah&e agreed to allow teams to use both a
“Franchise Player” designation and a “TramsgitPlayer” designation for at least the 2011
NFL season.

The Lack of Any Non-Statutory Labor Exemption Defense

81. The NFL Defendants have argued, as in the past, that their
anticompetitive restraints are immune from aasitrscrutiny because of the non-statutory
labor exemption defense. However, the Idve, SSA, and the CBA make clear that no
such defense is available here.

82. As noted above, this Court McNeil v. National Football Leagye

No. 4-90-476 (D. Minn.), found #t the non-statutory labor exemption did not apply after
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renunciation by the players of the NFLRADIe as their dkective bargaining
representative since the players were “no éorgart of an ‘ongoing collective bargaining

relationship’ with the [NFL] Defendants.” Powell & McNgei64 F. Supp. at 1358. The

Court cited the following actiortaken by the NFL players astablishing the end of the
collective bargaining relationship:

On November 3, 1989, the NFAR Executive Committee voted to
renounce collective bargainin@n November 6, 1989, the
Committee advised the NFL Defendants that it would no longer
engage in collective bargaining m@present players in grievances.
Next, approximately sixty-two peent of the active players signed
petitions revoking the authority dfie NFLPA or any other entity to
engage in collective bargaining on their behalf. On December 5,
1989, the NFLPA's player repredatives unanimously adopted new
bylaws that ended the organizatiostatus as a collective bargaining
representative. Under the néwlaws, no officer, employee or
member of the NFLPA is authorizeddscuss, deal or negotiate with
the NFL or any of its member clubs their agents. The NFLPA thus
terminated its status as a labogamization. Reflecting its change in
character and purpose, thelNFA filed a labor organization
termination notice with the United&és Department of Labor. The
Internal Revenue Service also nfgad the organization’s tax-exempt
status from that of a “labor orgzation” under § 501(c)(5) of the
Internal Revenue Code to that of a “business league” under 8
501(c)(6).

Id. at 1356.

83. Further, the Supreme Court oktlUnited States, in evaluating
whether the non-statutory labor exemption sugd bargaining impasse over a particular

issue where, unlike here gltollective bargaining relationship remained intagplained

that:
Our holding is not inteded to insulate frorantitrust review every

joint imposition of terms by employers, for an agreement among
employers could be sufficiently dastt in time and in circumstances
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from the collective-bargaing process thatrle permitting antitrust
intervention would not significantiyterfere with that processsee,
e.g., 50 F.3d, at 1057 (suggestin@tiexemption lasts until collapse
of the collective-bargaining laionship, as evidenced by
decertification of the unign . . .

Brown v. Pro Football, Inc518 U.S. 231, 250 (1996) (emphasis added)

84. In addition, as part of settling the Whitggation and entering into
the SSA, the players required the NFL to wawng right, after the expiration of the SSA,
to assert a labor exemption defense based apy claim that a future renunciation by
the players of the NFLPA's role as theilleotive bargaining representative is in any
way improper. The SSA, thus, expressly provides that:

[T]he parties agree that, after the@ation of the express term of any
CBA, in the event that at that tinoe any time thereafter a majority of
players indicate that they wishéad the collective bargaining status
of any Players Union on or aftexpiration of any such CBA, the
Defendants and their respectivaregexecutors, administrators,
representatives, agents, succesantsassigns waive any rights they
may have to assert any antitrusidaexemption defense based upon
any claim that the termination byetiplayers or any Players Union of
its status as a collective bargainimggpresentative is or would be a
sham, pretext, ineffective, requires additional steps, or has not in fact
occurred.

SSA, Art. XVIII § 5(b).
85. Virtually identical language appearsAtrticle LVII, Section 3(b) of
the CBA.
86. Ina 1997 court proceeding in Whitermer Executivéirector of the
NFLPA Gene Upshaw explained that:
The only reason | agreed to recormdehat the NFLPA be converted

from a trade association back irganion, however, is because the
owners demanded that as a cowditior the Settlement Agreement,
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but also agreed to a provisiorathat the end of the settlement, a
majority of players could indicatéeir desire to terminate the union
and the owners couldn't then usaiagt the players the existence of
the union during the term ofélSettlement Agreement. | would
never have recommended that the players reform the NFLPA as a
union in 1993, shortly after the W Settlement Agreement had been
agreed to, and agreémla Collective Bargaing Agreement with the
NFL owners, if the union could be usedhurt the players. Indeed, if
that were the result, | would tbesitate to recommend that the
players immediately decertithe NFLPA as their collective
bargaining representative.

87. As a result of the above, the nstatutory labor exemption offers
the NFL Defendants no basis to avoid liabilityder the federal antitrust laws. Despite
this fact, however, the NFL Deafdants have already taken fhesition that the actions of
the players to end their collective bargaining representation is ineffective, which is in
violation of Defendants’ expss promises in the SSA.

The Irreparable Injuries of Plaintiffs and the Class

88. Upon information and belief, 6hNFL Defendants intend to
continue to impose their “lockout,” the f&nchise Player” designation, the “Transition
Player” designation, and the Draft with “EntegiPlayer Pool,” and/asther restrictions
with anticompetitive effects in the U.S. rkat for the services of major league
professional football players. Absent sucéinetions, the Plaintiffs and class members
would be free to work in 812011 off-season and beyond, amaffer their services to
NFL teams in a competitive mak Plaintiffs and class members will suffer severe and
irreparable harm if they are preventedhiravorking during the 201 NFL off-season and

season and/or offering their servitedNFL teams in @ompetitive market.
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89. The injuries which the Plaintiffand class members are incurring
and will continue to incur will not be fullpompensable by monetary damages. This is
particularly true due to the short lengthNgfL careers, the virtually constant need for
NFL players to demonstratieir skill and value on thebdtball practice and playing
fields, and the difficulty in estimating apdoving the amount of monetary damages
suffered by Plaintiffs as a result oethNFL Defendants unlawful conduct. The
threatened injuries to thedhtiffs and class members are irreparable, warranting the
iIssuance of preliminary and permanimanctive relief for the class.

Tom Brady

90. Plaintiff Tom Brady, a member t¢fe Under-Contract Subclass, has
been a quarterback ftre New England Patriots since@0 He was selected by the
Patriots in the 2000 NFL draft. Mr. Bradywsdely considered to be one of the premier
guarterbacks in the NFL. He has been setkt the Pro Bowl gitimes, was named the
NFL’'s Comeback Player of the Year in(8) is a two time NFL MVP, and was named
the MVP of Super Bovel XXXVI and XXXIX.

91. On September 10, 2010, Mr. Brasigned a contract extension with
the Patriots that extendeddligh the 2014 NFL season. dér that contract extension,
Mr. Brady is set to earn a base salary q7$6,000 and a $4,000,0@8ster bonus for the
2011 season. That contract extension ptseides a base salary of $5,750,000 and a
$6,000,000 roster bonus for the 2012 NEason and a base salary of $9,750,000 and a

$5,000,000 roster bonus for each of the 28& 2014 NFL seasons. As a result of the
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“lockout,” the NFL Defendants are in bréaof, and tortiouslynterfering with, Mr.
Brady’s contract.

92. The “lockout” may also prevemr. Brady from playing for any
NFL team during the 2011 NFL season or beyond.

Drew Brees

93. Plaintiff Drew Brees, a membef the Under-Contract Subclass,
has been a quarterback for the New Orlegensats since 2006. Mr. Brees is widely
considered to be one of the premier quarterbackhe NFL. He has been selected to the
Pro Bowl five times, was named the NFICemeback Player dhe Year in 2004,
Offensive Player of the Year in 2008hd the MVP of Super Bowl XLIV.

94. On or about March 16, 2006,rMBrees signed a six-year $60
million contract with the Saints. This coatt was renegotiated 2009 toprovide
certain relief to the Saints under the saleap. The renegotiatioconsisted of adding a
two-year voidable extension coveringt®012 and 2013 NFL seasons. Under the
contract, Mr. Brees is set to earn a beaary of $7,393,508nd a $200,000 workout
bonus for the 2011 season. That contract also providessadaries of $9,290,000 for
the 2012 NFL season and $10,980,000 ferah13 NFL season. As a result of the
“lockout,” the NFL Defendants are in breaaf) and/or tortiously interfering with, Mr.

Brees’ contract.
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Vincent Jackson

95. Plaintiff Vincent Jackson, a membof the Free Agent Subclass,
has been a receiver for the San Diego Géra since 2005. The Chargers acquired
exclusive negotiating rights with Mr. Jacksora draft conductelly the NFL in 2005.

96. Mr. Jackson has been selectedne Pro Bowl and finished in the
top fifteen and top ten in the NFL foroeiving yards during the 2008 and 2009 NFL
seasons, respectively.

97. Mr. Jackson is not under contradtiwany NFL team. On or about,
February 15, 2011, the San Diego Chamgaported to designate Mr. Jackson as a
“Franchise Player” under the CBA.

98. The “lockout” and/or any other s&rictions imposed unilaterally by
the NFL Defendants, including the “FranshiDesignation,” will prevent Mr. Jackson
from receiving the market value of his seedc Moreover, the lockout may deprive Mr.
Jackson of the ability to magkhis services or play fany NFL teanduring the 2011
NFL season or beyond.

Ben Leber

99. Plaintiff Ben Leber, a member tife Free Agent Subclass, has been
a linebacker for the Minnesota Vikings sin€®8. He was originally selected by the San
Diego Chargers in the 2002 NFL draft.

100. Mr. Leber is not under contracttiv any NFL team. The “lockout”
and/or any other restrictiomsiposed unilaterally by thdFL Defendants will prevent

Mr. Leber from receiving the market value of lservices. The lockout may also prevent
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him from marketing his services or playifagy any NFL team during the 2011 season and
beyond.

Logan Mankins

101. Plaintiff Logan Mankins, a member of the Free Agent Subclass, has
been an offensive leman for the New England Patsasince 2005. The Patriots
acquired exclusive negotiating rights with Mr. Mankins in a draftducted by the NFL
in 2005. Mr. Mankins has beeneegted to three Pro Bowils.

102. Mr. Mankins is not under contraatth any NFL team. On or
about, February 14, 2011, the New England Patriots puthtwrtgesignate Mr. Mankins
as a “Franchise Player” under the CBA.

103. The “lockout” and/or any other s&ictions imposed unilaterally by
the NFL Defendants, including the “FranséiPlayer” designation, will prevent Mr.
Mankins from receiving the market valueho$ services. It may also deprive Mr.
Mankins of the ability tonarket his services to or plégr any NFL club during the 2011
season or beyond.

Peyton Manning

104. Plaintiff Peyton Manning, a member of the Free Agent Subclass, has
been a quarterback ftre Indianapolis Colts since 1998. The Colts acquired exclusive
negotiating rights with Mr. Manning indraft conducted by the NFL in 1998.

105. Mr. Manning is widely regarded ase the premier quarterbacks in

the NFL. He was the first overall pick ineti998 NFL draft and hdsen selected to the
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Pro Bowl eleven times. He is a four-BriNNFL MVP and was the 2005 recipient of the
Walter Payton Man of the Year Award, ang numerous other awards and honors.

106. Mr. Manning is not under contracitiv any NFL team. On or about,
February 15, 2011, the Colts ported to designate Mr. Manning as a “Franchise Player”
under the CBA.

107. Additionally, in discussing potentially signing Mr. Manning to a new
long term contract, Colts’ owner Jim Irsagknowledged that the contract will be “the
biggest in history; there’s not much doubt about that.” Mr. Irsay further described a new
contract for Mr. Manning as “the easy onaltg because you knows going to have to
be the highest ever.”

108. Notwithstanding the above, the “lockband/or any other restrictions
imposed unilaterally by the NFL Defends, including the “Franchise Player”
designation, will prevent Mr. Manning from re@eg the market value of his services.
The lockout may also prevent him from markgthis services to or playing for any NFL
team during the 2011 NIFseason or beyond.

Von Miller
109. Plaintiff Von Miller, a member othe Rookie Subclass, played
collegiate football at Texas A&M Universigs a defensive end and linebacker. Mr.
Miller has been widely considedl to be one of the top def@ve players available in the
2011 NFL draft, and on Apr28, 2010, Mr. Miller was cha@ in the first round of the

draft, as the second draft pick oatkrby the Denver Broncos.
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110. The Draft with “Entering Player 4" or any similar restriction,
will be enforced by a group boycott among thFL Defendants which takes the form of
a concerted refusal to deal with potential NFL playecepkthrough a price-fixing
agreement, and it will restritédr. Miller’s ability to negotide with the Denver Broncos
or any other team, as well as limit the cangation he receives from the team he signs
with. Moreover, the lockounay prevent Mr. Miller from playing for any NFL team
during the 2011 season and beyond.

Brian Robison

111. Plaintiff Brian Robison, a member of the Under-Contract Subclass,
has been a defensive linemfan the Minnesota Vikings since 2007. The Vikings
acquired exclusive negotiating rights with.NRobison in a draftonducted by the NFL
in 2007.

112. On or about March 3, 2011, MRobison signed a three-year $13.5
million contract extension with the Viking&Jnder the extension, Mr. Robison is set to
earn an average of $4.5 million per season gelsalary, in addition to various bonuses.
As a result of the “lockout,” the NFL Defeants are in breach of, and/or tortiously
interfering with, Mr. Robison’s contract.

Osi Umenyiora

113. Plaintiff Osi Umenyiora, a member of the Under-Contract Subclass,
has been a defensive end foe tlew York Giants since 2003He was selected by the
Giants in the 2003 NFL draft. Mr. Umeny&has been selectemthe Pro Bowl two

times, and also earned All-d’recognition in 2007.
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114. On December 23, 2005, Mr. Umgora signed a six-year $41
million contract extension with the Giants, iain runs through the 2012 season. Under
that contract, Mr. Umenyiora is entitled tbase salary of $3.125 million for the 2011
season and $3.975ilfion for the 2012 season, in atidn to various bonuses equaling
approximately $1.5 million, icluding a $31,250 bonus feach game in the 2011 and
2012 seasons that Mr. Umenyiora is ondhtve 53 man roster. As a result of the
“lockout,” the NFL Defendants are in bréeaof, and tortiouslynterfering with, Mr.
Umenyiora’s contract.

115. The “lockout” may also prevent Mr. Umenyiora from playing for
any NFL team during the 2011 NFL season or beyond.

Mike Vrabel

116. Plaintiff Mike Vrabel, a membeof the Free Agent Subclass, has
been a linebacker foréhKansas City Chiefs since 2008e was originally selected by
the Pittsburgh Steelers in the 1997 NFL daaitl played from 2001 to 2009 for the New
England Patriots.

117.  Mr. Vrabel is a Pro Bowl and NFAII-Pro Selection, and he was an
integral part of three Sup8owl championship teams.

118. Mr. Vrabel is not under contract with any NFL team. The
“lockout” and/or any other strictions imposed unilaterallyy the NFL Defendants will
prevent Mr. Vrabel from receing the market value of fiservices. Moreover, the
lockout may deprive Mr. Vrabelf the ability to market his services or play for any NFL

team during the 2011 NIFseason or beyond.
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COUNT |

Violation of Section 1 of tke Sherman Act: The “Lockout”

119. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eanftthe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 118.

120. There is a relevant market fttre services of major league
professional football players in the United 8t The “lockout” orchestrated by the NFL
Defendants will substantially restrain anguire competition in that market and will
continue to do so.

121. The “lockout” constitutes an agement among competitors to
eliminate competition for the seces of major league pragsional football players in the
United States and to refusepay contractually-owed corapsation to players currently
under contract with the NFL Defendants foe 2011 season and beyond, in violation of
Section 1 of the Sherman Act.

122. The “lockout” operates as a pempal horizontal group boycott and
price-fixing agreement, which is pseunlawful.

123. The “lockout” also constitutes amreasonable restraint of trade
under the rule of reason. The NFL Defendants have market power in the relevant market.
The NFL Defendants’ group bogtt and price-fixing agreemers a naked restraint of
trade without any pro-eopetitive purpose or effect. India its stated objective is to
reduce player wages and increase thetgrof the NFL Defendants through the

imposition of a concerted refusal to delloreover, the “lockout” agreement is not in
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any way necessary for the production ofLtNBotball or the achievement of any pro-
competitive objective.

124. Each of the NFL Defendantsasparticipant in this unlawful
combination or conspiracy.

125. The Plaintiffs and class membdrave suffered and will suffer
antitrust injury to their busirss or property by reason oftlsontinuation of this unlawful
combination or conspiracy. The “lockout” has injured and will continue to injure
Plaintiffs and class members by deprivthgm of the ability to work as, receive
contractually-mandated compensation for, andffer their services as professional
football players in a free and open market.

126. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable hdmay have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

127. The conduct of the NFL Defendaritas caused monetary injuries to
Plaintiffs and other class membeatso entitling them to damages.

COUNT Il

Violation of Section 1 of the Sherman At The Draft with “Entering Player Pool”

128. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eanftthe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 127.
129. The imposition of the Draft witfEntering Player Pool” is an

anticompetitive, horizontal agreement between competing NFL teams, which allocates
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the right to negotiate witand sign rookie professional football players and fixes their
wages. The Draft with “Entering Player Pool” is geunlawful.

130. This anticompetitive set of regttions also constitutes an
unreasonable restraint of trade under the ofireason. The NFL Defendants have
market power in the relevant United States market for thecesraf major league
professional football players. The masions imposed by the NFL Defendants
completely eliminate and premt any competition for the séces of rookie NFL players
and are not necessary to asl@@ny pro-competitive objectivdndeed, a less restrictive
draft system, which did not contain an “EimerPlayer Pool” price-fixing restraint, was
previously held to ban antitrust violation and that fimgy is binding on the NFL. See

Smith v. Pro-Football, Inc420 F. Supp. 738 (D.D.C. 1976).

131. Plaintiff Von Miller and the membesrof the Rookie Subclass have
suffered and will suffer antitrugtjury to their business @roperty by reason of the
continuation of the Draft withEntering Player Pool,” or ansimilar restrictions which
will deprive them of the abilityo offer their services as professional football players in a
free and open market.

132. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable hidmey have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

133. The conduct of the NFL Defendaritas caused monetary injuries to

Plaintiffs and other class membeaso entitling them to damages.
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COUNT 1

Violation of Section 1 of the Sherma Act: The Salary Cap and Free Agent
Restrictions

134. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eanftthe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 133.

135. Defendants’ imposition of restriohs on competition for player
services, such as the Salary Cap, therf€hése Player” restriction, the “Transition
Player” restriction, or other restrictions player free agency, eipart of an overall
combination and conspiracy by the NBefendants to suppse competition in the
United States market for the services ofon&eague professional football players.
These restrictions are intendedfix prices and eliminateompetition in a manner that is
perseunlawful under Section 1 of the Sherman Act.

136. These anticompetitive restrictioalso constitute an unreasonable
restraint of trade under the rule of reasdime NFL Defendants have market power in
the relevant market. The restrictions which they seek to impose are intended to suppress
competition in that market and are meicessary to achieve any pro-competitive
objective.

137. The Plaintiffs and the class mearb have suffered and will suffer
antitrust injury to their busass or property by reasofthe continuation of the
anticompetitive restrictions which the NFL f@adants are seeking to impose. Such
restriction will, among other things, depriR&intiffs and the class members of the

ability to offer their services as professional football players in a free and open market.
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138. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable himay have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

139. The conduct of the NFL Defendartas caused monetary injuries to
Plaintiffs and other class membeatso entitling them to damages.

COUNT IV

Breach of Contract

140. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eaufithe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 139.

141. Plaintiffs and the Under-Contract Subclass include players who, as
of March 4, 2011, are under contract to ptagfessional football for an NFL team in
what would have been the 2011 NFL seasahthereafter. Pursuant to the “lockout,”
NFL teams will prevent menalos of the Under-Contra8ubclass from working as
professional football playersd will refuse to pay therhe compensation mandated by
their existing contracts. The aforesaid condimiates the individual state contract laws,
which apply to these contracts.

142. Plaintiffs and the Under-ContthSubclass members will be
damaged by the NFL Defendants breachekeaif contracts by a failure to receive
amounts that are contractually owed, and bisbeing deprived of the opportunity to

play professional football and further demstrate their abilities on the football field.
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143. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable himay have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

144. The conduct of the NFL Defendartas caused monetary injuries to
Plaintiffs and other class membeatso entitling them to damages.

COUNT V

Tortious Interference with Prospective Contractual Relations

145. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eaufithe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 144.

146. By jointly conspiring and agreeing to impose a “lockout,” each of
the NFL Defendants intentionally interferaith the rights of Plaintiffs Manning,
Jackson, Vrabel, Mankins, Leber, andl& and Free Agent Subclass and Rookie
Subclass members to enter into prospeaorgracts with NFL teams. Absent these
restrictions, these Plaintiffs and subclass members, in reas@nabébility, would have
entered into contractsith NFL teams.

147. The aforesaid conduct was takiatentionally by the NFL
Defendants and is improper as it is inteshtte harm the players and earn monopoly
profits for the NFL Defendants by suppressing market for player services in violation
of federal law.

148. Plaintiffs Manning, Jacksomlankins, Vrabelleber, and Miller
and the Free Agent and Rool8ebclass members will bgumned by the derivation, by

reason of the restrictions pused by the NFL Defendants,tbe ability to negotiate and
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enter into contracts with NFL teams. €l Plaintiffs and lee Agent and Rookie
Subclass members will suffer severe andoarable harm if they are prevented from
entering into contracts with NFLaes for the 2011 season or beyond.

149. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable hdmay have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

150. The conduct of the NFL Defendaritas caused monetary injuries to
Plaintiffs and other class membeatso entitling them to damages.

151. The NFL Defendants’ conduct violatest laws in the states in
which their tortuous interfenee with prospective economacdvantage is taking place.

COUNT VI

Tortious Interference with Contract

152. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eanftthe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 151.

153. Each of the NFL Defendants waware of the contracts entered
into by Plaintiffs Brady, Brees, Robison, and Umenyiora and the members of the Under-
Contract Subclass with individual NFL teamBhe NFL Defendants then intentionally
procured the breaches of those contracts imiroper motive and withut justification.

154. By jointly conspiring and agreeirtg refuse to make contractually-
owed payments, each of the NBefendants intentionally interfered with the rights of
those Plaintiffs and class members withLNFayer Contracts for the 2011 NFL season

to receive the compensation asttier benefits due under tleosontracts. Absent these
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restrictions, the Plaintiffs and Subclass memshbwith NFL Player Contracts for the 2011
season would have received payments maaday their contracts with NFL teams.
Plaintiffs Brady, Brees, Rwson, and Umenyiora and der-Contract Subclass members
have suffered injury as a resulttbe NFL Defendants’ actions.

155. Plaintiffs and Subclass membevgh 2011 NFL Player Contracts
have suffered significant and irreparable igjas a result of the NFL Defendants’
tortious interference with contract. Amoather things, these Plaintiffs and Subclass
members are being deprivedtbé ability to practice and ompete as NFL players during
their very short NFL careers.

156. Monetary damages are not adequateompensate Plaintiffs or
other class members for the irreparable hidmey have and will continue to suffer,
warranting injunctive relief.

157. The conduct of the NFL Defendartas caused monetary injuries to
Plaintiffs and other class membeatso entitling them to damages.

158. The NFL Defendants’ tortious inference with contract violates
tort laws in the states in whisuch conduct is taking place.

COUNT VI

Declaratory Judgment: Interpretation of the SSA

159. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege eanftthe allegations contained in
paragraphs 1 through 158.
160. Article XX, Section 1, of the SSArovides: “Pursuant to the Final

Consent Judgment in this Action, the Couurlshetain jurisdiction over this Action to
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effectuate and enforce the terms of thigegnent and the Final Consent Judgment.”

Thus this Court has exclusive jurisdictionetaforce and interpret the terms of the SSA.

161.

Article XVIII, Section 5(b)of the SSA provides:

In effectuation of this Agreemerthe Parties agree that, after the
expiration of the express term afdaCBA, in the event that at that
time or any time thereafter a majgrof players indicate that they
wish to end the collective bargaining status of any Players Union on
or after expiration of any sudbBA, the Defendants and their
respective heirs, executors, admtrators, representatives, agents,
successors and assigns waive any sigfity may have to assert any
antitrust labor exemption defenlsased upon any claim that the
termination by the players or anyagérs Union of its status as a
collective bargaining representatigeor would be a sham, pretext,
ineffective, requires additional steps, or has not in fact occurred.

162. The NFL defendants have already cated that they will breach this

provision of the SSA by claiming that thenunciation of the NFLPA's status as the

players’ collective bargaining peesentative is ineffectualnd, thus, there is an actual

controversy over this provision.

163.

Plaintiffs and class members seelleclaration, pursuant to 28

U.S.C. § 2201, that, under the SSA, the Ndfendants have waived any right to assert

any labor exemption defense based on anyndhat the players’ decision to terminate

the status of the NFLPA as their collectha@rgaining representative is in any way a

sham, pretext, ineffective, requires additiostalps, or has not in fact occurred.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray for judgment with respect to their First
Amended Complaint as follows:

1. That the Court certify this acin as a class action under Rules
26(b)(1), 23(b)(2) and/d&3(b)(3) of the Federal Res of Civil Procedure;

2. Declaring that the “lockout” violas Section 1 of the Sherman Act,
and enjoining said “lockout”;

3. Declaring that the NFL Defeatits imposing the anticompetitive
Draft with an “Entering Player Pool” viates Section 1 of the Sherman Act, and
enjoining said restriction;

4, Declaring that the NFL Defelants imposition of other
anticompetitive restrictions, including the Sal&ap, “Franchise Player” designation,
“Transition Player” designationnd/or other player restricins, violate Section 1 of the
Sherman Act, and enjoining said restrictions;

5. Enjoining the NFL Defendants from agreeing to deprive the players
of the ability to work as professional foollgalayers or negotiate the terms of that
employment in a competitive market;

6. Enjoining the NFL Defendants from agreeing to withhold
contractually-owed amounts to players cutlseander contract for the 2011 NFL season
and beyond;

7. Awarding Plaintiffs and class members treble the amount of

damages they sustained as a result of thieatwns of the antitrudaws alleged herein;
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8. Awarding Plaintiffs and UndeGontract Subclass members the
damages they sustained as a result@NRL Defendants’ breaches of contract, or
voiding their contracts, at the optioheach Under-Contract Subclass member;

9. Awarding Plaintiffs and Free At Subclass members the damages
they sustained as a result of the NFL Deéentd’ interference witktheir entering into
prospective contracts;

10. Awarding Plaintiffs and UndeGontract Subclass members the
damages they sustained as a result@NRL Defendants’ interference with their
contracts, or voiding their contracts,tlh¢ option of each Under-Contract Subclass
member;

11. Declaring that the NFL Defendanare obligated to pay all
contractually-owed amounts to Plaffgiand Under-Contract Subclass members
regardless of whether or not the “lockoumposed by the NFL Defendants continues,
and that if the NFL Defendants fail to pay augch required payments any player, that
player’s contract shall, at the plaigeoption, be declared null and void;

12.  Declaring that, pursuant to tIs%SA over which this Court has
exclusive jurisdiction, the NFL Defendants havaived any right to assert any antitrust
labor exemption defense based upon anyrcthat the termination of the NFLPA's
status as the players’ colleaibargaining representativeasham, pretext, ineffective,
requires additional steps, or has not in fact occurred;

13.  Awarding Plaintiffs their costs andisbursements in this action,

including reasonable attorneys’ fees; and
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14.  Granting Plaintiffs and class meenis such other and further relief

as may be appropriate.

DEMAND FOR JURY

Pursuant to Rule 38 of the Feddralles of Civil Procedure, Plaintiffs
demand a trial by jury.

Dated: May 3,2011 s/Barbard.Berens
Barbara P. Berens # 209788
Berens & Miller, P.A.
3720 IDS Center
80 South Eighth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 349-6171
(612) 349-6416 (fax)
Bberens@berensmiller.com

Timothy R. Thornton #£09630
Briggs & Morgan, P.A.

2200 IDS Center

80 South Eighth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612) 977-8550

(612) 977-8650 (fax)
Pvolk@briggs.com

James W. Quinn

Bruce S. Meyer

Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP
767 Fifth Avenue

New York, NY 10153

(212) 310-8000
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Jeffrey L. Kessler

David G. Feher

David L. Greenspan

Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP

1301 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10019

(212) 259-8000

and

DeMaurice F. Smith
NFL Players Association
1133 20 Street NW
Washington, DC 20036
202-759-9101
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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