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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

Royal University,    § 
      §       
  Plaintiff,   § 

§  CIVIL ACTION NO. 
v.       §    
      §  12-08CV-623-CE 
Supreme Conference, Inc.,  §    
      § 
  Defendant.   § 
 

PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff, Royal University, by and through his undersigned counsel, sues 

Defendant, the Supreme Conference, and states: 

JURISDICTION 

1. Jurisdiction is proper under U.S.C. § 1332. 

2. This is an action for damages in excess of $75,000. 

3. Royal University (hereinafter “Plaintiff”) is a not for-profit university located 

in Abilene, Texas. 

4. Defendant, the Supreme Conference, is a corporation incorporated in 

Delaware. At all material times, Defendant has maintained a principle place 

of business in Evanston, Illinois. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

5. On February 26, 1992, twelve schools from across the Midwest and South, 

including Plaintiff, affiliated together to form an athletic conference named 

the Great Southwest Conference.  
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6. In 1998, the Bowl Championship Series (“BCS”) was created with the 

principle goal of determining the country’s top two teams and matching them 

together to play for the National Championship at the season’s end. The BCS 

framework consisted of four bowls: the Rose Bowl, Orange Bowl, Sugar Bowl, 

and Fiesta Bowl. The National Championship Game was set up to rotate 

yearly between these four bowls. Moreover, six of the major conferences 

(denoted as “automatic qualifying conferences”) were given automatic bids to 

play in a BCS game at the end of the year. The Great Southwest Conference 

was one of the six automatic qualifying conferences. 

7. The benefits of playing in an automatic qualifying conference were 

substantial, both financially and in terms of national exposure. This 

combination of money and national exposure was crucial to Royal University 

as it strived to promote the school’s mission and recruit high-caliber students. 

TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH AN EXISTING CONTRACT 
 

8. On August 1, 2002, the Great Southwest Conference entered into a contract 

with Big Time Sports Network (“BTSN”) to broadcast first-tier Conference-

controlled athletic events. On July 2, 2007 the parties modified this 

Broadcast Agreement with effective dates from August 1, 2008 through July 

31, 2018. The modification provided that each member of the Great 

Southwest Conference would be paid $24,000,000 in television revenue 

during the first year of the Agreement, with the annual amount escalating 
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during each year of the Agreement thereafter. Plaintiff is a third-party 

beneficiary of this contract.  

9. In March 2009, Plaintiff committed to build a new football stadium, a campus 

nutrition center for student athletes, and a football practice facility, based in 

substantial part upon this increase in contractual television revenue 

scheduled to be received through 2018. Construction began in summer of 

2010, with a completion date for the end of the summer of 2012. A substantial 

portion of the funding for these projects was to be supplied by donors 

investing in the success of the university, encouraged by the successes of the 

Royal University football program, successful status of the Great Southwest 

Conference, and national exposure generated by the television contract with 

BTSN. 

10. In May of 2009, Western University and Denver State University, two of the 

original members of the Great Southwest Conference, gave notice that they 

would depart from the Great Southwest Conference, effective on July 31, 

2011. 

11. After Western and Denver State gave notice, each remaining member-

institution gave verbal assurances to the other members of the conference 

that they were committed to the long-term vitality of the conference. 

Specifically, the President of Lone Star State University, Jordan Windsor, 

committed to remaining a long-term member of the Great Southwest 

Conference. 
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12. In late 2011 and early 2012, Jamie Bowen, the Associate Director of 

Communications for the Defendant Supreme Conference, repeatedly 

contacted Steve Bartman at Lone Star State University, telling him that the 

Supreme Conference was looking to expand from its current twelve teams to 

a new size of sixteen teams. Bowen told Bartman that the Supreme 

Conference wanted Lone Star State and three additional members of the 

Great Southwest Conference to leave the Great Southwest Conference and 

come to the Supreme Conference. Bowen was privy to multiple meetings with 

officials of the Supreme Conference, including meetings between the 

Commissioner of the Supreme Conference and the President of Lone Star 

State University, and between the Commissioner of the Supreme Conference 

and BTSN discussing conference realignment. The Supreme Conference knew 

about the existence of the Broadcast Agreement between BTSN and the 

Great Southwest Conference. Despite knowledge of this contract, the 

Supreme Conference enticed Lone Star State University, Santa Fe 

University, Independence University, and Ozark A&M University to join the 

Supreme Conference knowing that it would result in a breach of the 

Broadcast Agreement between BTSN and the Great Southwest Conference. 

13. Bowen had authority, on behalf of the Supreme Conference, to reach out to 

other schools. Tanner Franklin, the Commissioner of the Supreme 

Conference, told Bowen to begin “back channeling” to find schools to join the 

Supreme Conference. When Bowen contacted Steve Bartman, Bowen was 
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acting within the scope of his employment with the Supreme Conference. 

After Bowen contacted and recruited Lone Star State University, the 

Supreme Conference ratified Bowen’s actions.  

14. After giving notice in February 2012 of intent to withdraw from the Great 

Southwest Conference, four universities (Lone Star State University, Santa 

Fe University, Independence University, and Ozark A&M) left the Great 

Southwest Conference effective July 31, 2013, and became members of the 

Supreme Conference. These four schools would not have left the Great 

Southwest Conference without the improper inducement of the Supreme 

Conference. Only six schools remained in the Great Southwest Conference, 

thus resulting in breach of the contract with BTSN due to an inability to 

perform the contractual obligations.  

15. Plaintiff and the Great Southwest Conference attempted to negotiate a new 

television contract, but the new contract they were able to obtain with a 

smaller television network pays only $3 million to $4 million annually 

instead of more than $25 million which would have been received from the 

BTSN contract but for the tortious interference of the Defendant. 

16. Furthermore, the Great Southwest Conference lost its automatic bid to play 

in a BCS game. 

17. As a proximate result of Defendant’s tortious interference with the contract 

between the Great Southwest Conference and BTSN, for which Plaintiff was 

a third party beneficiary, Plaintiff has suffered direct damages from the loss 
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of television revenues, and consequential damages from the loss of ticket 

sales, loss of enrollment, loss of donor gifts, and increased costs of financing.  

 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Royal University, seeks judgment against 

Defendant, Supreme Conference, for an amount far in excess of $75,000, exclusive of 

interest, costs, and any applicable attorney’s fees, and demands trial by jury on all 

issues so triable. 

Respectfully submitted this   15th  day of    October     2013. 

 

       Landfair Powell  
      Landfair Powell 

Texas Bar No. 2321311 
Little, Powell, & Counseller, LLP 
100 Valley Mills Dr. 
Suite 500 
Waco, Texas 76706 
Phone: 254 788-5111 
lpowell@LPCTexasLaw.com  

 
Pat Ringer 

       Texas Bar No. 65713549 
       Ringer & Sons, LLC 
       1234 Main. St 
       Abilene, Texas 
       PRinger@RingerNSons.com 
  

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF 
       ROYAL UNIVERSITY 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

Royal University,    § 
      §       
  Plaintiff,   § 

§  CIVIL ACTION NO. 
v.       §    
      §  12-08CV-623-CE 
Supreme Conference, Inc.,  §    
      § 
  Defendant.   § 
 

DEFENDANT’S ANSWER 

Defendant, the Supreme Conference, by and through its undersigned 

attorney, hereby answers the Complaint of Plaintiff, Royal University, in this 

action. 

In response to the specific paragraphs in the Complaint, Defendant states as 

follows: 

1. Defendant does not contest jurisdiction and admits jurisdictional facts in 

paragraphs Nos. 1-4. 

2. Defendant admits paragraph No. 5. 

3. Defendant admits paragraph No. 6. 

4. Defendant admits the first sentence of paragraph No. 7. Defendant lacks 

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about the truth of 

Plaintiff’s allegation that the combination of money and national exposure 

was crucial to Royal University. 
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5. Defendant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of Plaintiff’s allegation regarding the terms of the contracts 

between the Great Southwest Conference and BTSN. Defendant denies that 

Plaintiff is a third-party beneficiary of a contract between the Great 

Southwest Conference and BTSN. 

6. Defendant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of Plaintiff’s allegation regarding the funding basis for Plaintiff 

engaging in new construction, or regarding the encouragement of donors. 

Defendant admits construction began in summer of 2010, with a completion 

date for the end of the summer of 2012.  

7. Defendant admits paragraph No. 10. 

8. Defendant denies paragraph No. 11 stating that each member-institution of 

the conference gave verbal assurances that they would stay with the Great 

Southwest Conference for any specific period of time. Defendant denies that 

Jordan Windsor made a commitment to stay with the Great Southwest 

Conference for any specific period of time. 

9. Defendant admits part of paragraph No. 12 stating that Jamie Bowen 

contacted Steve Bartman at Lone Star State University but denies that 

Jamie Bowen was acting within his authority as an employee of the 

Defendant at the time of these actions. These phone calls were not within the 

course and scope of his employment for Defendant. Defendant further denies 

that Bowen told Bartman that Defendant wanted Lone Star State University 
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to leave the Great Southwest Conference. Defendant further denies specific 

knowledge of the contents of the contract between BTSN and the Great 

Southwest Conference. Defendant also denies “enticing” Lone Star State 

University, Santa Fe University, Independence University, or Ozark A&M 

University to join the Supreme Conference. 

10. Defendant denies paragraph No. 13 stating that Bowen had the authority, on 

behalf of Defendant, to reach out to other schools. Defendant also denies that 

Bowen recruited Lone Star State University, and denies that Defendant 

ratified any of Bowen’s alleged actions. 

11. Defendant admits the portion of paragraph No. 14 stating that Lone Star 

State University, Santa Fe University, Independence University, and Ozark 

A&M University left the Great Southwest Conference and became part of the 

Supreme Conference, but Defendant denies that this was because of the 

inducement of Defendant. Defendant admits that once the four schools left, 

the Great Southwest Conference only had six remaining schools and BTSN 

cancelled its contract with the Great Southwest Conference. 

12. Defendant further states that BTSN had a right to cancel their television 

contract with the Great Southwest Conference based on pre-negotiated 

terms. 

13. Defendant lacks knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief about 

the truth of Plaintiff’s allegation regarding its negotiation of a new television 
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contract or the terms of such contract. Defendant denies Plaintiff’s allegation 

of tortious interference by Defendant. 

14. Defendant admits paragraph No. 16. 

15. Defendant denies paragraph No. 17. 

DEFENSES: 

16. The departure of Western University and Denver State University, leading to 

and followed by the departure of Lone Star State University, Santa Fe 

University, Independence University, and Ozark A&M, is the sole proximate 

cause of the Plaintiff’s alleged damages. When Western University and 

Denver State University left the conference, the Great Southwest Conference 

became unstable causing a chain reaction leading other schools to leave, 

resulting in the cancellation of the contract between BTSN and the Great 

Southwest Conference.  

17. Plaintiff failed to mitigate its damages caused by Western University and 

Denver State University leaving the Great Southwest Conference. The Great 

Southwest Conference reached out to other schools to join the conference and 

Plaintiff was opposed to adding any other schools. Plaintiff opposed an action 

that may have prevented the collapse of their conference. 

18. Plaintiff’s damages were caused by Plaintiff’s own irresponsible actions. It 

was unreasonable for Plaintiff to invest in a new football stadium and other 

construction projects knowing the instability of the Great Southwest 

Conference.  
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Defendant reserves the right to raise additional affirmative defenses as may 

be discovered during the course of these proceedings. 

WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint, Defendant hereby 

prays that the Plaintiff’s Complaint in this case be dismissed with prejudice in its 

entirety. 

Respectfully submitted this   1st   day of    November     2013. 

 

Bridget Fuselier 
BRIDGET FUSELIER 
Texas Bar No. 7103611 
HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ,  
& GREEN, PLLC 
520 Commerce Way 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
Phone: 214 555-1231 

  
      COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT 
      SUPREME CONFERENCE 
 
 

Certificate of Service 
 

I certify that this   1st   day of    November     2013, I have served copies of the 

foregoing Defendant’s Answer upon Landfair Powell and Pat Ringer, attorneys for 

Plaintiff, by depositing two copies thereof in the United States mail, postage 

prepaid, in envelopes addressed respectively to each of the attorneys at their 

respective addresses as set out in Plaintiff’s Complaint.  

Bridget Fuselier 
BRIDGET FUSELIER 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

Royal University,    § 
      §       
  Plaintiff,   § 
v.       §   CIVIL ACTION NO. 
      § 
Supreme Conference, Inc.,  §   12-08CV-623-CE 
      § 
  Defendant.   § 
 
 

FINAL PRETRIAL ORDER: 
 
 

This matter having come before the Court for a pretrial conference pursuant to Federal Rule 

of Civil Procedure 16, and counsel for Plaintiff and Defendant having both appeared, the 

following actions were taken: 

1. Jurisdiction in this case is not disputed and is based on 28 U.S.C. § 1332, diversity of 

citizenship. Plaintiff is a citizen of Texas, Defendant is a citizen of Illinois, and the 

amount in controversy is in excess of $75,000. 

2. This trial is bifurcated. The parties will be trying the issue of liability only in the first 

phase of the trial.   

3. Texas has the most significant relationship to this dispute. Therefore the choice of law 

determination is that Texas law governs this case. 

4. All claims have been timely brought within the applicable statute of limitations. 

5. The parties have stipulated to the authenticity of all exhibits (Exhibits 1 through 10). 

6. The parties agree and stipulate that the following exhibits are admissible at trial: 

Exhibit 2 – Series of emails from December 2011 

Exhibit 3 – Email dated March 25, 2011 
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Exhibit 4 – Email dated December 15, 2011 

Exhibit 5 – The Great Southwest Conference Bylaws 

Exhibit 6 – Paragraph 3.6 of the Television Contract between BTSN and the Great 

Southwest Conference 

Exhibit 7 – Paragraph 3.4 of the Television Contract between BTSN and the Great 

Southwest Conference 

Exhibit 10 – Printout of telephone billing statement 

7. The parties agree that Steve Bartman, Brian Sayre, Dreyton McCraw, Trick Tan, and 

Wynn Trego are unavailable as witnesses at trial and that their deposition testimony taken 

in this case is admissible at trial pursuant to Federal Rule of Evidence 804(b)(1), subject 

to the court’s ruling on any other evidentiary challenge to the testimony which may be 

asserted by a party. 

8. In order to facilitate efficient, productive, and truthful testimony in the trial of this case, 

preparatory to calling a witness to testify in court, the party offering the witness shall 

require the witness to carefully review the witness’ deposition transcript to determine 

whether any information needs to be added or corrected, following which the witness 

shall be required to execute the following certification under penalty of perjury: 

“I have carefully reviewed the above deposition transcript to determine whether 

the answers contained are true and correct, and whether I had any additional 

information relevant to the matters therein. I hereby certify, under penalty of 

perjury, that the deposition transcript is accurate and I have no information 

relevant to the matters discussed other than what is discussed in this deposition. 

Everything was covered and nothing was left out.” 
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This certification requirement is specifically applicable to the trial witnesses designated 

by the Plaintiff, specifically Adrian Reid and Jamie Bowen, and to the trial witnesses 

designated by the Defendant, specifically Tanner Franklin and Jordan Windsor. Upon 

obtaining the above certification from a witness, the certification is to be provided to 

opposing counsel and filed with the court no less than fourteen (14) days before trial.  

DATED: August 25, 2014. 

      ___ 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

Royal University,        § 
          §       
  Plaintiff,       § 
v.           §   CIVIL ACTION NO. 
          § 
Supreme Conference, Inc.,      §   12-08CV-623-CE 
          § 
  Defendant.       § 

Charge of the Court 

MEMBERS OF THE JURY: 

I shall now instruct you on the law that you must follow in reaching your 
verdict. It is your duty as jurors to decide the issues, and only those issues, that I 
submit for determination by your verdict. In reaching your verdict, you should 
consider and weigh the evidence, and decide the disputed issues of fact from the 
evidence while applying the law on which I shall instruct you.  

The evidence in this case consists of the sworn testimony of the witnesses, 
whether presented through the personal testimony of witnesses in the courtroom or 
by the presentation of the deposition testimony of witnesses; all exhibits received 
into evidence; and all facts that may be admitted or agreed to or stipulated by the 
parties. In determining the facts, you may draw reasonable inferences from the 
evidence. You may make deductions and reach conclusions which reason and 
common sense lead you to draw from the facts shown by the evidence in this case, 
but you should not speculate on any matters outside the evidence.  

As the jury, you are the sole judge of the credibility of the evidence and 
witnesses. This means that you determine what weight to give the evidence and you 
determine whether or not a witness is telling the truth.  

In determining the believability of any witness and the weight to be given the 
testimony of any witness, you may properly consider the demeanor of the witness 
while testifying; the frankness or lack of frankness of the witness; the intelligence of 
the witness; any interest the witness may have in the outcome of the case; the 
means and opportunity the witness had to know the facts about which the witness 
testified; the ability of the witness to remember the matters about which the 
witness testified; and the reasonableness of the testimony of the witness, considered 
in the light of all the evidence in the case and in light of your own experience and 
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common sense. Deposition testimony is to be given the same consideration you 
would give it had the witness appeared and testified here in court. 

In this case, each witness has given prior deposition testimony. Each witness 
later reviewed his or her deposition testimony and certified the deposition 
testimony was true and correct and that s/he had no information relevant to the 
matters discussed in his/her deposition testimony that was not already included in 
that testimony. If a witness has provided information in this trial that differs from, 
or is in addition to, information contained in his or her deposition testimony, you 
should consider that witness’ entire testimony with great caution. 

The issue for your determination is whether the defendant, the Supreme 
Conference, tortiously interfered with the television contract between BTSN and 
the Great Southwest Conference. This trial is bifurcated. This means that you are 
only to decide whether tortious interference has occurred and proximately caused 
damages to the plaintiff, Royal University; you will not decide the amount of 
damages, if any. In that regard, you are instructed that the plaintiff, Royal 
University, has the initial burden of proof on its claim against the defendant, 
Supreme Conference. This means that the plaintiff must prove to you, by a 
preponderance of the evidence, each element of tortious interference with contract 
(which will be explained in detail for you below), subject to one exception for a 
defense relating to mitigation of damages (which will also be explained in detail for 
you below) where the burden of proof is on the defendant to prove that defense by a 
preponderance of the evidence. A preponderance of the evidence simply means the 
greater weight of the credible evidence. Every question on the verdict form must be 
answered by a preponderance of the evidence unless instructed otherwise. 

Certain things are not to be considered as evidence. I will list them for you: 

1. First, if I told you to disregard any testimony or exhibits or struck any 
testimony or exhibits from the record, such testimony or exhibits are not 
evidence and must not be considered. 

2. Second, anything that you may have seen or heard outside the courtroom is 
not evidence and must be entirely disregarded. This includes any press, 
radio, internet, or television reports you may have seen or heard. Such 
reports are not evidence and your verdict must not be influenced in any way 
by such publicity. 

3. Third, questions or objections or comments by the lawyers are not evidence. 
Lawyers have a duty to object when they believe a question is improper. You 
should not be influenced by any objections, and you should not infer from my 
rulings that I have any view as to how you should decide the case. 

4. Fourth, the lawyers' opening statements and closing arguments to you are 
not evidence. Their purpose is to discuss the issues and the evidence. If the 
evidence as you remember it differs from what the lawyers said, your memory 
is what counts. 
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In reaching your verdict, you are not to be swayed from the performance of 
your duty by prejudice, sympathy, or any other sentiment for or against any party.  

When you retire to the jury room, you should select one of your members to 
act as foreperson, to preside over your deliberations, and to sign your verdict. You 
will be given a verdict form, which I shall now read and explain to you.  

Claim 1: Tortious Interference with Contract 

Tortious interference with a contract occurs when one person intentionally 
and improperly interferes with another person’s performance of a contract that 
exists between that other person and a third party. A “person” as used here is not 
limited to a natural person; that term also includes a legal organization such as a 
corporate entity. 

A. Elements 

To find for the plaintiff, you must find that each and every one of the 
following conditions existed. If any of the following elements is lacking, you must 
find for the defendant on the plaintiff’s cause of action for tortious interference with 
a contract: 

1. Existence of valid contract:  

A valid contract must have existed at the time of the defendant’s conduct. 
The plaintiff must have been either a direct party or a third party beneficiary to 
that contract.  

Third party beneficiary:  

Usually, only someone who is a direct party to a contract may bring suit for 
interference with that contract. However, if the contract was made for the direct 
benefit of another party, that other party is called a “third party beneficiary” and 
has a right to enforce the contract provision made for the third party beneficiary’s 
benefit.  

In order for the plaintiff, Royal University, to be entitled to recover from the 
defendant, Supreme Conference, for tortious interference with the contract between 
the Great Southwest Conference and BTSN, it must be shown that the direct 
parties to the contract intended that Royal University have benefits of the contract 
and thus the right to enforce the contract.  

2. Intentional and improper interference:  
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The plaintiff must show that the defendant interfered with the contract. 
Interference can include any conduct that prevents performance of a contract or 
makes performance of a contract impossible, or substantially more burdensome, 
expensive, or difficult, or makes the contract of substantially less or no value to the 
one entitled to the performance.   

Acts of employee or agent: 

Under the law, a corporation can only act through its employees, agents, 
directors, or officers. Therefore, a corporation is responsible for the acts of its 
employees, agents, directors, and officers performed within the scope of their 
employment or authority. 

An employee or agent of a corporation is acting within the scope of authority 
if: (a) the employee or agent is engaged in the performance of duties on behalf of the 
corporation; and, (b) the duties were expressly or impliedly assigned to the 
employee or agent by a representative of the corporation with the right to control 
the manner and means by which the employee or agent performs the services. An 
employee or agent may exercise a reasonable degree of discretion in effecting the 
purpose of the duties. 

It is a defense to intentional interference if the action that caused the 
interference was made by a person not authorized nor granted discretion to make 
decisions on behalf of the entity. However, the entity can be liable for the 
unauthorized actions of an employee or agent if the entity ratifies the actions.  

Ratification: 

“Ratification,” or approval, can be shown through words or it can be inferred 
from a person’s conduct. Ratification can be inferred if a corporation voluntarily 
keeps the benefits of its employee’s or agent’s unauthorized conduct after it learns 
of the unauthorized conduct. However, voluntary retention of these benefits alone, 
without some knowledge of the unauthorized conduct, generally will not be 
sufficient to prove ratification. You are required to look at the totality of the 
circumstances to determine if the corporation has ratified the employee’s or agent’s 
conduct. The failure to discharge or discipline an agent or employee after an 
unauthorized act may also be evidence of ratification. A corporation is responsible 
for the wrongs committed by its employee or agent if it has ratified them. 

Knowledge of contract: 

The defendant must have had knowledge of the contract at the time of the 
defendant’s conduct. To establish the requisite element of intent, the plaintiff must 
show either: (a) that the defendant had actual knowledge of the existence of the 
contract and of the plaintiff’s interest in it (however, the defendant need not have 
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known the precise terms of the contract); or (b) that the defendant had knowledge of 
the facts and circumstances that would lead a reasonable person to believe in the 
existence of the contract and the plaintiff’s interest in it. 

Intentional and improper interference: 

You must find that the conduct of the defendant was intentional and 
improper. The conduct was intentional if the defendant performed the acts with the 
purpose of interfering with the parties’ rights under the contract or the belief that 
interference is substantially certain to result. Your determination of whether the 
defendant’s conduct was improper requires an examination of all the facts and 
circumstances of the case. This conduct itself need not be independently wrong or 
unlawful (that is, it need not necessarily be wrong or unlawful in circumstances in 
which it would not interfere with performance of a contract) to constitute an 
improper interference. You must consider a totality of the circumstances in 
determining if the defendant’s conduct is improper. Some factors to consider are: 

a. The nature of the defendant’s conduct:  
i. Providing competitive services which leads a party to make the 

independent decision to cancel their existing contract does not 
constitute an improper interference; 

ii. Offering to provide a party with competitive services if they breach 
an existing contract does constitute an improper interference; 

b. The defendant’s motive:  
i. If a defendant’s conduct is for the purpose of interfering with an 

existing contract, this constitutes an improper interference; 
ii. Any evidence that a defendant harbors malice or ill will toward 

another party or happens to dislike another party personally does 
not in and of itself establish improper interference; 

c. The extent of plaintiff’s interests interfered with; 
d. The interest sought to be advanced by the defendant; 
e. The relationship between the parties; and 
f. The proximity or remoteness of the defendant’s actions to the interference. 

 
3. Defendant not a party to the contract:  

The defendant cannot be a party to the contract. If you find that the 
defendant was a party to or an agent or employee of a party to or beneficiary of the 
contract at issue, then you must find for the defendant because parties cannot 
tortiously interfere with their own contracts. 

4. Proximate causation: 

You must find that the contract which existed at the time of the conduct of 
the defendant, of which the defendant had knowledge, was breached (or 
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performance made substantially more difficult) because of the defendant’s conduct. 
A contract is breached where a party other than the plaintiff fails to perform its 
responsibilities under the agreement. 

To show causation, the plaintiff need only prove that the defendant’s conduct 
was a proximate cause in preventing the completion of the contract and this 
proximately caused damages to the plaintiff.  

Proximate cause: 

“Proximate cause” means that cause which, in natural and continuous 
sequence, produces an event, and without which cause such event would not have 
occurred. In order to be a proximate cause, the act or omission complained of must 
be such that a person using the degree of care required of such person would have 
foreseen that the event, or some similar event, might reasonably result therefrom.  

There may be more than one proximate cause of an event. It is a defense to 
this claim that the breach was caused by the actions of someone other than the 
defendant. However, the questions ask you about “a cause” and not “the cause.” If 
you conclude from the evidence that a breach of contract and damages to the 
plaintiff, if any, were caused by the defendant as well as others, then you may still 
find the breach and damages were proximately caused by the defendant’s actions. 

5. Damages:  

There must be actual damage or loss to the plaintiff. 

Because you are only deciding the question of tortious interference and not 
the amount of damages, if any, in this phase of the trial, the plaintiff is not required 
to prove the actual amount of damages sustained. However, the plaintiff must still 
prove that damages were sustained and that they would flow naturally from the 
breach. 

Direct damages: 

Damages recoverable for tortious interference of contract include direct 
damages recoverable under a traditional breach of contract claim. Damages 
constitute “direct damages” if they naturally and necessarily flow from a breach of 
contract of the kind alleged in this case, and are so usual an accompaniment of the 
kind of breach alleged that they would necessarily have been foreseen or 
contemplated by the parties as a consequence of a breach of contract. This includes 
the loss of television revenues, if any, resulting directly from breach of a contract 
providing for payment of television revenues.  

Consequential damages: 
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A plaintiff may also recover for consequential damages proximately caused by 
intentional and improper interference with a contract. Consequential damages may 
only be recovered if proved to be the natural, probable, and foreseeable consequence 
of a defendant’s intentional and improper interference, that is, damages which 
would have been within the reasonable contemplation of the defendant as natural, 
probable, and foreseeable at the time of any intentional and improper interference. 
In determining whether consequential damages have been proximately caused by 
the defendant’s interference, if any, in this case, you may consider evidence, if any, 
of lost ticket revenue, lost tuition revenue, lost donor gifts, and increased financing 
costs.  

Mitigation of damages: 

It is a defense to an element of damages if the plaintiff failed to mitigate the 
damages as a reasonable person would. This means that a plaintiff may not recover 
for losses that could have been avoided with reasonable diligence. The burden for 
this particular defense is on the defendant to prove, by a preponderance of the 
evidence, that the plaintiff would not have incurred these damages if plaintiff had 
acted reasonably.  
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

WACO DIVISION 
 

Royal University,        § 
          §       
  Plaintiff,       § 
v.           §   CIVIL ACTION NO. 
          § 
Supreme Conference, Inc.,      §   12-08CV-623-CE 
          § 
  Defendant.       § 

Verdict Form 

MEMBERS OF THE JURY: 

In answering these questions, you are to follow all of the instructions I have given 
you in the Charge of the Court. 

 
Question 1: Did the defendant, Supreme Conference, Inc., intentionally and 
improperly interfere with a contract for which the plaintiff, Royal University, was a 
third party beneficiary? 
 
Answer “Yes” or “No” 
 
 
Answer: __________ 
 

If your answer to Question No. 1 is “Yes”, then answer Questions No. 2 and No. 3. 
Otherwise, do not answer any further questions. 
 
 
Question 2: Did the interference with contract by the defendant, Supreme 
Conference, Inc., proximately cause direct damages to the plaintiff, Royal 
University? 
 
Answer “Yes” or “No” 
 
 
Answer: __________ 
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Question 3: Did the interference with contract by the defendant Supreme 
Conference, Inc., proximately cause consequential damages to the plaintiff Royal 
University? 
 
Answer “Yes” or “No” 
 
 
Answer: __________ 
 
 

 

 

 
______________________   ___________________________________ 
DATE      SIGNATURE OF FOREPERSON 
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 ORAL DEPOSITION OF ADRIAN REID, produced as a witness at 8 

the instance of the DEFENDANT SUPREME CONFERENCE and duly sworn, 9 

was taken in the above styled and numbered cause on APRIL 3rd, 10 

2014, from 9:00 a.m. to 11:30 a.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, 11 

CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 
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520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

ADRIAN REID, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Can you please state your name for the record? 6 

A. My name is Adrian Reid. 7 

Q. Dr. Reid, what is your relationship to this lawsuit?  8 

A. I am the President of Royal University, which is the 9 

plaintiff in this lawsuit. 10 

Q. Without going into the contents of your conversation with 11 

counsel, I simply want to confirm that you’ve had the 12 

opportunity to visit with your attorney, the university’s 13 

attorney, regarding how a deposition is conducted? 14 

A. Yes. 15 

Q. And your attorney, the university’s attorney, is present 16 

with you here today? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. In light of that, I won’t go into any background about the 19 

conduct of this deposition, except to ask that you not answer 20 

any question unless you’re first sure that you understand my 21 

question. If you’re not sure what I’m asking, will you tell me 22 

so that I can repeat or rephrase the question? 23 

A. Yes. 24 

Q. How long have you worked at Royal University? 25 

A. I have been the president of Royal since 2002. 26 
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 Q. So you were president of Royal during all time periods and 1 

events leading up to this lawsuit? 2 

A. That is correct. 3 

Q. Briefly describe your background, particularly your 4 

education and career, before becoming president of Royal in 5 

2002. 6 

A. I grew up in a small town in west Texas, and was blessed to 7 

receive a scholarship to Royal University. I graduated with a 8 

B.A. in Philosophy, in 1970, and then received a J.D. from 9 

Harvard Law School in 1973. Following law school I clerked with 10 

Justice John Minor Wisdom at the Fifth Circuit, and then Justice 11 

Brennan at the Supreme Court. I received my doctorate in law 12 

from Yale in 1979, and I’ve been in academia since that time. My 13 

teaching career started at Duke University School of Law, and I 14 

also taught and then served in administrative posts at Stanford 15 

before being recruited back to Royal as president in 2002. 16 

Q. At any point during your career have you held a post with 17 

oversight of athletics, such as a faculty athletic 18 

representative? 19 

A. Well, certainly my role as president entails athletic 20 

oversight. Prior to that, the answer would be no. 21 

Q. How long has Royal University been located in Abilene, 22 

Texas? 23 

A. The university was founded in Bastrop, Texas, in 1844, when 24 

Texas was an independent nation, before statehood. The main 25 

campus moved to Abilene in the 1880s as settlers, ranchers, and 26 

railroads opened up west Texas, and Royal saw the opportunity to 27 

become a preeminent university in a growing state. West Texas 28 
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 oil money in the 1930s positioned Royal to become one of 1 

nation’s leading research institutions during the decades 2 

following World War II.  3 

Q. Would you describe Royal as a large university? 4 

A. It’s a medium sized private school that focuses on training 5 

students in the liberal arts and sciences. We have approximately 6 

fifteen thousand students, counting our medical school campus in 7 

Dallas. We have always been one of the smallest schools in the 8 

Great Southwest Conference, which is by design. Our national 9 

reputation is built on academics, and academics are our first 10 

priority. 11 

Q. Would it be fair to say that athletics have always taken a 12 

back seat to academics at Royal? 13 

A. That might be true to an extent, but at our university 14 

athletics are integral to many functions. I don’t think you can 15 

just separate the two into separate spheres.  16 

Q. Can you explain more about what you mean by that? 17 

A. Yes. Excitement about athletics, particularly football in 18 

this part of the country, helps generate other successes that go 19 

far beyond athletics. We’ve discovered over the last decade that 20 

when we have forty to fifty thousand excited fans on campus six 21 

times every fall, and many times that number tuning into and 22 

getting excited about football broadcasts twelve or thirteen 23 

times a season, that excitement multiplies our donor base for 24 

research initiatives, for academic scholarships, for academic 25 

capital improvements. It translates into significantly increased 26 

applicant numbers. It raises our national profile even beyond 27 

what we’ve traditionally enjoyed. Athletic success not only 28 
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 feeds our athletic programs, it helps serve our overall mission 1 

to provide a premiere education and educational environment for 2 

our entire student body. 3 

Q. In fairness, until recent years, Royal hasn’t really been 4 

known for success in football, and yet Royal has been known as 5 

one of the nation’s leading research universities. Doesn’t that 6 

demonstrate that athletics are not really integral to academic 7 

success? 8 

A. The answer to that depends on what you mean by integral. 9 

It’s true that Royal thrived academically long before it had a 10 

high-profile football program. But I think I have to disagree 11 

with your suggestion for two reasons. First, today is a 12 

different time from past decades, particularly in this part of 13 

the country. Whether it should be or not, football has become 14 

massively important to a huge part of the public served by our 15 

institution. Frankly, it’s big business. To ignore that is to 16 

ignore reality. And the second reason illustrates the first one. 17 

We know the numbers because we track the numbers, at least since 18 

I’ve been here. Again, money and a highly qualified student 19 

population help feed educational excellence, and, whether we 20 

like it or not, those numbers reflect a direct relationship to 21 

athletic excellence, particularly in football. It’s true that we 22 

will continue to thrive academically despite the hit to our 23 

school and the Great Southwest Conference, but only because 24 

we’re dipping significantly into our endowment to make up for 25 

what’s been taken away. So I don’t think it’s fair to say that 26 

athletics are not really related to academic success here, 27 

today. There is a clear interrelationship. 28 
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 Q. You would agree that there are many examples of top-tier 1 

academic institutions without powerful athletic or football 2 

programs, including some of the institutions from which you hold 3 

degrees? 4 

A. Yes, and I’m not suggesting that a powerful football 5 

program is essential to academic success. I am saying, however, 6 

that football and athletic success help drive the mission of the 7 

university, and injury to those aspects of the university 8 

injures the university as a whole. 9 

Q. I want to get a little more specific. In what way or ways 10 

are you contending that the changes to the Great Southwest 11 

Conference after the departure of Lone Star State and the other 12 

schools has damaged Royal University financially? 13 

A. Well, first and maybe most obviously, our television 14 

revenue from BTSN and the conference has fallen dramatically. 15 

That alone is costing us more than $20 million a year. 16 

Television revenue from football was a huge part of funding our 17 

athletic budget for all sports, women’s as well as men’s. We’ve 18 

gone from a small surplus in some years, in fact several years 19 

in a row after I arrived here, to a huge athletic deficit. We’ve 20 

been forced to cut back on some non-revenue sports like men’s 21 

soccer and rowing and women’s equestrian and competitive 22 

cheerleading, with possibly more cutbacks coming. 23 

Q. I want to get a complete list of the financial damages to 24 

Royal which you contend resulted from the changes to the Great 25 

Southwest Conference after the departure of Lone Star State 26 

University, Santa Fe University, Independence University, and 27 
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 Ozark A&M University. Are you alleging any other financial 1 

damages other than loss of television revenue? 2 

A. Yes, this has had a major impact on donations. Donation 3 

levels in virtually all areas, from athletics to academic 4 

scholarships to capital improvements, are down from two years 5 

ago. So while the loss of television revenue is substantial, it 6 

has been significantly exceeded by the loss of donor gifts since 7 

the announcement of withdrawal in 2012. 8 

Q. But isn’t it true that you received a substantial amount 9 

from the television deal in 2012 even after the announcement of 10 

withdrawal? 11 

A. Yes, but we were notified by BTSN that it would be the last 12 

season under the contract. We also got one-sixth of the 13 

departure fees and liquidated damages from the four withdrawing 14 

schools. That meant we got a spike in television revenue for the 15 

2012-13 season, followed by a complete crash. And what’s more, 16 

the spike in television revenue for that one year, the 2012-13 17 

season, was more than offset that year by the bottom falling out 18 

of donor gifts. And ticket sales and prices have spiraled 19 

downward rapidly as well. 20 

Q. Anything else? 21 

A. Yes, we’re now having to carry a 260 million dollar stadium 22 

with university reserves rather than the television revenue like 23 

we planned. 24 

Q. What evidence do you have that non-athletic giving is 25 

related to athletic changes? 26 

A. The temporal correlation is very clear. 27 
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 Q. Do you agree with the scientific statement that correlation 1 

does not imply causation? 2 

A. I’m certainly familiar with that statement, and correlation 3 

may not necessarily prove causation, but we can’t ignore the 4 

power of common sense.  5 

Q. Any other categories of financial damages you’re alleging? 6 

A. Yes, we were depending on television revenue to help fund 7 

debt retirement on the new football stadium constructed just 8 

before the demise of the conference.  9 

Q. Well, you’ve already listed the loss of television revenue, 10 

so this is just another effect of that same loss? 11 

A. No, it’s caused an additional, separate category of 12 

financial damage. When the television revenue was cut so 13 

drastically, coupled with falling donations and falling athletic 14 

ticket sales, we suddenly had to start depleting our endowment 15 

to service the bond debt on the new stadium and other athletic 16 

facilities, which in turn caused our bond rating to drop. As a 17 

result, our borrowing costs on other projects has increased.  18 

Q. But you’re still able to finance other projects? 19 

A. Only those which are deemed absolutely necessary at this 20 

point, and for those, the cost has gone up. 21 

Q. Are there any other categories of financial damages you’re 22 

alleging? 23 

A. Those are the major categories.  24 

Q. Are these all of the financial categories we can expect to 25 

hear at trial? 26 

A. Yes, I believe so. 27 
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 Q. The first category you mentioned was the revenue from the 1 

Great Southwest Conference’s television deals, primarily the 2 

contract with BTSN. How much payout did Royal receive annually 3 

from the conference’s television contract with BTSN prior to the 4 

departure of Lone Star State University and the other schools? 5 

A. Well, after the conference renegotiated its television 6 

contract with BTSN in 2007, starting in 2008 we received around 7 

twenty-four million dollars a year in television revenue, and it 8 

escalated from there. That contract with BTSN was set to run 9 

from 2008 through 2018, until the conference was forced into 10 

breach of the agreement by the departure of Lone Star, 11 

Independence, Santa Fe, and Ozark A&M. 12 

Q. So is Royal a party to the contract with BTSN?  13 

A. No, Royal is a third party beneficiary under the contract.  14 

Q. At the time that the Great Southwest Conference 15 

renegotiated its TV contract with BTSN in 2007, you were no 16 

doubt aware of news stories suggesting the Football Bowl 17 

Subdivision schools might be headed toward a small group of four 18 

or five super-conferences? 19 

A. I don’t really remember a lot of discussion about super-20 

conferences at that point, other than to refer to our conference 21 

and the Supreme Conference and maybe a couple of others as the 22 

power conferences. 23 

Q. Were you aware of any talk at that point, around 2007 or 24 

2008, of possible realignment of conferences and schools? 25 

A. In a general sense. After the point at which schools and 26 

conferences started moving around and realigning in the 1990s, 27 
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 there has always been talk of possible further realignment. 1 

Sports fans love to speculate. 2 

Q. I want to ask you about Royal’s athletic infrastructure 3 

investments starting in 2010. Why did the school decide to make 4 

such a major investment and break ground in 2010 on a new 5 

football stadium in the face of ongoing discussion about 6 

possible large-scale conference realignment? 7 

A. First of all, we really weren’t that concerned about a 8 

major conference realignment at that point, in 2010. From our 9 

discussions at Great Southwest Conference quarterly meetings, we 10 

really felt that even if some shakeout and major realignment of 11 

conference schools was going to take place, it was still several 12 

years away. We knew we had a couple of schools leaving the 13 

conference at that point, but our conference commissioner, Brian 14 

Sayre, was confident that the conference would be just fine in 15 

the long-term. Brian was always very confident in his 16 

viewpoints. The other schools in the conference all were adamant 17 

that they were committed to the conference. And in addition, we 18 

had already planned the stadium and raised capital gifts and 19 

lined up financing for the stadium and other projects starting 20 

in 2008 and 2009, before Western University and Denver State 21 

University announced they were leaving the conference. We 22 

announced in March of 2009 that we were going to break ground on 23 

the stadium in the summer of 2010 and have it completed by the 24 

start of the 2012 football season. Western University and Denver 25 

State didn’t announce they were leaving the conference until May 26 

2009, and their departure wasn’t going to take effect until the 27 

end of July 2011. Since we thought the conference would be fine 28 
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 and everybody was committed, we weren’t inclined to pull back. 1 

And when Lone Star and the three other schools announced in 2 

February 2012 that they were leaving, we were almost eighty 3 

percent complete on the new stadium. We had no choice but to 4 

finish it. 5 

Q. Since large-scale conference realignment was a public 6 

discussion topic in 2010 and at least a possibility, what was 7 

your backup plan, Royal University’s backup plan, if Royal got 8 

left out of a realignment shakeup and the television money dried 9 

up? 10 

A. We didn’t expect to get left out. 11 

Q. But did you have a backup plan if that were to happen? 12 

A. Just to try to be sure we would have a major conference 13 

available to us if something should happen to the Great 14 

Southwest. 15 

Q. So you did consider that to be a possibility? 16 

A.  Possibly, but not really. 17 

Q. What was the athletic culture like at Royal when you 18 

arrived? 19 

A. When I took the job at Royal in 2002 we had a decent 20 

athletic program. Our non-revenue sports were thriving and our 21 

men’s basketball program was competitive on a yearly basis. In 22 

fact, in 2003 our basketball team won the Great Southwest 23 

Conference and then made it all the way to the Elite Eight of 24 

the NCAA tournament before being knocked out by the eventual 25 

national champion. 26 

Q. What about your football program? 27 
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 A. Royal did not have a storied football program. Since the 1 

conference’s inception in 1992, between then until after I 2 

arrived, Royal spent most of that time at or near the bottom of 3 

the conference standings. However, things began to change in the 4 

mid-2000s. In fact, in 2008, our football program won the Great 5 

Southwest Conference and played in a BCS game. Our basketball 6 

team again had a deep run in the tournament, and people began to 7 

talk about this being a golden era in Royal athletics. Our 8 

ticket sales for football had been dismal for years, the old 9 

stadium often half empty unless the opposing team brought a lot 10 

of fans, but by 2008 we were starting to sell out some of the 11 

games. I think at least two, maybe three of the home games in 12 

2008 were sellouts. 13 

Q. Was this the reason you decided to invest for the future? 14 

A. Absolutely. The one thing you cannot buy in the college 15 

athletic world is momentum, and in 2009 things were going our 16 

way. Our students were finally going to games, our alumni were 17 

becoming very supportive, and we began seeing a substantial 18 

increase in major gifts across the board, not just in athletics.  19 

Q. So you decided to capitalize on this momentum? 20 

A. Yes, we knew that if we wanted to sustain our momentum and 21 

build a foundation for athletic success in the future we needed 22 

to act swiftly. 23 

Q. Did the threat of conference realignment further motivate 24 

the school to invest so you wouldn’t be caught on the outside 25 

looking in? 26 

A. I think that was one motivating factor because we knew that 27 

realignment was a possibility even though the conference 28 
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 appeared to be very strong at the time. The real motivating 1 

factor was to be as competitive as possible. We needed to have 2 

the best facilities and coaches to recruit the best athletes. At 3 

Royal, we were trying to build a culture of athletic success.  4 

Q. Before Royal broke ground on its new stadium in 2010, 5 

Western University and Denver State University gave notice that 6 

they were leaving the conference. Would it be fair to say that 7 

Western University in particular was one of the strongest 8 

athletic programs in the conference?  9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. Didn’t that concern you, that Western University was 11 

bailing out of the conference just as you were getting ready to 12 

break ground on a huge new stadium investment? 13 

A. There’s no doubt that Western University’s decision to 14 

leave the conference could have hurt the future of the 15 

conference, and there was some cause for concern. However, after 16 

holding meetings with the conference faculty reps and all of the 17 

other schools’ presidents, particularly the September 18, 2009 18 

meeting before we broke ground on construction of the stadium, 19 

we really felt like the conference remained in a good place. 20 

Q. So to be clear about what you’re telling the jury, it was 21 

your feeling in late 2009 that the conference was stable even 22 

though its most successful school had just given its notice of 23 

withdrawal to conference headquarters? 24 

A. Yes. 25 

Q. Based on what evidence? 26 

A. In the first few weeks after Western and Denver State 27 

announced they were leaving I communicated with each of the 28 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 15 

 other conference member presidents in some form or fashion. The 1 

presidents of all of the other schools said they were standing 2 

firm. Then, on September 18, 2009, all of the schools gave 3 

unqualified assurances of commitment to the Great Southwest 4 

Conference at one of our quarterly meetings. Immediately after 5 

the official session on the first day of the meetings, in the 6 

hallway outside, Jordan Windsor, the Lone Star State president, 7 

made a point of coming over to talk to me. He looked me in the 8 

eye, shook my hand, and said Lone Star State was staying in the 9 

conference until hell froze over. I remember that distinctly. 10 

Lone Star State was a linchpin, probably the strongest school 11 

athletically of all the schools that were staying. It’s fairly 12 

easy to be confident when you receive assurances like that.  13 

Q. Were any of these assurances put in writing? 14 

A. They were verbal. The conference already had bylaws and 15 

procedures requiring schools to give two years advance notice 16 

and pay a withdrawal fee before leaving the conference. There 17 

was a general consensus at the conference meeting that this 18 

procedure was sufficient because even if one school ended up 19 

reneging on it assurances, it gave the conference time to 20 

regroup and replace the departing school. I had no thought of 21 

four schools reneging on their assurances and leaving at the 22 

same time with only one year of notice, and I don’t think anyone 23 

else did either at that point. 24 

Q. Okay, I know we got off track a little bit because I still 25 

want to focus on the infrastructure investments that Royal made 26 

in 2010 amid this backdrop of conference instability and a 27 

possible shift towards super-conferences. 28 
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 A. Again, I disagree with your assessment that the conference 1 

was unstable. After many frank discussions, we felt that the 2 

Great Southwest Conference was going to thrive for many years to 3 

come. 4 

Q. What were the athletic capital investments made by Royal in 5 

2010? 6 

A. The first priority on our list was to build a new football 7 

stadium on campus. The stadium that we had been playing in was 8 

very old and clearly showing its age. It was also some distance 9 

away from campus, which we believed hurt ticket sales.  10 

Q. Was the idea of building a new football stadium an idea 11 

based solely on Royal’s recent success in football? 12 

A. No, it was something we had been contemplating since I took 13 

the job at Royal in 2002. We knew we needed to upgrade our 14 

facilities to be a competitive major-conference program going 15 

forward. The problem though is that it is extremely hard to get 16 

people on board for such an expensive and massive project when 17 

your football team is going three and nine every year. Before we 18 

could get started on a project like this we needed momentum, and 19 

in 2008, 2009, 2010 that’s exactly what we had. This was not 20 

just a knee-jerk reaction to success. It was a carefully 21 

calculated attempt to capitalize on our momentum. 22 

Q. Some might interpret Royal’s commitment and announcement in 23 

2009 to start construction of a football stadium the next year 24 

as an attempt to solidify the school’s position and make it more 25 

attractive to super-conferences in conference realignment. Was 26 

that a factor in the school’s decision? 27 
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 A. We felt confident about the future of the Great Southwest 1 

Conference, but that was possibly a secondary consideration. 2 

With any major expansion project it’s important to weigh the 3 

various pros and cons. One positive to building a new football 4 

stadium was that it was going to increase our football 5 

credibility throughout the country and demonstrate that we were 6 

serious about being competitive year in and year out. We didn’t 7 

anticipate a move away from regional conferences because it just 8 

didn’t seem to make much sense from a fan and student athlete 9 

perspective. In fact, the only people who had anything to gain 10 

from a move to super-conferences were the television networks 11 

because they would be able to negotiate even bigger television 12 

deals. So to answer your question, of course we thought about 13 

that, but that wasn’t even close to being the major factor in 14 

our decision. 15 

Q. How did you plan on paying for the new stadium? 16 

A. Well our first order of business was getting cost estimates 17 

from contractors. After this initial inquiry we came to the 18 

conclusion that the stadium was going to cost approximately two 19 

hundred and sixty million dollars. Our plan was to raise at 20 

least one hundred million dollars in capital donations, which we 21 

thought we could definitely accomplish because our donors were 22 

very excited about this project, and then finance the remainder.  23 

Q. Would television revenue help pay for the football stadium? 24 

A. To an extent. The previous TV contract between BTSN and the 25 

conference, before 2008, paid Royal in the ballpark of seventeen 26 

million dollars every year. When we renegotiated in 2007 to 27 

start going up from twenty-four million dollars annually in 28 
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 2008, with the contract to run and escalate for the next decade, 1 

our school made the decision to put the extra money toward the 2 

stadium project. The new television revenue from the 2008 TV 3 

contract would essentially cover all of our athletic operations, 4 

with a surplus, without even tapping our other athletic revenue 5 

sources. We anticipated that would free up the anticipated 6 

growth in our other athletically-generated revenues to also be 7 

applied to paying down debt on the stadium. The biggest source 8 

of debt payment however was going to be from our major donors on 9 

a continuing basis in future years, following our raising of the 10 

initial one hundred million dollars. We knew it was going to 11 

take the perfect storm to raise all of this money, and we 12 

thought that in 2009 all of that was coming together based on 13 

the momentum we had.  14 

Q. Now I understand that in 2009 the school also announced two 15 

other athletic building projects? 16 

A. Yes, the same month that we announced the building of the 17 

new football stadium, we also received a three million dollar 18 

donation toward a new athletic nutrition center. Again, in the 19 

competitive nature that is college athletics, we viewed this as 20 

a necessary step to remain relevant in the future. 21 

Q. How did you plan on paying for this project? 22 

A. Well as I mentioned, we had already received a capital gift 23 

from one of our major donors that covered most of the cost. We 24 

anticipated covering the remaining amount with other donations 25 

from our alumni. 26 
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 Q. Did the school also announce its intention to build an 1 

indoor football practice facility during that same time period 2 

in 2004? 3 

A. Yes we did. Our football coaches had been pushing for an 4 

indoor facility for a long time. They viewed it as necessary for 5 

practicing in all types of weather and for recruitment purposes. 6 

The last thing you want to do is to lag behind all of the other 7 

schools in quality of facilities. And we wanted to keep our 8 

football coaches happy by showing a commitment to success. 9 

Q. What was the cost of that facility? 10 

A. Approximately seven million dollars, with a substantial 11 

portion of that already covered by a major donor. 12 

Q. Was the Royal University board of trustees unanimous in 13 

2009 in supporting these athletic investments?  14 

A. Close to unanimous, but no. There were concerns expressed 15 

by a small group of trustees, two of our trustees in particular. 16 

Ultimately those two trustees decided to abstain from voting 17 

rather than voting against the proposal.  18 

Q. What were the concerns expressed by the two abstaining 19 

trustees? 20 

A. Essentially that we were incurring too much risk by the 21 

extent of borrowing for athletics when our first priority needed 22 

to be academics. On the other hand, the rest of the board 23 

believed that a commitment to athletics at the highest level 24 

helped support the overall mission of the university. 25 

Q. Thank you, Dr. Reid. That brings me to my next topic. You 26 

have continued to state on the record that you were not 27 

concerned with the conference’s stability.  28 
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 A. That’s correct. 1 

Q. However, as the president of a member-institution of the 2 

Great Southwest Conference, you understood the ramifications if 3 

the conference were ever to fall below ten schools. 4 

A. Yes, from my understanding - and just let me clarify, I was 5 

not involved in the negotiations of the conference’s television 6 

contract – my understanding was that if the conference fell 7 

below ten members and remained below ten members beyond a six-8 

month grace period, the conference would be in breach of the 9 

contract unless BTSN approved the newly selected schools. 10 

Q. And BTSN had the right to object if a substitute school did 11 

not meet certain standards? 12 

A. Yes. I think any decision not to approve newly selected 13 

schools by BTSN had to be in good faith, approval could not be 14 

unreasonably withheld, but BTSN did have the right to approve of 15 

any substitute members for purposes of the television contract. 16 

Q. Was the possibility of the conference falling below ten 17 

members a concern among the conference members? 18 

A. There were mixed feelings. We recognized the risk. On the 19 

other hand, our revenues were maximized with ten members, 20 

without dividing the pie further, and we were confident we could 21 

replace one school or even two if anybody broke ranks, which we 22 

didn’t think would happen. But we were willing to explore 23 

options for increasing the size of the conference. That’s why at 24 

our quarterly meeting in September 2009 the school presidents 25 

gave Commissioner Sayre the okay to begin exploring 26 

possibilities with other schools about joining the conference. 27 

Q. So the Great Southwest Conference was looking to expand? 28 
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 A. We were looking to possibly add a school or two to fill the 1 

void left by Western University and Denver State. However, from 2 

my standpoint we didn’t need to expand for the sake of 3 

expanding. We needed to find a good fit. 4 

Q. So not just any school would fit the bill? 5 

A. That’s correct. 6 

Q. But you were open to the idea of inviting new members to 7 

the Great Southwest Conference? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

Q. To your knowledge, what kind of response did Mr. Sayre 10 

receive from outside schools about switching conferences? 11 

A. Well, the response was disappointing. We felt we had an 12 

incredible conference with a great television package, schools 13 

with competitive football programs, a great basketball 14 

tradition. We considered the conference one that should be 15 

attractive to almost any school. However, Commissioner Sayre 16 

reported back to us that interest among the schools we were 17 

targeting had been disappointing. 18 

Q. Did any schools express interest? 19 

A. Well, Commissioner Sayre reported back that several schools 20 

from non-automatic qualifying conferences had expressed interest 21 

in moving to the Great Southwest. However, I was opposed to that 22 

idea because any expansion needed to raise the profile of the 23 

conference and adding the little sisters of the poor was not 24 

going to further that goal. 25 

Q. Were the other schools on board with that line of thinking? 26 

A. I believe that when we voted, the presidents voted nine to 27 

one not to invite any schools from non-automatic qualifying 28 
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 conferences. Everyone agreed that we needed to add schools that 1 

would raise our conference profile. Expansion for the sake of 2 

expansion was not in the interest of the conference, especially 3 

since, if we were going to share television revenue, the new 4 

school would need to bring something to the table.  5 

Q. Did any schools from automatic qualifying conferences 6 

express interest? 7 

A. There was one school in particular that seemed eager to 8 

join our conference, and several of the conference presidents 9 

favored the idea of sending them an invitation. 10 

Q. What school was that? 11 

A. Prince University. 12 

Q. Let’s talk about Prince University for a minute. 13 

A. Okay. 14 

Q. Prince is an east coast school? 15 

A. Yes. 16 

Q. It was a member of one of the six BCS power conferences? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. To help the non-football fans who may be on our jury, the 19 

BCS was, until just this year, the bowl championship series that 20 

matched the nation’s top-ranked college teams from the Division 21 

1 Football Bowl Subdivision, in other words, the biggest 22 

football universities? 23 

A. Yes. 24 

Q. So Prince was coming from one of the six conferences which 25 

automatically received a bid for its top team to play in the 26 

bowl games for top-ranked teams? 27 

A. Yes. 28 
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 Q. Prince has a long-standing tradition of a strong athletics 1 

program? 2 

A. A great basketball tradition. I would say Prince was 3 

mediocre at best in football. Not a lot of great years, but not 4 

a lot of terrible years either. Steadily mediocre. 5 

Q. At the time Prince expressed interest to Commissioner 6 

Sayre, the Great Southwest was looking to add another school, 7 

preferably from a power conference? 8 

A. I think it would be fair to say that Commissioner Sayre was 9 

looking to expand. He viewed it as a sign of strength, a 10 

demonstration that the Great Southwest was built to last. 11 

Q. I want to know your thoughts with respect to expansion in 12 

2011. What was your view? 13 

A. I thought there were both advantages and disadvantages. 14 

Q. In March 2011, you ended up voting against inviting Prince 15 

to join the Great Southwest? 16 

A. I did along with three other schools. 17 

Q. So Commissioner Sayre was concerned that some people around 18 

the country may have been questioning the stability of the Great 19 

Southwest Conference and its ability to survive in the long run? 20 

A. Possibly. 21 

Q.  The Great Southwest had an opportunity to invite a school 22 

from a major conference and you voted no, correct? 23 

A. Correct. 24 

Q. I understand that one of the reasons for your opposition 25 

was an estimated annual increase in athletic program travel 26 

costs of around five to ten percent. In your opinion, was being 27 
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 left out of a major conference a better scenario than a ten 1 

percent increase in travel expenses? 2 

A. I don’t think that’s really a fair question. At the time we 3 

made this decision the conference appeared to be stable and my 4 

perception was that we could afford to be careful. I didn’t 5 

believe expansion for the sake of expansion was the right 6 

decision. In hindsight, if I had known that failing to invite 7 

Prince was a factor in Lone Star State University’s decision to 8 

leave I might have changed my decision-making process. Hindsight 9 

is always twenty-twenty. 10 

Q. How did Lone Star State University, Independence 11 

University, Ozark A&M University, and Santa Fe University vote 12 

on whether to invite Prince? 13 

A. All four of those schools voted in favor of admitting 14 

Prince to the conference.  15 

Q. And Jordan Windsor was vocal about his belief that inviting 16 

Prince was in the best interest of the Great Southwest 17 

Conference? 18 

A. Yes. 19 

Q. It would be fair to describe President Windsor as adamant 20 

in that view, wouldn’t it? 21 

A. It was a strongly expressed view. But that’s not unusual. I 22 

always found President Windsor to be strong in his expressed 23 

views. That’s why I believed him when he said Lone Star State 24 

would be there until hell froze over. 25 

Q. Did President Windsor appear to be upset after the vote? 26 

A. I think he was disappointed, but as far as I know he wasn’t 27 

thinking about leaving the conference. Dr. Windsor continued to 28 
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 reflect commitment to the conference even in the midst of his 1 

frustrations. 2 

Q.  And the presidents of Independence, Ozark, and Santa Fe 3 

likewise expressed frustration over the failure to expand the 4 

Great Southwest Conference? 5 

A. There was some expression of frustration at the time, but 6 

nothing beyond what might typically be expressed when there’s a 7 

close vote that goes the other way. 8 

Q. You have testified that Royal University was always 9 

committed to the Great Southwest Conference.  10 

A. Absolutely. The Great Southwest was the best fit for our 11 

school and we considered survival of the conference to be 12 

crucial for us. 13 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Mr. Ginn, since we’re taking 14 

several depositions over the next few days in this case, is it 15 

alright with you if we number exhibits sequentially as we go 16 

along? 17 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Yes, that makes sense to me.  18 

 19 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 20 

Q. I want to show you what has been marked as Exhibit 1. Do 21 

you recognize this? 22 

A. Yes I do. It is a blog post authored by Trick Tan of 23 

GreatSouthwestBlog.com. 24 

Q. Are you personally familiar with this particular entry 25 

dated January 16, 2012? 26 

A. Yes. I read it the day it was published. 27 

Q. Is this a true and correct copy of that blog post? 28 
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 A. Yes. 1 

Q. If you take a look at this blog entry you can see that the 2 

story by Trick Tan reports that Royal University was reaching 3 

out to other schools and conferences about new conference 4 

opportunities? 5 

A. That is what the story says. As you can see there were no 6 

sources cited in the story. 7 

Q. Well why don’t we go right to the source then? Was there 8 

any truth to the story that you were reaching out to other 9 

schools and conferences? 10 

A. There were contacts initiated by us, but not for the 11 

purpose of leaving the Great Southwest. After the vote not to 12 

invite Prince to the Great Southwest I met with several 13 

prominent donors, trustees, and athletic department personnel to 14 

discuss the future of our conference, and we agreed we needed to 15 

explore backup options if something happened to the Great 16 

Southwest. 17 

Q. You have said all along that you were supportive of the 18 

Great Southwest and that you thought the conference was stable, 19 

correct? 20 

A. That’s correct, but at the same time we were hearing more 21 

rumors that conference realignment was on the horizon. 22 

Q. I know Commissioner Sayre has said he didn’t think at that 23 

time that the rumors were true. Did you give any credence to the 24 

idea that there was going to be a major realignment of schools 25 

and conferences into four or five super-conferences? 26 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 27 

 A. I agreed with Commissioner Sayre, but as a steward of Royal 1 

University I had to at least consider that realignment might be 2 

a possibility, even though remote. 3 

Q. So at the time you were actively telling officials of the 4 

Great Southwest Conference and making public pronouncements of 5 

commitment to the conference, you were quietly going behind 6 

everyone’s back? 7 

A. Not to leave the conference, just to explore options if 8 

other schools were to leave.  9 

Q. But without explaining anything to the other member schools 10 

first?  11 

A.  Yes. I think I was doing what everyone else who has a 12 

fiduciary duty to his or her school should do. I was trying to 13 

understand the landscape before getting into a crisis mode, 14 

looking out for Royal’s best interest. Did we want to leave the 15 

Great Southwest? Of course not. Did I feel like we needed to at 16 

least prepare for the worst-case scenario? Yes, and that is why 17 

we reached out. We needed to assess Royal’s place in the college 18 

football landscape. 19 

Q. What kind of response did you receive? 20 

A. The inquiries simply confirmed that the Great Southwest 21 

Conference’s survival was vital for Royal. 22 

Q. And news of your inquiries became the subject of news 23 

reports? 24 

A. Yes.  25 

Q. Trick Tan of GreatSouthwestBlog.com caught wind of your 26 

phone calls and published a blog article noting feelings of 27 

betrayal and distrust from Royal’s actions?  28 
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 A. I disagree strongly with Mr. Tan’s characterization. 1 

Q. Are you a regular reader of GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 2 

A. Not a regular reader. I check in occasionally to see what’s 3 

being reported. 4 

Q. Did you find Trick Tan to be reliable? 5 

A. I’m not sure how to answer that. He was not a traditional 6 

media source, and I obviously didn’t necessarily agree with all 7 

of his characterizations and conclusions. But he generally 8 

seemed to have pretty knowledgeable sources, so his sources may 9 

have been more reliable than the conclusions he was drawing from 10 

them.  11 

Q. You would agree it’s likely that administrators from other 12 

schools were also reading GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 13 

A. Maybe. That wouldn’t surprise me. 14 

Q. And you can see how someone learning from a knowledgeable 15 

source that Royal was contacting others while at the same time 16 

preaching commitment might result in a feeling of betrayal? 17 

A. I think that presidents of other schools would know exactly 18 

why I was reaching out to other schools. With all the rumors 19 

circulating, I was only doing what I thought everyone else was 20 

or should be doing. 21 

Q. I understand that is your opinion. What I am asking is 22 

whether or not you can understand how your actions might cause a 23 

feeling of betrayal with other schools in the Great Southwest 24 

Conference? 25 

A. I suppose it’s possible. 26 
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 Q. Isn’t it also possible that a feeling of betrayal might 1 

have motivated Lone Star State and the three other schools to 2 

leave the conference for something more stable? 3 

A. As best I can tell, I think they were induced to leave by 4 

the Supreme Conference.  5 

Q. Let’s talk about why Royal decided to bring this lawsuit 6 

against the Supreme Conference. 7 

A. Okay. 8 

Q. Is there any reason that Royal University filed this 9 

lawsuit when the contract in question was between BTSN and Great 10 

Southwest, instead of looking to the Great Southwest Conference 11 

to file this action? Did the Great Southwest Conference decline 12 

to file the suit? 13 

A. Obviously the Great Southwest Conference did not decide to 14 

file suit itself. As for why that is, you’ll have to direct that 15 

question to the Great Southwest Conference. I can only speak for 16 

Royal University, and clearly it was Royal University who was 17 

hurt by what happened.  18 

Q. It seems odd to me that there were six schools left in the 19 

Great Southwest Conference, yet Royal is the only one suing. 20 

Could it possibly be that everyone else knows there’s no merit 21 

to Royal’s claim? 22 

A. I don’t think that’s the case at all. I think there’s 23 

probably a fear factor involved. It’s a hard decision for 24 

individual schools to stand up to a whole conference, especially 25 

one as powerful as the Supreme Conference.  26 

Q. Thank you, Dr. Reid. 27 

A. You’re welcome. 28 
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   COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: No further questions at this 1 

point. 2 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Just a few more questions. 3 

 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Dr. Reid, we’ve spent some time today discussing Royal 6 

University’s opposition to the Great Southwest Conference 7 

inviting Prince in 2011, without discussing the reasons for your 8 

opposition. Why did you oppose inviting Prince? 9 

A. There were multiple reasons why I didn’t think Prince was 10 

the right fit for our conference. If we were going to invite a 11 

school to join, it needed to make sense both geographically and 12 

economically. As you’re well aware, the Great Southwest 13 

Conference is primarily located in the southwestern United 14 

States. I considered it crazy to invite a school to our 15 

conference from the east coast. 16 

Q. Why is that? 17 

A. Well one aspect of that is the increase in travel costs. I 18 

felt the conference needed to invite a school that was already 19 

located in the conference’s geographical footprint. That way 20 

there wouldn’t be a big increase in our travel expenses each 21 

year. And natural rivalries are fed by the ability of fans to 22 

travel to regional games, not by games half a continent away. 23 

Q. Did you estimate how much your expenses would increase each 24 

year if Prince joined the Great Southwest Conference? 25 

A. Yes we did. Our athletic department conducted a study that 26 

indicated if we were to invite Prince, our annual travel 27 
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 expenses for our athletics program would increase anywhere from 1 

five to ten percent annually. With all of Royal’s new athletic 2 

infrastructure investments, I didn’t think that was a wise use 3 

of resources. 4 

Q. What about television markets? 5 

A. That was another big factor to consider. As you know, in 6 

2011 the ten Great Southwest Conference members were sharing 7 

television revenue under our 2008 television contract with BTSN. 8 

If we were to invite another school, that would represent 9 

another mouth to feed but with no guarantee that the pot was 10 

going to get any bigger. 11 

Q.  Wouldn’t the Great Southwest be picking up a new east coast 12 

television market? 13 

A. Prince University’s campus location is relatively rural. 14 

Our projections didn’t show us to be picking up a substantial 15 

new television market. 16 

Q. Do you think that adding a school like Prince would have 17 

given the Great Southwest Conference leverage to renegotiate its 18 

deal with BTSN? 19 

A. I don’t think so. Prince is a strong school academically 20 

and in basketball, but it’s a relatively small school that 21 

doesn’t bring any major television markets. That combined with 22 

Prince’s mediocre football program, and as we all know football 23 

is the driver of television revenue, we probably wouldn’t gain 24 

any leverage with BTSN. Those factors combined indicated that 25 

Prince just wasn’t a strong option. And listen, I wasn’t the 26 

only one with these concerns. Three other schools voted with 27 

Royal in opposition to Prince. 28 
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 Q. Let’s talk about revenue sharing. Did Prince University’s 1 

publicly stated willingness to go along with the big schools on 2 

performance-based revenue distributions also play a role in your 3 

vote? 4 

A. It was a small factor, yes. 5 

Q. Why is that? 6 

A. I was a huge proponent of equal revenue sharing in large 7 

part because I believe it fosters parity between conference 8 

members and keeps interests aligned among all the members. 9 

Unequal sharing creates private agendas which I believe break 10 

down conference unity, and benefit big schools at the expense of 11 

the smaller schools. 12 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Those are all the questions I 13 

have at this point. 14 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: I have a few more questions. 15 

 16 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 17 

Q. The truth is, Royal benefitted substantially from the equal 18 

revenue sharing, since you didn’t play a whole lot of nationally 19 

televised games?  20 

A. Traditionally that had been true, but I still believed in 21 

equal sharing and parity even when we moved to the top of the 22 

conference standings. 23 

Q. It would be accurate to say that there was some 24 

disagreement in the Great Southwest Conference on how to 25 

distribute revenue? 26 
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 A. Yes. Five schools supported equal distributions while the 1 

larger schools with the best football programs wanted to 2 

distribute revenue based on performance. It would take a two-3 

thirds vote to change the bylaws with regard to revenue 4 

distributions. 5 

Q. So in part, your opposition to Prince was based on the fact 6 

that the addition of Prince would also be an additional vote 7 

toward unequal revenue sharing? 8 

A. In small part. 9 

Q. Did Commissioner Sayre indicate that he had received any 10 

interest in schools located within the conference’s footprint? 11 

A. No schools from automatic qualifying conferences within our 12 

region expressed an interest in joining the Great Southwest 13 

Conference at the time. 14 

Q. How did the presidents who were in favor of inviting 15 

Prince, including Jordan Windsor, react when the vote failed? 16 

A. There was some disappointment and frustration expressed. 17 

However, all the presidents continued to express commitment to 18 

the conference, and Commissioner Sayre said he would continue 19 

looking for new options to expand. 20 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Those are my questions at this 21 

point. 22 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: A few more questions. 23 

 24 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 25 

Q. Were there any benefits to the Great Southwest Conference 26 

remaining at ten schools? 27 
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 A. Of course and that was a consideration that I was very 1 

vocal about in our discussion about Prince. 2 

Q. What are some of the advantages? 3 

A. For starters, everyone gets to take home a larger chunk of 4 

the pie because there are fewer mouths to feed. Also you have to 5 

consider the benefits of the round robin football schedule. 6 

Everyone plays everyone on a yearly basis. Rivalries develop, 7 

which increases fan excitement and ticket sales. I was content 8 

with sticking with ten members until a more viable expansion 9 

option presented itself. 10 

Q. Were you shocked in 2012 when Lone Star State University, 11 

Independence University, Ozark A&M University, and Santa Fe 12 

University announced their intention to leave the Great 13 

Southwest Conference in 2013? 14 

A. Shocked? Yes. I felt like I had been played and betrayed. 15 

What made matters worse was that these schools went out as a 16 

group and only gave a one year notice, meaning that we had 17 

almost no time to fix the hole and find new schools. After the 18 

notice was given, everything began to fall apart. And then I 19 

found out that it had been orchestrated by the Supreme 20 

Conference. 21 

Q. You thought the Great Southwest Conference was stable 22 

leading up to the announced departure? 23 

A. I did. Everyone seemed to be on board. In fact if it 24 

weren’t for the Supreme Conference offering a sweetheart deal to 25 

Lone Star, changing the Supreme Conference rules to induce Lone 26 

Star with their own television network, I think they would still 27 

be in the Great Southwest Conference.  28 
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 Q. What happened after the four schools announced they were 1 

leaving? 2 

A. The thing we feared the most came to fruition. Conference 3 

realignment mayhem ensued, and Royal got left out when the music 4 

stopped.  5 

Q. Were you actively working to try and make sure that Royal 6 

found a home? 7 

A. Of course, but it became clear relatively quickly that the 8 

super-conferences were not interested in a basketball school 9 

with newfound success in football. Unfortunately, football was 10 

the real driver of the realignment chaos. 11 

Q. What happened to the conference’s television contract with 12 

BTSN? 13 

A. After the conference fell to only six schools, BTSN 14 

immediately held the conference in default for breach of the 15 

contract. The breach could be cured if BTSN approved the newly 16 

selected schools. 17 

Q. Did the Great Southwest Conference invite four new schools 18 

to get back to ten members? 19 

A. Yes we did, but BTSN had the right in the contract to 20 

approve any new members. Because the new additions were small 21 

schools from non-BCS conferences, BTSN still decided after six 22 

months that the conference had breached the contract. Later we 23 

learned that BTSN signed a new television deal with the Supreme 24 

Conference that would start out paying each school around 25 

thirty-five million dollars annually, going up from there. We 26 

were left without a conference and without a television 27 

contract. It was a disaster for the conference and for us. 28 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 36 

 Q. Was the conference able to negotiate a new television 1 

contract? 2 

A. The conference entered into a contract with Truth 3 

Television, a small cable provider. The deal pays each school 4 

between three and five million dollars a year. 5 

Q. How has this affected the fan support for Royal? 6 

A. Our fans are obviously very disappointed. Attendance to 7 

athletic events is substantially lower and as a result we have 8 

had to substantially reduce the prices of our tickets. We’ve 9 

also seen donations drop significantly and we’ve had to start 10 

dipping deeply into our endowment funds, which has hurt us both 11 

on scholarships and on our bond rating. Our best coaches have 12 

left for schools in the super-conferences, which has further 13 

eroded our fan support. We’ll ultimately get past this, but 14 

there’s no question that this has been hurtful to our 15 

university. 16 

Q. Have you received departure fees and liquidated damages 17 

from the four departing schools as provided by the conference 18 

bylaws? 19 

A. Yes, those amounts were withheld from the 2012-13 season 20 

payments from BTSN and split between the six remaining schools, 21 

but that only helped for one year. That was the last of the 22 

money from BTSN. And the biggest loss of all came from our donor 23 

gifts falling off a cliff. 24 

Q. What about enrollment? Has falling out of a major 25 

conference hurt enrollment figures?  26 

A. To some extent, which also hurts revenue. We’ve tried to 27 

walk a line between cutting too deeply into enrollment or 28 
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 cutting too deeply into our median SAT and ACT scores in order 1 

to maintain our enrollment figures. We don’t want to create too 2 

great an effect on our rankings in national publications such as 3 

U.S. News. 4 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: I think that’s all I have. 5 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Just a few more. 6 

 7 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 8 

Q. Why didn’t Royal University sue Jamie Bowen for his alleged 9 

actions of recruiting Lone Star State to the Supreme Conference? 10 

A. Our purpose in this case isn’t to heap further blame on an 11 

individual who was working at the direction of the real decision 12 

maker, the Supreme Conference. From what I understand, Jamie 13 

Bowen has already been scapegoated by the Supreme Conference. We 14 

want responsibility placed where it belongs, on the conference 15 

that orchestrated all of this for its own benefit. 16 

Q.  Why didn’t Royal University sue the four defecting 17 

universities, especially since they didn’t give the full two 18 

years of notice required by the Great Southwest Conference 19 

bylaws? 20 

A. I don’t want to answer for our lawyers, who may be 21 

concerned about sovereign immunity of state universities, but 22 

I’ll tell you my personal thoughts. This was an orchestrated 23 

destruction of the Great Southwest Conference that hurt Royal 24 

University in the process, and the orchestra leader who put it 25 

together and benefitted the most was the Supreme Conference. It 26 

has been destructive to college athletics and to higher 27 
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 education, and responsibility needs to be placed with the 1 

primary decision maker. 2 

Q. Thank you, Dr. Reid.  3 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: That concludes my questions. 4 

 COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: We reserve our questions. 5 

 6 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 7 

 8 

******** 9 

10 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF TANNER FRANKLIN 4 

April 4, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF TANNER FRANKLIN, produced as a witness 8 

at the instance of PLAINTIFF ROYAL UNIVERSITY and duly sworn, 9 

was taken in the above styled and numbered cause on April 4th, 10 

2014, from 1:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, 11 

CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 

 16 
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 18 
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 20 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

JOHN CHARLES GINN, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 7723548 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

BRIDGET FUSELIER, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 7103611 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

TANNER FRANKLIN, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Please state your name. 6 

A. Tanner Franklin. 7 

Q. What is your current business address? 8 

A. Supreme Conference, 1700 Heyman Avenue, Evanston, Illinois 9 

60201. 10 

Q. What is your current occupation? 11 

A. I am the commissioner of the Supreme Conference. 12 

Q. Did you occupy that position at the end of 2011 and early 13 

2012, the time period underlying this lawsuit? 14 

A. Yes. 15 

Q. How long have you served as commissioner? 16 

A. I took the job in 2001 and have worked in that position 17 

ever since. Almost thirteen years at this point. 18 

Q. What did you do before becoming the commissioner of the 19 

Supreme Conference?  20 

A. Immediately before my appointment as commissioner of the 21 

Supreme Conference, I was the athletic director at Western 22 

University for nine years, and at the University of Columbus for 23 

eight years prior to that.  24 
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 Q. So would it be fair to say that you have a lot of 1 

experience in the world of collegiate athletics? 2 

A. It would. 3 

Q. What led you into the world of college sports as an 4 

athletic director and conference commissioner? 5 

A. I’ve always held the belief that sports are vitally 6 

important because of the way they can inspire individuals to 7 

reach beyond their potential to accomplish something 8 

extraordinary. Because of that, when I graduated with a master’s 9 

degree in sports management I knew that I wanted to be involved 10 

in college athletics in some fashion. 11 

Q. Let's talk a little bit about the Supreme Conference for a 12 

bit. Where is the conference located geographically? 13 

A. Our conference headquarters are located in Evanston, 14 

Illinois, on the north side of Chicago. The conference’s 15 

geographic footprint, however, is diverse because we have member 16 

schools from several different areas of the country including 17 

Texas. 18 

Q. But it hasn’t always been that way has it? 19 

A. No. Traditionally conferences were situated geographically 20 

for a number of reasons, but with the advent of national 21 

television networks and more convenient modes of transportation 22 

there has been a shift to less geocentric conferences. The 23 

Supreme Conference has been on the forefront of this 24 

transformation. 25 
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 Q. You have a history of aggressively expanding the Supreme 1 

Conference at the expense of others. Is that fair to say? 2 

A. I think I have a history of doing what is best for the 3 

Supreme Conference. It’s a dog eat dog world in the realm of 4 

collegiate athletics and during my time as the Supreme 5 

Conference commissioner I have viewed it as my responsibility to 6 

ensure that our conference is situated to be not only 7 

successful, but the most successful conference. 8 

Q. I want to back up a little bit to gain some perspective on 9 

some of the moves the Supreme Conference has made during your 10 

tenure.  11 

A. Okay. 12 

Q. When you became conference commissioner in 2001, how many 13 

schools were in the Supreme Conference? 14 

A. In 2001, the Supreme Conference had ten member-15 

institutions. 16 

Q. At that time were most of these schools located in the same 17 

geographic region? 18 

A. Yes, all of the schools in the Supreme Conference were 19 

located in the same region. 20 

Q. What was the geographic footprint in 2003? 21 

A. We had schools located in six states: Iowa, Michigan, 22 

Illinois, Indiana, Wisconsin, and Minnesota.  23 
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 Q. As a conference commissioner of a major conference, why do 1 

you think that there has been a shift from regional-based 2 

conferences to conferences with little regional affiliation? 3 

A. Generally, I think the shift has to do with money.  4 

Q. How so? 5 

A. Traditionally, conferences were located regionally because 6 

of travel expenses. It wasn’t very feasible for schools to 7 

routinely travel very long distances to compete against each 8 

other. Also, regional-based conferences created better fan 9 

attendance because of the local rivalries that developed and the 10 

feasibility of visiting fans to travel to athletic events. We 11 

didn’t see national-based conferences until the rise of national 12 

sports networks and a multitude of cable channels with the 13 

capability of delivering a high volume of games to a national 14 

audience. 15 

Q. In 2004 the Supreme Conference expanded for the first time 16 

in nearly two decades, correct? 17 

A. Correct. 18 

Q. From ten schools to twelve schools? 19 

A. Correct. 20 

Q. What led to that decision? 21 

A. There were multiple reasons, but primarily I didn’t feel 22 

like remaining at ten schools was a viable option for the 23 

Supreme Conference. For power conferences, I considered larger 24 

conferences to be the direction of the future. Our conference 25 
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 was fortunate to be one of the six conferences with an automatic 1 

bid to play in a BCS game. However, because we didn’t have 2 

twelve members, we didn’t have a conference championship game. 3 

Conference championship games generate television viewers and 4 

television money. And a conference with at least twelve schools 5 

and two divisions is better positioned to win national 6 

championships. I like to win national championships.  7 

Q. Why do you believe twelve-team conferences are better 8 

positioned to win national championships?  9 

A. When a conference has only ten schools, every school plays 10 

all nine of the other schools every year, along with three non-11 

conference opponents.  In a conference like ours with the 12 

strongest programs in the nation, it’s almost impossible for a 13 

team to go undefeated in a grueling schedule against nine 14 

powerhouse teams, which was hindering our ability to play for 15 

the national championship every year. With twelve teams divided 16 

into two six-team divisions, each team plays the teams in its 17 

division and only half of the teams in the other division, plus 18 

the conference championship game, so the conference champion 19 

still plays nine conference games. But since one of those is a 20 

conference championship game, the winner of the conference 21 

championship game is still likely to be in the national 22 

championship picture even if it has one loss somewhere in the 23 

schedule. I spent a considerable amount of time analyzing 24 

competing conferences that already had a championship game and 25 
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 from what I saw, the benefits far outweighed the costs. Time and 1 

a slew of national championships for the Supreme Conference has 2 

proven me right. 3 

Q. How did the Supreme Conference go about looking for schools 4 

as it sought to expand? 5 

A. We were looking for schools with strong football 6 

traditions. The Supreme Conference was known throughout the 7 

country as one of the best football conferences, and while we 8 

were very proud of that tradition, we didn’t just want to be one 9 

of the best. We wanted to be the best, period. The main concern 10 

I heard from the conference’s school presidents was that if we 11 

were going to expand, we needed to be careful not to dilute the 12 

conference’s brand. 13 

Q. Did any of the other sports play a factor? 14 

A. Of course that was a factor because having a vibrant 15 

athletic culture in all sports is important to our conference’s 16 

alumni and student bodies. However, football was the real driver 17 

of our conference’s decision to expand and we were willing to 18 

invite a school that might not have a dominant athletics program 19 

in general, but nevertheless had a strong football program. 20 

Q. How would you rate the success of your conference as a 21 

result of conference expansion? 22 

A. The only way to answer that question is by looking at 23 

performance on the field. I don’t think there is any doubt that 24 

any observer of our conference from 2004 until the present would 25 
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 agree that our conference became stronger and more formidable 1 

with the 2004 expansion. 2 

Q. Is it fair to say that as a conference commissioner you 3 

have been very expansion-minded? 4 

A. I think that is fair to say to an extent. As a conference 5 

commissioner, my job was to look out for the best interest of 6 

our conference, both in the short term and in the long term. In 7 

2004 there was a general thought among all of our member schools 8 

that the conference needed to expand and, really, that is one of 9 

the reasons I was hired in the first place. 10 

Q. Are you saying that you were hired in 2001 to spearhead the 11 

Supreme Conference’s expansion? 12 

A. I was hired because the conference presidents were 13 

dissatisfied with the status of the conference. For several 14 

years the conference seemed to be stuck in a rut, and no school 15 

had played for a national championship in five years, which was 16 

viewed as unacceptable. With all due modesty, I have a track 17 

record of being a visionary, and no one can say that I don’t 18 

aggressively pursue any opportunity to improve and expand. 19 

Q. So the conference presidents had expansion in mind when 20 

they hired you? 21 

A. I don’t know if expansion was on their radar yet, but they 22 

knew something needed to happen, and they obviously believed I 23 

would deliver it. 24 
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 Q. Did you have plans to expand when you became conference 1 

commissioner in 2001? 2 

A. I personally viewed expansion as a necessary step towards 3 

solidifying the conference’s rightful place as the preeminent 4 

football conference in America. If our conference wanted to 5 

continue to be competitive, we needed to get to the point where 6 

we had a conference championship game and were playing for 7 

national championships on a yearly basis. That’s how we measure 8 

success in the Supreme Conference. With those thoughts in mind, 9 

I began floating the idea of expanding to 12 teams to the 10 

member-institution presidents in conference meetings. It didn’t 11 

take very long for all of the presidents to warm up to the idea. 12 

Q. After the conference expanded to twelve members in 2004 did 13 

you entertain any thoughts that the conference might eventually 14 

continue to expand? 15 

A. I don’t know if it was really on my radar in 2004. As the 16 

conference commissioner of a major collegiate conference I was 17 

always looking for avenues to increase our conference profile 18 

and ability to provide the best experience to our student 19 

athletes, fans, and alumni. As I’m sure you are aware, the more 20 

successful our schools performed in athletics, the better 21 

resources the conference was able to provide financially to our 22 

member schools to invest in programs and infrastructure.  23 

Q. So further expansion beyond twelve schools was not on your 24 

radar after the Supreme Conferences expansion in 2004? 25 
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 A. At the time we were not thinking about expanding further. 1 

But I’m always looking for the competitive edge. If the right 2 

opportunity comes available I like to make a move. I don’t like 3 

sitting back and waiting for things to happen. To be successful 4 

in this business you have to be willing to push forward when an 5 

opportunity presents itself. 6 

Q. How would you describe your personal communication style? 7 

Friendly? Aggressive? Passive? 8 

A. It’s not passive. People know where they stand with me. I 9 

can dish out the charm or the harm, whichever dish they want to 10 

choke down. 11 

Q. We’re here because the Supreme Conference expanded to 12 

sixteen teams in 2013 which caused the destruction of the Great 13 

Southwest Conference as a major power conference in the 14 

collegiate landscape. When did you begin contemplating an 15 

expansion from twelve to sixteen schools? 16 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection to the improper 17 

sidebar comment before the question. 18 

 19 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: You can answer the question. 20 

A. Ask me the question again.  21 

Q.  When did you begin contemplating an expansion of the 22 

Supreme Conference from twelve to sixteen schools? 23 

A. Probably by 2009, when I saw Western University, my old 24 

school, go to another conference.  25 
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 Q. Why did that cause you to start contemplating expansion? 1 

A. Western University went to the Deep South Conference, which 2 

expanded the geographic reach of that conference into Texas, 3 

with all of it TV markets and player recruiting base. There was 4 

already starting to be discussion around the country of moving 5 

away from region-centric conferences to more national-based 6 

conferences. We were starting to discuss shifting toward super-7 

conferences of sixteen teams, probably due to conversations with 8 

TV executives as much as anything. If the Deep South Conference 9 

could expand geographically, why not the Supreme Conference? 10 

Q. Was there concern on your part that the Supreme Conference 11 

might not be one of the major players if there were to be a 12 

shift to super-conference? 13 

A. Not at all. I was confident that the Supreme Conference’s 14 

place in the college football landscape was secure and that we 15 

would survive any major shift. But I’m not about surviving, I’m 16 

about winning.  17 

Q. Does this go back to your tendency to aggressively exploit 18 

opportunities? 19 

A. Absolutely. Winners aren’t passive. 20 

Q. You said a moment ago that there were rumors of impending 21 

conference realignment. Did you have any concrete proof in 2011 22 

that the rumors might have some validity? 23 

A. I don’t think there is any way to have concrete proof that 24 

something might happen in the future.  25 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 13 

 Q. Then what made you think conference realignment was 1 

definitely coming? 2 

A. Well the first thing was the fact that in meetings with 3 

television executives from BTSN, which is the network that owns 4 

the rights to the Supreme Conference’s first tier television 5 

rights, Wynn Trego and others kept discussing the idea of super-6 

conferences. 7 

Q. Who is Wynn Trego? 8 

A. Wynn is the CEO of BTSN. I have worked closely with him 9 

during my tenure as commissioner. Any time we negotiate or 10 

renegotiate our television deal, discussions go through him. 11 

Q. And Mr. Trego was the one to suggest to you the idea of a 12 

shift to super-conferences? 13 

A. Yes, one of the ones. That it was inevitable because the 14 

college landscape was changing. 15 

Q. Did you agree with him about the inevitability of 16 

conference realignment and a shift to super-conferences? 17 

A. In 2004 I would not have thought super-conferences of 18 

sixteen teams was a possibility. But over time, after 19 

discussions with people like Wynn, and after watching Western 20 

University leave the Great Southwest Conference, I knew that it 21 

was probably only a matter of time.  22 

Q. When did you first identify schools from the Great 23 

Southwest Conference as potential targets for Supreme Conference 24 

expansion? 25 
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 A. Every major school in this country is a target for the 1 

Supreme Conference, as far as I’m concerned. 2 

Q. Did you consider the Great Southwest Conference to be 3 

unstable after Western University and Denver State University 4 

announced their plans to leave the conference? 5 

A. Yeah, once Western pulled out, I was betting that the Great 6 

Southwest would eventually crater and be the domino to start a 7 

chain reaction toward major conference realignment.  8 

Q. Were you satisfied to sit and watch to see if that would 9 

happen, or did you want to take action to help that happen? 10 

A. I have a bias toward action, but it has to be action that’s 11 

proper and legal.  12 

Q. Well let’s delve a little deeper into this issue then. 13 

A. Okay. 14 

Q. I am showing you what has been marked as Exhibit 2. Do you 15 

recognize this document? 16 

A. Yes I do. 17 

Q. What is it? 18 

A. This is an email that I sent to several individuals in our 19 

communications department in December 2011. 20 

Q. Is this a true and correct copy of that email? 21 

A. It appears to be. 22 

Q. Would you have expected one of the recipients of this email 23 

to be Jamie Bowen, who was the associate director of 24 

communications for the Supreme Conference? 25 
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 A. Yes. 1 

Q. In this email you wrote that you viewed conference 2 

realignment as an excellent opportunity to raise the profile of 3 

the Supreme Conference as the nation's dominant collegiate 4 

conference? 5 

A. Absolutely. If conference realignment was going to occur I 6 

didn’t want to sit back and watch as everything unfolded. 7 

Q. Because that’s the way you operate? You’re an aggressive 8 

leader? 9 

A. If I have to choose between playing it safe or pushing 10 

forward, I’m going to push forward.  11 

Q. And because of that you wrote that you preferred that the 12 

Supreme Conference should be proactive so that it could dictate 13 

the terms of conference realignment? 14 

A. Correct. 15 

Q. You wanted to expand into new television markets to boost 16 

revenues? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. Does that mean recruitment of other schools? 19 

A. No, it means exactly what it says. If an opportunity 20 

presented itself we would act, but we were not actively 21 

recruiting schools. 22 

Q. You instruct the recipients of this email, including Jamie 23 

Bowen, “We should begin back channeling to gauge the interest 24 

from other key schools in becoming members of the Supreme 25 
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 Conference.” Back channeling means making non-public contact 1 

with key schools, doesn’t it? 2 

A. When I wrote back channeling I meant to keep ears open for 3 

any interest. I did not intend to be proactive in the 4 

recruitment sense. 5 

Q. Actually you specifically use the word “proactive” in this 6 

email, don’t you? 7 

A. Yes, but not in the recruitment sense. 8 

Q. It’s no secret with your employees that you have a bias 9 

toward action, is it? 10 

A. A bias toward action that’s proper and legal. 11 

Q. You were concerned with exposing the Supreme Conference to 12 

potential liability? 13 

A. Any time you’re dealing with conference affiliations there 14 

is a chance that someone is going to get upset. Legal issues 15 

abound in this area and that is why all I wanted was to listen 16 

for interest instead of actively recruiting other schools. Any 17 

interest was to be reported back to me.  18 

Q. Mr. Bowen has reported that he had a conversation with you 19 

immediately after receiving this email, on December 15th, to 20 

discuss what you wanted him to do with regard to contacting Lone 21 

Star State. Do you recall that conversation? 22 

A. No, there was no conversation about that on December 15th. 23 

The only conversation we had where he asked about contacting 24 

Lone Star State was on December 19th. 25 

Q. How do you recall that specific date? 26 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 17 

 A. It’s in that email you showed me. That was the only 1 

conversation.  2 

Q. What do you recall about that conversation, the one you say 3 

was on December 19th? 4 

A. I told Mr. Bowen to come to my office after I received his 5 

December 19th email. I was concerned by his suggestion that we 6 

should entice schools to come to the Supreme Conference. I told 7 

him that’s not the way we operate. The quality of our conference 8 

speaks for itself, and we don’t entice. We don’t call them, they 9 

call us. And we don’t talk to them about coming to the Supreme 10 

Conference, even when they do call, unless they’ve already given 11 

notice of withdrawal from whatever conference they’re in. 12 

Q. Is that instruction in writing anywhere? 13 

A. No, when I want to make a strong point, I believe in saying 14 

it face to face. 15 

Q. Did Jamie Bowen tell you he had already contacted Lone Star 16 

State about this? 17 

A. No. 18 

Q. Let’s go ahead and talk about what happened next. You know 19 

that in December of 2011, right after your December 15th email, 20 

Jamie Bowen reached out to a member of the athletic department 21 

at Lone Star State University? 22 

A. If you’re asking me what I know, then the answer is no, I 23 

don’t know that. If in fact he did, it certainly wasn’t an 24 

authorized contact. 25 

Q. So in this lawsuit now you’re saying that in December 2011 26 

and January 2012 you were not aware that Mr. Bowen was 27 
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 contacting someone in the athletic department at Lone Star State 1 

University? 2 

A. Correct. I did not find out it had supposedly happened 3 

until it was reported by a blogger in February 2012. 4 

Q. Let’s look again at Exhibit 2, which was the email chain we 5 

looked at a few moments ago. After your initial email Jamie 6 

Bowen responded with a potential plan to invite Lone Star State 7 

University? 8 

A. That is correct. 9 

Q. Mr. Bowen’s proposal included allowing Lone Star State to 10 

develop its own television network? 11 

A. That’s correct. 12 

Q. Mr. Bowen says in his email that he knows Lone Star State 13 

is unhappy and gives specifics about the unhappiness. Are you 14 

saying now you thought Mr. Bowen had just dreamed up those 15 

specifics?   16 

A. He’s smart, or at least I assumed that was true. 17 

Q. Wouldn’t it be natural for you to ask him why he believed 18 

those specific things to be true? 19 

A. I’m sure I did. He certainly didn’t tell me anything about 20 

a direct contact with Lone Star State, and he certainly had no 21 

authority to make direct contact with Lone Star State. I thought 22 

we were just discussing an abstract idea. 23 

Q. What was your reaction to the idea of inviting Lone Star 24 

State as a member of the Supreme Conference? 25 
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 A. I thought Lone Star would be an excellent fit for our 1 

conference, but they would have to come to us.  2 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Bowen that Lone Star would need to be part 3 

of a four-school package? 4 

A. We probably talked about the rationale of inviting four 5 

schools instead of one. Remember though that at the time I 6 

thought our discussions were in the abstract. 7 

Q. What about Mr. Bowen’s proposal of allowing Lone Star to 8 

develop its own television network? Was that an idea you were 9 

open to discussing? 10 

A. Traditionally the Supreme Conference did not allow schools 11 

to develop their own television networks because it was viewed 12 

as unfair to the conference’s smaller schools, but I generally 13 

never say never. 14 

Q. What happened next? 15 

A. I told Mr. Bowen his ideas were interesting, but that we 16 

weren’t going to move on anything until Lone Star came to us. 17 

Q. So you’re saying that as far as you were concerned no 18 

further steps were to be taken? 19 

A. That’s correct. 20 

Q. It certainly appears that when Lone Star left the Great 21 

Southwest Conference to join the Supreme Conference, it got the 22 

exact same deal that Mr. Bowen pitched to you, is that correct? 23 

A. It is substantially similar. 24 
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 Q. It was a good deal for Lone Star, better than they had in 1 

the Great Southwest Conference? 2 

A. I’m sure it was, or they wouldn’t have joined the Supreme 3 

Conference. 4 

Q. The kind of proposal that would make any school leave their 5 

current conference? 6 

A. Actually, I think most schools throughout the country 7 

already dream about being members of the Supreme Conference. 8 

Q. Let’s talk about the sequence of events that ended up 9 

leading to Lone Star’s change of conferences. Did someone from 10 

Lone Star make contact with you? 11 

A. Jordan Windsor, the president of Lone Star, talked to me 12 

briefly in Houston the night before the Texas Bowl. Lone Star 13 

State was playing a Supreme Conference team, University of Lake 14 

Erie, and we were both in Houston for that. We ran into each 15 

other at a party. 16 

Q. Did you already know Dr. Windsor at that point?  17 

A. Somewhat, not well. We had met before. 18 

Q. Describe the conversation. 19 

A. We said hello and started talking. He brought up something 20 

about the possibility of moving conferences and asked what I 21 

thought about it. I was honest with him. I told him I thought it 22 

was coming and coming soon. I got the sense he wasn’t happy 23 

about Lone Star being stuck in the Great Southwest Conference, 24 

but I told him I couldn’t really talk to him about it as long as 25 
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 he was a member of that conference, or at least not until he had 1 

given official notice of withdrawal from that conference. He 2 

said he understood, and I think that was the end of the 3 

conversation. 4 

Q. Why did you tell Dr. Windsor that you couldn’t talk to him 5 

as long as Lone Star was in the Great Southwest Conference? 6 

A.  Because lawsuits in this country are out of control. 7 

Q. Was anyone else other than you and Dr. Windsor part of this 8 

conversation? 9 

A. No. 10 

Q. Was anyone else in a position to overhear the conversation? 11 

A. No. We stepped out onto a balcony to talk because the party 12 

was so loud. 13 

Q. Did you subsequently tell Jamie Bowen about your balcony 14 

conversation with Dr. Windsor? 15 

A. No, although it’s possible he may have overheard me talking 16 

about it in the office later. 17 

Q. When was your next conversation with anyone from Lone Star 18 

State or with anyone from the other three schools that moved 19 

with Lone Star? 20 

A. Not until they officially gave notice of withdrawal from 21 

the Great Southwest Conference. At that point, in February, 22 

Jordan Windsor called me and we talked about the process for 23 

petitioning for admission to the Supreme Conference. 24 
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 Q. In that February conversation with Dr. Windsor, did you 1 

tell him that the Supreme Conference would change its policy to 2 

allow Lone Star to have its own individual television network? 3 

A. I think he asked me about that, and I agreed to help try to 4 

get that done for him. As it turned out, we were able to do 5 

that. 6 

Q. Was that difficult to accomplish? 7 

A. Not really. The Supreme Conference member schools 8 

understood that getting these four schools would be good for our 9 

conference. 10 

Q. Would you have agreed or recommended to the conference 11 

members that Lone Star State be admitted to the conference if 12 

that school was applying alone? 13 

A. I would have suggested that we go find some other schools. 14 

I don’t think that would have been a problem. 15 

Q. You’ve said that you didn’t want to talk to Lone Star State 16 

until after Lone Star had given notice of withdrawal to the 17 

Great Southwest Conference. What legal problem were you 18 

concerned about? 19 

A. I’m not a lawyer, but I didn’t want to be accused of 20 

illegally interfering with someone else’s contractual deal.  21 

Q. Why did the Supreme Conference fire Jamie Bowen? 22 

A. He got himself in a crack. He was smart enough to predict 23 

in December 2011 what Lone Star State’s major concerns would 24 

ultimately prove to be, but I think the desire to make himself 25 
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 look even bigger in the story got the best of him. I think the 1 

Trick Tan story could have only originated because Jamie Bowen 2 

was trying to tell people he had put the whole deal together 3 

himself, which was a crock, and he got those rumors started 4 

himself. This wasn’t the first time he had gone off half-cocked, 5 

but it would damn sure be the last time, at least while he was 6 

working for me. If Bowen actually did have conversations with 7 

someone at Lone Star State, that was clearly unauthorized, but I 8 

really think he just came up with that after the fact, and ended 9 

up being an embarrassment in the process. 10 

Q. When the Trick Tan story came out on February 17th naming 11 

Jamie Bowen, did you call Mr. Bowen in and ask him about it? 12 

A. No. If this had been the first time, I would have, but by 13 

this point I had had enough of Jamie Bowen. I sent word through 14 

the office supervisor to fire him, call security, have Bowen 15 

clean out his desk, and escort him out of the building. I think 16 

we paid some amount for severance, so it’s not like he didn’t 17 

get a paycheck. 18 

Q. Did you give him a reason for the firing? 19 

A. No, in Illinois we don’t have to give reasons, and Bowen 20 

knew the reason already. I don’t think he tried to argue. 21 

Q. After you fired Jamie Bowen, the Supreme Conference still 22 

ended up admitting Lone Star State University, Ozark A&M 23 

University, Santa Fe University, and Independence University to 24 

the Supreme Conference? 25 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 24 

 A. Yes. 1 

Q. So if Jamie Bowen helped recruit those schools to the 2 

Supreme Conference, the Supreme Conference benefitted from that? 3 

A. Jamie Bowen wasn’t the commissioner. He wasn’t a director 4 

of anything. He was an associate director of communications. No 5 

school is going to jump conferences based on recruitment by some 6 

low-level associate director of communications. The idea that 7 

the Supreme Conference benefitted from his actions is laughable.  8 

Q. Had you or the Supreme Conference been getting criticism in 9 

the media after the February 17th article came out about Jamie 10 

Bowen’s role in Lone Star State’s withdrawal from the Great 11 

Western Conference? 12 

A. Sure, and I figured firing Bowen would only make it worse, 13 

but I’d had enough of Bowen’s shenanigans. I’m too old and 14 

weather beaten to worry about media criticism. 15 

Q. You’ve talked about Mr. Bowen’s shenanigans. Are you saying 16 

that Jamie Bowen has a prior history of shenanigans? 17 

A. He has a prior history of being overzealous and acting 18 

without authority.  19 

Q. Tell me about that. 20 

A. The most prominent example was in 2009. Mr. Bowen 21 

embarrassed the conference with both its member schools and with 22 

its first-tier television network provider. He had an idea to 23 

require football coaches to give in-game sideline interviews. He 24 
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 thought it would provide the fans better access and create more 1 

intrigue. 2 

Q. Why was that a problem? 3 

A. Instead of going up the chain with his idea, Mr. Bowen went 4 

directly to BTSN with his proposal, apparently thinking that 5 

would make him look better personally. 6 

Q. What happened? 7 

A. Wynn Trego told me about Mr. Bowen’s proposal. In the 8 

meantime, a number of the conference schools got upset with the 9 

proposal and questioned why they weren’t consulted first. It’s 10 

not how I believe in running things. 11 

Q. Did you take any action? 12 

A. I privately reprimanded Mr. Bowen for his actions. I told 13 

him that at the Supreme Conference we had protocols that must be 14 

adhered to and that in the future any new ideas needed to be 15 

reported up the chain. 16 

Q. Were there other occurrences that you’re referring to as 17 

shenanigans? 18 

A. I don’t remember specifically, but there is no doubt that 19 

Mr. Bowen desired to move up in the organization and at times he 20 

was overzealous. 21 

Q. Can you provide me with any other example of what you’re 22 

calling a shenanigan by Mr. Bowen? 23 

A. That’s all I can think of at this point. 24 
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 Q. I want to talk to you about the contract at issue in this 1 

tortious interference case. You said earlier that both the 2 

Supreme Conference and the Great Southwest Conference had 3 

television contracts with BTSN. 4 

A. That is correct. 5 

Q. And you understand that this lawsuit concerns the Great 6 

Southwest Conference’s television contract with BTSN. 7 

A. I understand that. 8 

Q. So you were aware that the Great Southwest Conference had a 9 

television contract with BTSN that paid its member schools in 10 

the range of twenty-five million dollars annually in television 11 

revenue? 12 

A. I knew that the Great Southwest Conference had a TV deal 13 

with BTSN. Was I aware of the specifics of the contract? I can’t 14 

say that I was. 15 

Q. Were you aware when you began thinking about expansion that 16 

BTSN and the Great Southwest Conference had a clause in their 17 

television contract that if the conference ever fell below ten 18 

teams the conference would be in default after a six month grace 19 

period? 20 

A. Like I said before, I wasn’t knowledgeable about BTSN’s 21 

television contract with the Great Southwest Conference. What I 22 

do know is that under the Great Southwest Conference bylaws any 23 

school could exit the conference by paying the exit fee and any 24 

liquidated damages. 25 
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 Q. Actually the conference bylaws call for a two-year notice, 1 

you’re aware of that? 2 

A. Yes, and if the notice is less than that, the school simply 3 

pays liquidated damages. 4 

Q. Liquidated damages for breach of the requirement to give 5 

two years notice? 6 

A. Okay. 7 

Q. However, the conference bylaws are not the contract that is 8 

at issue in this lawsuit. The league’s television contract with 9 

BTSN is the contract that is at issue. What I want to know is if 10 

you had any knowledge that the departure of four schools from 11 

the Great Southwest Conference would most likely cause that 12 

conference to breach its television contract with BTSN? 13 

A. I did not know about the specific provision, but I think 14 

everyone knew that the departure of four schools from a ten 15 

school conference would have negative effects for that 16 

conference and its television contract. However, I think it’s 17 

important to note that we did not approach any of these schools 18 

about joining our conference. They came to us because they were 19 

concerned about the stability of the Great Southwest Conference 20 

and were looking for a new home. 21 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Objection to the last two 22 

sentences as non-responsive. 23 

 24 
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 BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: Let me ask that question again to get a 1 

clear answer to the question. 2 

Q. You certainly knew that the departure of four schools from 3 

the Great Southwest Conference would most likely cause that 4 

conference to breach its television contract with BTSN? 5 

A. The Supreme Conference didn’t cause those schools to leave 6 

the Great Southwest Conference, but yes, when they left, I think 7 

they and everyone else knew it would result in the conference’s 8 

loss of the BTSN contract. 9 

Q. You say you were not directly aware of this contract 10 

provision about a default if schools fall below a certain 11 

number, but this is a typical boilerplate provision that BTSN 12 

routinely puts into its television contracts, isn’t it? You know 13 

that from your own experience with BTSN, don’t you?  14 

A. Yes. 15 

Q. So while you might not have had direct access to the 16 

cancellation provision in the Great Southwest Conference’s 17 

television contract, you at least had a pretty good idea that it 18 

existed? 19 

A. I knew it was a good possibility. 20 

Q. Let’s walk through what you would know about the Great 21 

Southwest Conference’s contract with BTSN for a moment. 22 

A. Okay. 23 

Q. You were aware that BTSN owned the rights to broadcast all 24 

of the Great Southwest Conference’s first-tier games, correct? 25 
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 A. I think everyone who watches college sports has that 1 

knowledge. 2 

Q. From your knowledge, how much did the Great Southwest 3 

Conference’s television deal pay out to each member school on a 4 

yearly basis, starting in 2008? 5 

A. I think it was around twenty-five million dollars per year, 6 

based on public information. 7 

Q. So, because member schools that are not parties to the 8 

contract are receiving substantial amounts of money from the 9 

television deal, is it fair to say that the intent of the 10 

conference in making the contract is to benefit an entity other 11 

than the conference itself?  12 

A.  No, these types of contracts benefit the conference. 13 

Q. Okay. The announced term of the BTSN contract with the 14 

Great Southwest Conference was supposed to run from 2008 to 15 

2018? 16 

A. Yes. 17 

Q. How much are Lone Star State, Ozark, Independence, and 18 

Santa Fe from the Great Southwest Conference projected to 19 

receive annually from the Supreme Conference? 20 

A. Around forty million dollars. 21 

Q. That’s a big difference isn’t it? 22 

A. Yes it is. 23 
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 Q. As commissioner of one of the big conferences, you keep up 1 

with facility improvements of major universities around the 2 

country, don’t you? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

Q. So you saw that Royal broke ground on a 260 million dollar 5 

stadium in 2010? 6 

A.  I don’t remember how much it cost, but I remember seeing 7 

the announcement. 8 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Those are my questions for now. 9 

Thank you. 10 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: A few questions. 11 

 12 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 13 

Q. I want to clear up a few things regarding Jamie Bowen’s 14 

authority to contact Lone Star State University. 15 

A. Okay. 16 

Q. Can you describe to us Mr. Bowen’s job description? 17 

A. As an associate director of communications Mr. Bowen 18 

coordinated communications between the league office and our 19 

member schools, wrote press releases, and was instrumental in 20 

setting up our league’s annual meeting days. Things I would 21 

describe as routine, more or less clerical in nature. 22 

Q. Did this job description include contacting schools to 23 

engage in conversations regarding conference realignment? 24 

A. Absolutely not.  25 
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 Q. If Mr. Bowen reached out to Lone Star State regarding 1 

conference realignment, would that be another example of him 2 

being overzealous? 3 

A. Absolutely. 4 

Q. Especially since you specifically instructed the recipients 5 

of the email at issue to report anything back to you? 6 

A. I think Mr. Bowen was being overzealous. 7 

Q. And you fired Mr. Bowen as soon as you found out about his 8 

alleged wrongdoing? 9 

A. That’s correct.  10 

Q. To be clear, did you have any conversation with Jamie Bowen 11 

at any point where he told you that he was in contact with 12 

someone from Lone Star State and was working to recruit that 13 

school to the Supreme Conference? 14 

A. Absolutely not. 15 

Q. Is all of this just another example of an overzealous 16 

employee going overboard to try and make a name for himself? 17 

A. That’s my thought. 18 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Pass the witness. 19 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Just a few follow-up questions. 20 

 21 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 22 

Q. You’ve told us that you privately reprimanded Mr. Bowen for 23 

his actions in 2009 when he allegedly acted outside the scope of 24 

his authority? 25 
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 A. That is correct. 1 

Q. Is there any official documentation of this reprimand? 2 

A. I don’t know, I would have to look. 3 

Q. You can’t recall seeing a document that supports what 4 

you’re describing here about a 2009 occurrence? 5 

A. I haven’t seen or looked for the documentation. 6 

Q. If you find any such document, will you furnish it to the 7 

Supreme Conference attorneys so they can furnish a copy to us 8 

before trial? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. By the way, did you invite Jamie Bowen to join you in a 11 

suite at the 2012 Super Bowl in Indianapolis? 12 

A. I may have, I don’t remember. I try to rotate that kind of 13 

invitation among our employees from year to year, and I’m not 14 

sure that Mr. Bowen had ever had a chance to go before. And if I 15 

had known what I know now, I can promise you he wouldn’t have 16 

been invited. 17 

 COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Pass the witness. 18 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: We reserve our questions. 19 

 20 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 21 

 22 

******** 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

27 
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 I, TANNER FRANKLIN, have read the foregoing deposition and 1 

hereby affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

 4 

Tanner Franklin__________ 5 

TANNER FRANKLIN 6 

 7 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, TANNER FRANKLIN, 8 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 25th day of 9 

April, 2014. 10 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 11 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  12 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 13 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 14 

 15 
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 18 

 19 

 20 
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 2 
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I, TANNER FRANKLIN, have read the foregoing deposition and 18 

hereby affix my signature that same is true and correct, except 19 

as noted above. 20 

 21 

____________________________ 22 

TANNER FRANKLIN 23 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER 2 

 3 

 I, Guillermo Reyes, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 4 

the State of Texas, hereby certify to the following: 5 

 That the witness, TANNER FRANKLIN, was duly sworn by the 6 

officer and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true 7 

record of the testimony given by the witness. 8 

 9 

Guillermo Reyes _______________  10 

Guillermo Reyes 11 

222 Bosque Rd. 12 

Waco, Texas 76279 13 

Certificate Number 2196 14 

Expiration Date: 12-1-14 15 

Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 25th day of April, 2014.  18 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS 2 

 3 

I have carefully reviewed the above deposition transcript to 4 

determine whether the answers contained are true and correct, 5 

and whether I had any additional information relevant to the 6 

matters therein. I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, 7 

that the deposition transcript is accurate and I have no 8 

information relevant to the matters discussed other than what is 9 

discussed in this deposition. Everything was covered and nothing 10 

was left out. 11 

 12 

Tanner Franklin__________ 13 

TANNER FRANKLIN 14 

 15 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, TANNER FRANKLIN, 16 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 26th day of 17 

August, 2014. 18 
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 Guillermo Reyes_________  1 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  2 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 3 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 4 

 5 

 6 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 
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) 
) 
) 
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CIVIL ACTION NO. 
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          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF JORDAN WINDSOR 4 

APRIL 7, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF JORDAN WINDSOR, produced as a witness at 8 

the instance of the PLAINTIFF ROYAL UNIVERSITY and duly sworn, 9 

was taken in the above styled and numbered cause on April 7th, 10 

2014, from 2:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, 11 

CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

LANDFAIR POWELL, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 2321311 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

BRANDON NEELY, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 4950002 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 

 21 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

JORDAN WINDSOR, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. President Windsor, my name is Landy Powell, and I represent 6 

Royal University. 7 

A. Good afternoon. 8 

Q. Can you please state your name for the record? 9 

A. My name is Jordan Windsor. 10 

Q. Where do you live? 11 

A. San Antonio, Texas. 12 

Q. Do you live in the official presidential residence on the 13 

campus of Lone Star State University there in San Antonio? 14 

A. Yes. 15 

Q. Currently you are the president and chancellor of Lone Star 16 

State University, correct? 17 

A. That is correct. 18 

Q. How long have you held those positions? 19 

A. Since 2005. 20 

Q.  So throughout all the events leading up to this lawsuit 21 

against the Supreme Conference? 22 

A. That’s correct. 23 

Q. You were president of Lone Star State University when Lone 24 

Star was a member of the Great Southwest Conference? 25 

A. Lone Star was a member of the Great Southwest when I 26 

arrived. Yes.  27 
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 Q. Have you provided deposition testimony on other occasions? 1 

A. Yes, several times through the years. 2 

Q. And I understand you have the university general counsel 3 

with you here today? 4 

A. Yes. 5 

Q. So you understand we want to get a clear record of 6 

questions and answers for potential use in court? 7 

A. I do. 8 

Q. Since we want to be sure the record is clear, please let me 9 

know if any question I ask is not clear to you, and I’ll work to 10 

make it clear. Is that fair? 11 

A. Yes. 12 

Q. I am assuming that as president and chancellor you had a 13 

prominent role in Lone Star’s decision to leave the Great 14 

Southwest Conference for the Supreme Conference? 15 

A. I, along with the school’s board of trustees and athletic 16 

director, steered the university in a direction that we thought 17 

was prudent to protect the interest of our university. 18 

Q. I understand that is your opinion and we will address that 19 

later. Right now, if you could just directly respond to my 20 

questions it would save us a lot of time. 21 

A. Sure. 22 

Q. Had you worked as an administrator in higher education 23 

prior to your current position? 24 

A.  Yes. 25 

Q. Would you tell us briefly the career path that led you to 26 

your current position? 27 
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 A. My educational background is in psychology. I hold a 1 

bachelor’s degree in psychology from Harvard College, a master’s 2 

degree from Oxford, and my doctorate from Lone Star State 3 

University. I began my teaching career here at Lone Star State, 4 

for almost fifteen years, and I also taught for eight years at 5 

Columbia before becoming dean of arts and sciences there. I 6 

served as chancellor at University of Moore for seven years, and 7 

I’ve served here at Lone Star State as president and chancellor 8 

since 2005. 9 

Q. What is the current enrollment at Lone Star?  10 

A. Almost 45,000 students. 11 

Q. Prior to you becoming president and chancellor of Lone Star 12 

in 2005, did you have any experience working with the athletic 13 

department? 14 

A. Yes, in my role as chancellor at Moore, but not on any sort 15 

of day-to-day basis. I’ve always believed that one of the keys 16 

to success is to surround yourself with knowledgeable and 17 

talented individuals with the experience necessary to help you 18 

succeed. When I took the job at Lone Star I made sure that we 19 

staffed the athletic department with well-qualified people who 20 

were respected by their peers. 21 

Q. Did you just turn over the keys to the athletic director or 22 

did you play an active role in making decisions regarding 23 

athletics? 24 

A. I’ve had some involvement in the decision-making process, 25 

but for at least the day-to-day operations I’ve allowed our 26 

school’s athletic director to call the shots. 27 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 6 

 Q. If a big decision regarding the athletic program needs to 1 

be made, you are the one with final decision-making authority, 2 

correct? 3 

A. It depends on the decision. For some decisions, the final 4 

call may be made by our university regents. For other decisions, 5 

I may be the final authority, or at least make sure that 6 

decisions are being made with my permission. As the president 7 

and chancellor of the university I bear the ultimate 8 

responsibility for the decisions and direction of our 9 

university, subject to reporting to the board of regents. I sign 10 

off on major decisions, but I listen closely to and trust the 11 

opinions of my colleagues on matters regarding athletics because 12 

of my lack of extensive experience in such matters. 13 

Q. As you know Dr. Windsor, this lawsuit does not involve Lone 14 

Star State University as a party, but it does relate to the 15 

circumstances surrounding Lone Star’s decision to join the 16 

Supreme Conference. Let’s switch our focus now to the decision 17 

you made, in conjunction with other school officials, to leave 18 

the Great Southwest Conference. 19 

A. Okay. 20 

Q. It is the stated position of the defendant in this case, 21 

the Supreme Conference, that the Supreme Conference is not 22 

liable for tortious interference because Lone Star, Ozark, Santa 23 

Fe, and Independence decided to switch conferences unilaterally. 24 

That is, without any recruitment from the Supreme Conference. Is 25 

that your understanding of the Supreme Conference’s position in 26 

this case? 27 
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 A. I understand that is the position the Supreme Conference 1 

has taken and I can confirm that. The decision to switch 2 

conferences was one that we made based on a lot of different 3 

factors. 4 

Q. I want to explore further into the circumstances around 5 

Lone Star’s departure. When did Lone Star begin contemplating a 6 

move to join the Supreme Conference? 7 

A. If I remember correctly we began seriously contemplating a 8 

move in late 2011 or the beginning of 2012, in January. 9 

Q. Why did Lone Star decide to begin looking outside the Great 10 

Southwest Conference? 11 

A. There were multiple reasons. Although we had been a member 12 

of the Great Southwest for a long time, from its inception, we 13 

were becoming increasingly unhappy with the direction it was 14 

going. First of all we had always been displeased with the way 15 

the Great Southwest distributed money. We believed strongly that 16 

the conference should distribute money based on performance, 17 

that is, the more games a school plays on national television, 18 

the more money that school should receive under the conference 19 

television contract. Lone Star plays a lot of games on national 20 

television, and we felt as though we were being forced to 21 

subsidize other schools. Simply stated, we weren’t getting our 22 

fair share of the revenue, or at least not enough revenue 23 

proportional to our contribution.  24 

Q. Did others in the conference share your view on conference 25 

distributions? 26 

A. Absolutely. In 2011 and 2012 the Great Southwest had ten 27 

members. Five of those schools, counting Lone Star, were 28 
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 proponents of performance-based revenue sharing. As you might 1 

expect, those schools included the four schools who were 2 

essentially carrying the conference from an athletic 3 

competitiveness and reputation standpoint. 4 

Q. From news reports, I also gather that Lone Star was 5 

frustrated with the Great Southwest’s refusal to allow Lone Star 6 

to create its own television network? 7 

A. Right. The conference had a policy against individual 8 

schools having their own television deal. 9 

Q. Were there other reasons you began looking outside the 10 

conference? 11 

A. We didn’t feel like all of the conference schools were on 12 

the same page regarding expansion. I didn’t think standing still 13 

was the answer, but we felt like we were being held hostage by 14 

schools who didn’t want to grow. 15 

Q. Any other reasons? 16 

A. Those are really the main ones. 17 

Q. So let’s just recap for a moment. At the end of 2011 and 18 

the beginning of 2012 you’re saying that Lone Star was unhappy 19 

with the current dynamic in the Great Southwest Conference 20 

because of revenue sharing, the inability for Lone Star to 21 

create its own television network, and resistance of other 22 

schools to conference expansion? 23 

A. Correct. 24 

Q. When did discussions about possibly moving to the Supreme 25 

Conference first take place? 26 

A. It depends on what kind of discussions you’re talking 27 

about. Internally, we had been venting since the Prince 28 
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 University admission to the conference got voted down in March 1 

2011. We weren’t happy. By “we” I mean myself, our athletic 2 

director, our administration, key members of our board. There 3 

were internal discussions between myself and Bill Jeffries, our 4 

athletic director as soon as Prince University’s admission was 5 

voted down by the conference. It wasn’t anything we had gone 6 

public about. But nothing really started as far as serious 7 

discussions until the very end of December 2011 and into January 8 

of 2012. 9 

Q. What caused these discussions to start getting serious, as 10 

you say? 11 

A. I was in a year-end meeting with our athletic director, 12 

Bill Jeffries, when I, or maybe he, I don’t remember which, 13 

brought up the conference topic. He told me he had been giving a 14 

lot of thought to conference realignment, and we needed to 15 

consider making a move, and doing it now. I could tell by the 16 

way he said it that he was very serious about it. It wasn’t a 17 

lightly made comment. I asked him why now, and he said it was 18 

his job to stay plugged in to what was going on nationally. He 19 

said that he could be wrong, but the way he was putting things 20 

together, he believed the Supreme Conference was about to pull 21 

the trigger on moving to a sixteen team conference, the first 22 

super-conference, and it was going to make them the dominant 23 

conference without question. He said he strongly believed from 24 

what he was hearing that Lone Star would be warmly received, but 25 

only if we were willing to express interest now. That was really 26 

the beginning. 27 

Q. When was this meeting?  28 
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 A. During the week between Christmas and the New Year, the day 1 

immediately after Christmas. I’m a big believer in using that 2 

quiet week between Christmas and New Years to get year-end work 3 

and planning work done, at least during the time that I’m not on 4 

the road for university matters, and my staff and my wife are 5 

used to it. They don’t like it, but they humor me.  6 

Q. Was anyone else in the meeting? 7 

A. My administrative assistant, Holly. 8 

Q. Did you ask Bill Jeffries where he was getting his 9 

information? 10 

A. I think so, and I gathered he was drawing conclusions from 11 

multiple sources. I don’t know specifically. Bill is very good 12 

at what he does, and I trust him when he’s triangulating 13 

information. 14 

Q. Did Bill Jeffries make a specific recommendation? 15 

A. Yes, he suggested I make a direct call to Tanner Franklin 16 

personally. I said I would give that some thought. I wasn’t 17 

really sure I wanted to do that, at least not without talking to 18 

a couple of my key regents about it first.  19 

Q. So did you wait? 20 

A. Briefly. Bill was very persuasive. He already had Tanner 21 

Franklin’s cell number, and he said he had great confidence from 22 

his contacts that Franklin would be most receptive to my call if 23 

I would make it now. He strongly believed it made sense to hear 24 

what Franklin had to say and what might be possible with the 25 

Supreme Conference before I talked to any regents. I decided to 26 

trust Bill’s instincts, but I also decided I would rather have 27 
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 an in-person conversation with Commissioner Franklin, to get a 1 

better assessment of the situation. 2 

Q. Did Bill Jeffries indicate he had talked to deputy athletic 3 

director Steve Bartman about this? 4 

A. Bill and Steve work closely together, so I’m sure they had 5 

probably visited about this, but Bill didn’t say that 6 

specifically. 7 

Q. Did you ever talk to Steve Bartman about this? 8 

A. Not that I recall. 9 

Q. Was Bill Jeffries with you when you talked to Tanner 10 

Franklin? 11 

A.  No. He was in the general vicinity, but he wasn’t with us 12 

for the conversation. 13 

Q. When and where was your in-person conversation with Tanner 14 

Franklin? 15 

A. At a party in Houston before the Texas Bowl. Commissioner 16 

Franklin and I had met briefly a few times before, and I 17 

expected to see him at the Texas Bowl since Lone Star was 18 

playing University of Lake Erie from the Supreme Conference. 19 

Q. So you visited in the middle of a party? 20 

A. Not exactly. When I saw him at the party, I went up to him, 21 

started visiting, and then told him I had been looking forward 22 

to getting his thoughts on something. Either he or I suggested 23 

we step out on a balcony where we could get away from some of 24 

the crowd noise. 25 

Q. What was said between the two of you on the balcony? 26 

A. I don’t really remember the details, but I recall the 27 

conversation went a lot like what Bill and I had scoped out. I 28 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 12 

 led off by telling Commissioner Franklin I was hearing more and 1 

more about the likelihood of conference realignments, and I 2 

wanted to know his thoughts about it. He said he was confident 3 

major realignment was coming, and very soon.  4 

Q.  Where did the conversation go from there? 5 

A. I think I probably touched on my concerns about the lack of 6 

expansion plans in the Great Southwest, revenue sharing, 7 

possibility of a university television deal, things like that. 8 

Q. Did Tanner Franklin suggest you consider moving to the 9 

Supreme Conference? 10 

A. As I recall, he indicated that adding only one school to 11 

the conference didn’t make sense from a scheduling standpoint; 12 

the conference would be looking for four schools to go to a 13 

sixteen-team format. And I think he probably indicated he wasn’t 14 

really in a position to talk to us about making a move until we 15 

had put the Great Southwest on notice of our withdrawal. 16 

Q. What else was discussed? 17 

A. That’s all I recall. It wasn’t a very long conversation. 18 

Q. Did Commissioner Franklin seem surprised by your inquiry? 19 

A. I don’t recall one way or the other. 20 

Q. Did he encourage you to stay in touch with him? 21 

A. I don’t really recall that either, whether he did or not. 22 

Q. What did Tanner Franklin say about television revenues and 23 

comparisons of revenue between the Great Southwest Conference 24 

and the Supreme Conference? 25 

A. I don’t know, I don’t recall. We may not have talked about 26 

that. 27 

Q. What did Tanner Franklin say about revenue sharing? 28 
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 A. I don’t recall his response to the concerns I had raised. 1 

Q. What did Tanner Franklin say about an independent 2 

television contract for an individual university?  3 

A.  Maybe not anything, I don’t recall. 4 

Q. What did Tanner Franklin say about where the other schools 5 

might come from to fill out a sixteen team conference? 6 

A. I don’t think he said. I don’t remember any suggestion of 7 

that from him.  8 

Q. What did Tanner Franklin say about timing? 9 

A. He said it was going to happen quickly, “the doors for 10 

boarding the aircraft will be closing soon.” 11 

Q. So did you feel like the door was open for Lone Star? 12 

A. I assumed it might be, but certainly not from anything he 13 

said. He made it clear that he wasn’t in a position to talk to 14 

us as long as we were a committed member of the Great Southwest. 15 

He said he wasn’t going to take on any legal liability for 16 

blowing up the Great Southwest. 17 

Q. Was there anything else discussed in that conversation? 18 

A. That essentially covers it. 19 

Q. Did you tell him you would be getting back to him? 20 

A. I simply told him I would be talking to some key people. 21 

Q. What did you do next? 22 

A. I talked with some of my key people the next day before the 23 

bowl game, at the hotel where most of us were staying. I set up 24 

a meeting for the afternoon of January 2nd back in San Antonio 25 

with a group of my most trusted confidants, which included some 26 

members from Lone Star’s legal team and some of our school’s 27 

donors, to see how they felt about us reaching out to the 28 
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 Supreme Conference. Several of the people had to participate by 1 

video conference because they were traveling. 2 

Q. And the consensus was to seek membership in the Supreme 3 

Conference? 4 

A. Everyone was in agreement that that was the best course of 5 

action. They also agreed that we needed to reach out to Ozark 6 

A&M University, Santa Fe University and Independence University, 7 

so I started the ball rolling on that process as well. I 8 

ultimately ended up talking to each of the presidents of those 9 

three schools during the first week of January, and then of 10 

course they had to talk to some of their key people.  11 

Q. Was there an emphasis placed on speed and confidentiality? 12 

A. Yes, I don’t believe matters like this benefit by 13 

languishing. We managed to get it done pretty quickly and 14 

quietly. 15 

Q. When did word starting leaking out that the four schools 16 

were leaving the Great Southwest Conference? 17 

A. You mean to the press? 18 

Q. Yes. 19 

A. Late January, as the schools started through the process to 20 

obtain formal authorizations from their respective boards. 21 

Q. Prior to that point in time, had you continued to stay in 22 

touch with Tanner Franklin at the Supreme Conference? 23 

A. No, based on my conversation with him in December, I felt 24 

like our schools needed to have authorization from our 25 

respective boards to provide notice of withdrawal from the Great 26 

Southwest before we formally petitioned the Supreme Conference 27 

for admittance. 28 
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 Q. And prior to that point in time, before word reached the 1 

press that the four schools were considering leaving, had you 2 

communicated your intentions to Brian Sayre or anyone connected 3 

with the Great Southwest Conference? 4 

A. No, unfortunately there was a leak to the press before we 5 

intended. I hadn’t yet talked to Brian Sayre. 6 

Q. Did you have any assurances from anyone on behalf of the 7 

Supreme Conference that Lone Star would be allowed to have an 8 

independent television network if it joined the Supreme 9 

Conference? 10 

A. If you’re asking about the time period before we announced 11 

we were leaving the Great Southwest Conference, the answer is 12 

no. 13 

Q. Specifically, are you aware of any conversation between 14 

Jamie Bowen and anyone from Lone Star concerning the possibility 15 

of Lone Star moving to the Supreme Conference? 16 

A. I’ve read references in the press to that possibility, but 17 

I have no personal knowledge of that. 18 

Q. Did you ever specifically ask Bill Jeffries about that? 19 

A. No. You know Bill passed away? 20 

Q. I’m aware of that, but there was almost a year and a half 21 

between press reports about Jamie Bowen’s involvement and the 22 

death of Bill Jeffries in 2013. Did you ever ask Mr. Jeffries 23 

about the press reports during that time? 24 

A. No. 25 

Q. Why not? 26 

A. My focus tends to be forward-looking, not backward-looking. 27 
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 Q. Let’s talk for a moment about your conversations with the 1 

presidents of Santa Fe, Independence, and Ozark in January 2012, 2 

concerning the possibility of leaving the Great Southwest for 3 

the Supreme Conference. 4 

A. Alright. 5 

Q. What did you tell the presidents of those schools about the 6 

prospects for admission to the Supreme Conference? 7 

A. I essentially told them what Tanner Franklin had told me, 8 

major realignment was definitely coming, and very soon, and the 9 

doors for boarding the aircraft will be closing soon. I told 10 

each of them that Lone Star was committed to going to a more 11 

expansion-minded power conference, whichever one it might be, 12 

and asked them whether they wanted to join us or stay with the 13 

remaining schools in the Great Southwest.  14 

Q. Did you tell them that the Supreme Conference was committed 15 

to accepting all four schools? 16 

A. No. I told them that there were no guarantees, and that the 17 

Supreme Conference couldn’t really talk to us until we withdrew 18 

from the Great Southwest, but that four schools together with 19 

our kind of records and fan base and TV markets made perfect 20 

sense for the Supreme Conference if we acted now. Worst case 21 

scenario, we would end up in another super-conference committed 22 

to expansion. So my question to each of them was simple. Do you 23 

want in and stay with us as the big four, or do you want to take 24 

your chances alone on your own? It really wasn’t a hard sell. No 25 

one wanted to be left behind. 26 

Q. Did they ask you what conversations you and members of your 27 

school had had with anyone from the Supreme Conference?  28 
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 A. Sure, and I told them what I’ve told you. 1 

Q. Did you discuss possible future revenue projections with 2 

these other school presidents? 3 

A. Of course.  4 

Q. What did you tell them? 5 

A. That I had reason to believe the payout in the Supreme 6 

Conference, or in another super-conference, would be 7 

substantially greater than what we were receiving in the Great 8 

Southwest, maybe as much as 40% higher. 9 

Q. Where were you getting that projection? 10 

A. From Bill Jeffries, who I’m sure was drawing information 11 

from various sources. 12 

Q. Did you discuss the issue of a possible individual sports 13 

network for Lone Star with these other school presidents? 14 

A. I’m sure I did. It was no secret that Lone Star had a 15 

longstanding and publicly-expressed desire for our own network. 16 

Q. And what was the attitude of these other presidents to the 17 

possibility of Lone Star having its own network? 18 

A. They were willing to support our desire for that. You have 19 

to understand, Lone Star has enjoyed a very good and mutually 20 

supportive relationship with these other schools. 21 

Q. Did Lone Star, Ozark, Santa Fe, and Independence comply 22 

with the bylaws of the Great Southwest Conference in providing 23 

notice of withdrawal? 24 

A. Yes, we provided notice of withdrawal. 25 

Q. But didn’t the bylaws require a two-year notice? 26 

A. Yes. We opted to pay in accordance with the fifteen million 27 

dollar liquidated damages provision. 28 
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 Q. In other words, you opted to pay liquidated damages for 1 

breach of the two-year required notice provision? 2 

A. Right. 3 

Q. When did Lone Star and the other three schools formally 4 

notify Great Southwest of their intent to withdraw from the 5 

conference? 6 

A. February 10, 2012, with withdrawal to be final and 7 

effective on July 31, 2013. 8 

Q. When did the four schools make application for admission to 9 

the Supreme Conference? 10 

A. The same day, February 10th. 11 

Q. Did you have a conversation that day with Tanner Franklin? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. Was this your first conversation with Tanner Franklin since 14 

your balcony meeting on December 30th? 15 

A. Yes. 16 

Q. Did you call him or did he call you on February 10th? 17 

A. I called him. 18 

Q. Did he seem surprised by your call? 19 

A. No, speculation and reports about our likely move had been 20 

all over the news for two weeks before that. 21 

Q. What was his reaction to your call? 22 

A. He said he congratulated our wisdom. 23 

Q. Did he tell you then that all four schools would be 24 

admitted to the Supreme Conference? 25 

A. He said he would schedule the formal vote very quickly, and 26 

said he doubted the vote would pose any sort of problem. 27 
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 Q. Did you ask him anything about revenue sharing or getting 1 

your own television network? 2 

A. I don’t remember asking about revenue sharing. From public 3 

comments in the press, I already had the sense that equal 4 

revenue sharing was a firmly-held principle in the Supreme 5 

Conference. I don’t even think I asked about future revenue 6 

projections in that first phone call. It didn’t seem the right 7 

time to talk specific dollar figures, and I was already 8 

comfortable that our payout would be going up, from Bill’s 9 

research, Bill Jeffries’ research. 10 

Q. Did you talk about getting your own television network? 11 

A. Yes, very briefly. Either I brought it up or he did. He 12 

simply said that Lone Star getting its own TV network probably 13 

wouldn’t be a problem. 14 

Q. What else was discussed? 15 

A. I think that was all. It was a very short conversation, 16 

maybe five minutes. He said congratulations again at the end of 17 

the call, and that was it. 18 

Q. What subsequent discussion did you have with Tanner 19 

Franklin or anyone else from the Supreme Conference about Lone 20 

Star getting its own TV network? 21 

A. Commissioner Franklin was right, it wasn’t a problem; in 22 

fact it was a complete non-issue. I was never aware of any 23 

dissent or even substantive discussion about it. It was simply 24 

formally approved at the same time as the formal vote by the 25 

Supreme Conference member schools approving our four 26 

applications for admittance. 27 

Q. When was that? 28 
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 A. I think February 24th. 1 

Q. Of 2012? 2 

A. Right. Of course we didn’t actually become members of the 3 

Supreme Conference until July 31, 2013, the date our withdrawal 4 

from the Great Southwest became final. 5 

Q. So as soon as the acceptance by the Supreme Conference was 6 

made official, the Supreme Conference was in line to become the 7 

first super-conference with sixteen teams, while the Great 8 

Southwest Conference was left with just six members? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. You were aware that if the Great Southwest Conference were 11 

left with only had six members, it would be in breach of its 12 

obligations under the television contract between the Great 13 

Southwest Conference and BTSN? 14 

A. Not immediately. There was a six month grace period 15 

allowing the Great Southwest to find replacement schools. But 16 

yes, if it remained at six members, that would be true. 17 

Q. The television contract also provided that BTSN must 18 

approve any replacement schools? 19 

A. That’s correct. 20 

Q. So just inviting four replacement schools wouldn’t be 21 

enough to save the conference’s television agreement? It would 22 

most likely take four high profile schools for BTSN to continue 23 

in its television contract with BTSN? 24 

A. I suppose that is most likely correct. 25 

Q. When you and the other schools left the Great Southwest, 26 

you knew that the Great Southwest was likely to lose its TV deal 27 

with BTSN? 28 
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 A. I hoped that wouldn’t happen. 1 

Q. But you knew it was likely. 2 

A. I certainly knew it was a possibility. 3 

Q. And no doubt, with all of Tanner Franklin’s knowledge and 4 

sophistication, he knew the same thing? 5 

A. I don’t want to get into speculating what Tanner Franklin 6 

knew. 7 

Q. Certainly, as it turned out, the departure of your four 8 

schools for the Supreme Conference was the nail in the coffin 9 

for Great Southwest’s TV deal with BTSN? 10 

A. Ultimately, that was true. I think we all knew that things 11 

were going to change for Great Southwest once we announced our 12 

intention to leave for the Supreme Conference.  13 

Q. I want to get clear on one point. I know you’ve told us 14 

that Lone Star State had already contemplated leaving the Great 15 

Southwest Conference before December 2011. But from your 16 

knowledge, were any of the other three schools looking for a new 17 

home before you communicated with them in January 2012? 18 

A. Not from my knowledge. 19 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Pass the witness. 20 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: I have some questions. 21 

 22 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 23 

Q. Good afternoon Dr. Windsor. 24 

A. Good afternoon. 25 

Q. When you took the job at Lone Star in 2005, how did you 26 

view the stability of the college football landscape and the 27 

Great Southwest Conference? 28 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 22 

 A. I think everyone thought the landscape was relatively 1 

stable. The Great Southwest appeared to be doing well even 2 

though we may not have been the strongest conference in 3 

football.  4 

Q. In 2005 did you ever hear any rumors about a switch from 5 

six major conferences with automatic BCS bids to possibly four 6 

major super-conferences of sixteen schools? 7 

A. Not in 2005. I don’t think those rumors really seriously 8 

started until after Western University and Denver State 9 

University announced in 2009 that they would be moving from the 10 

Great Southwest Conference to the Deep South Conference and to 11 

the Pacific Northwest Conference. 12 

Q. Why do you think the rumors started after Western and 13 

Denver State left? 14 

A. From my understanding, many national pundits began 15 

questioning the Great Southwest Conference’s continuing 16 

viability because Western had long been the conference’s most 17 

successful member in football. 18 

Q. Wasn’t the conference very strong in basketball? 19 

A. Absolutely, but anyone will tell you that success in 20 

basketball does not guarantee anyone a home in a major 21 

conference. Football was the major revenue driver for the 22 

television networks and thus the driver of conference 23 

realignment. 24 

Q. Are you saying that the television networks were driving 25 

conference realignment? 26 

A. I’m not sure if they were driving it, but they weren’t 27 

doing anything to slow it down. If anything, the manner in which 28 
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 everything was being reported, on twitter and blog posts without 1 

citation to sources, really drove the idea that conference 2 

realignment was inevitable. 3 

Q. Did you think it was inevitable? 4 

A. Probably. After Western and Denver State left, I felt as 5 

though it was just a matter of time until there was a shift in 6 

conference structure. Fortunately, we felt as though our school 7 

would be very attractive to any conference because of our strong 8 

academics, student body size, alumni base, and ability to 9 

attract multiple television markets.  10 

Q. After looking at the minutes from a Great Southwest 11 

Conference presidents’ meeting on September 18, 2009, it appears 12 

that you gave oral assurance of Lone Star’s commitment to the 13 

Great Southwest Conference. Is that correct? 14 

A. Yes it is. 15 

Q. Even though you were concerned at the time that the 16 

conference alignment landscape was unstable? 17 

A. We were committed to the Great Southwest Conference because 18 

we thought that staying and competing in that conference was in 19 

the best interest of our university. There was a general feeling 20 

that with the right moves, the Great Southwest could flourish 21 

for years to come. Unfortunately, the conference was unwilling 22 

to take the necessary steps to ensure its longevity and it was 23 

at that time we decided that Lone Star needed to move on. 24 

Q. Dr. Reid has said you told him in September 2009 that Lone 25 

Star State would stay in the Great Southwest Conference until 26 

hell freezes over. Did you say that? 27 
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 A. No, that’s not my kind of language, and I would never say 1 

that. I did tell Dr. Reid during that time that we were 2 

committed to the conference, and we were at that point. But to 3 

say something like what he’s claiming I said would be completely 4 

irresponsible. I would never say that. 5 

Q. When you say that the Great Southwest Conference was 6 

unwilling to take the necessary steps to ensure its longevity, 7 

do you attribute that to the commissioner of the Great 8 

Southwest? 9 

A. No, not necessarily. Commissioner Sayre told the presidents 10 

that although he thought the conference could viably remain at 11 

ten members, the best direction for the conference would 12 

probably be expansion to eleven or twelve schools. Commissioner 13 

Sayre thought that expansion would make the conference appear 14 

more stable. And my sense is there was a general concern among 15 

the presidents, that if we had any more defections, BTSN would 16 

walk away from the conference’s television contract, which would 17 

be devastating to the conference. Based on all this, we agreed 18 

in that same September 2009 meeting to begin exploring avenues 19 

of expansion, and directed Commissioner Sayre to pursue that. 20 

Unfortunately, in the end, nothing ever came of it.  21 

Q. After the conference presidents gave Commissioner Sayre 22 

this authority, what happened next? 23 

A. Brian began putting out feelers to see if there was any 24 

interest from other schools in joining the Great Southwest 25 

Conference. 26 

Q. Do you know what kind of response he received? 27 
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 A. From what he told us at our periodic quarterly meetings, 1 

the response was less than he had hoped. Most of the schools we 2 

were targeting did not want to join the Great Southwest because 3 

there was a national perception that the conference was 4 

unstable. There was some interest from smaller schools in 5 

conferences without automatic BCS bids. This really wasn’t that 6 

surprising because the automatic BCS bid, the Bowl Championship 7 

Series bid to the major bowl games, was a huge selling point for 8 

our conference and most schools desired to be members of one of 9 

the six conferences with automatic bids. 10 

Q. How did the presidents respond to the possibility of adding 11 

one or more of these small schools? 12 

A. I think everyone agreed that it wasn’t in the conference’s 13 

best interest. Any expansion needed to raise the Great Southwest 14 

Conference’s profile. Expansion for the sake of expansion was 15 

not a viable option. 16 

Q. Why did it matter who the Great Southwest Conference 17 

invited? 18 

A. Well there are multiple reasons. First, the television 19 

contract with BTSN paid out money to the conference each year, 20 

which was then evenly distributed to all of the member-21 

institutions. If we were going to split that money, we really 22 

needed to invite a school that would be able to bring something 23 

to the table. 24 

Q. What would a school need to bring to the table to be 25 

considered a viable option? 26 

A. I think the most important thing is the ability to reach 27 

television markets and sell tickets to home and away games, all 28 
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 of which is predicated on football success. A small school was 1 

not going to do either of those things. So, to invite one of 2 

these schools would mean two things. First, Lone Star would 3 

receive less money every year under the television contract with 4 

BTSN because the size of the pot doesn’t change, and there would 5 

be more schools carving up the money. Second, the conference’s 6 

stability would not be stronger because from a perception 7 

standpoint we were replacing Western University and Denver State 8 

University with, quite frankly, no name schools. It would look 9 

like the conference was going backward. 10 

Q. Did the other presidents in the conference agree? 11 

A. I believe the vote was nine to one against inviting schools 12 

from non-automatic qualifying conferences. 13 

Q. Did Commissioner Sayre receive any interest from schools 14 

you considered to be a good fit? 15 

A. Yes, there was one school in particular that I felt would 16 

be an excellent addition to the conference. 17 

Q. Which school was that? 18 

A. Prince University on the east coast. 19 

Q. Why did you think that Prince would be a good fit for the 20 

Great Southwest Conference? 21 

A. Prince was a powerhouse in basketball and there was no 22 

doubt that adding Prince would increase the Great Southwest 23 

Conference’s reputation as a strong basketball conference. I was 24 

personally excited about the possibility of inviting Prince into 25 

the conference because several administrators from Prince had 26 

made public pronouncements that conference revenue distributions 27 

should be based on performance instead of distributed equally. I 28 
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 viewed the possible addition of Prince as a way to break the 1 

gridlock in our conference and move toward performance-based 2 

criteria for revenue distribution. 3 

Q. Why did the conference decide not to invite Prince? 4 

A. Well, the primary reason was that Dr. Reid from Royal 5 

University was very vocal in his opposition. 6 

Q. Do you know why he opposed what you believed to be a good 7 

addition? 8 

A. Well, one reason was that Prince was well outside the 9 

existing geographic footprint of the Great Southwest Conference, 10 

and after doing estimates he claimed that adding Prince would 11 

increase Royal’s annual travel expenses by around five to ten 12 

percent. Dr. Reid said he considered that expense to be 13 

untenable for the athletic program, especially considering 14 

Royal’s major infrastructure spending on athletics at that 15 

point.  He also said that eleven teams rather than ten or twelve 16 

made scheduling difficult. With ten teams every team can play 17 

every other team in football and determine a true champion. 18 

That’s harder to do with eleven teams, and he said he thought 19 

conference divisions only made sense if each division had at 20 

least six teams. And I think Dr. Reid also opposed Prince 21 

because of the school’s stance on revenue distributions. 22 

Q. Did you share Dr. Reid’s concerns about increased travel 23 

expenses and scheduling issues? 24 

A. Those were legitimate concerns, but I didn’t view them as 25 

deal breakers. At the time I didn’t feel like the Great 26 

Southwest Conference was really in a position to be picky about 27 

which schools we wanted to add. Schools like Prince, which 28 
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 hailed from another BCS conference, another conference with an 1 

automatic BCS bid, don’t come calling very often, and when they 2 

do you better grab them while you can. 3 

Q. Did the conference end up taking a vote on the issue? 4 

A. Yes we did. After several days of debate and back and 5 

forth, Commissioner Sayre finally decided to put the issue up 6 

for a vote. 7 

Q. What happened? 8 

A. The school presidents voted 6-4 in favor of inviting Prince 9 

to join the Great Southwest Conference. 10 

Q. Was that vote enough for it to pass? 11 

A. No, conference bylaws required that to expand the 12 

conference by adding a new member-institution, there must be a 13 

super-majority of two-thirds for the vote to pass. We were one 14 

vote short. 15 

Q. Did Dr. Reid vote against inviting Prince? 16 

A. Dr. Reid as well as three other schools’ presidents voted 17 

against Prince, apparently in large part because of their 18 

interest in preserving equal revenue distributions. 19 

Q. How did Ozark A&M University, Santa Fe University, and 20 

Independence University vote on the Prince University issue? 21 

A. All three of them voted to admit Prince to the conference. 22 

Q. What was your reaction to the failed vote? 23 

A. I was very discouraged because we viewed inviting a strong 24 

school as a necessary step in promoting our conference as a 25 

stable and prosperous conference. While we were still committed 26 

to the Great Southwest Conference, it would be misleading to say 27 
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 we weren’t on the lookout for new opportunities if they came 1 

available. 2 

Q. You mentioned earlier about some internal conversations 3 

between yourself and Bill Jeffries. Do you recall any specific 4 

conversations? 5 

A. We spoke informally after the meeting voting down Prince’s 6 

admission and vented amongst ourselves for a few days. Bill 7 

Jeffries sent me a memo at the end of March expressing his 8 

feelings that we should begin branching out and looking into 9 

other conferences. 10 

Q. I’m showing you Exhibit 3. What is this? 11 

A. That is the email memo that Bill Jeffries sent me at the end 12 

of March 2011. 13 

Q. Is this a true and correct copy of the memo? 14 

A. Yes. 15 

Q. Is this a complete version of this memo? 16 

A. Yes it is. 17 

Q. What did Mr. Jeffries suggest to you in March 2011? 18 

A. He suggested that since the Great Southwest Conference seemed 19 

unwilling to adapt and expand to ensure the conference’s 20 

success, we should start looking at the other major football 21 

conferences to see if there was possibly a new home for us. 22 

Q. Were you actively searching for a new conference home? 23 

A. Actively would not be the appropriate word. If something 24 

came available we would perform our due diligence and see if the 25 

fit was right. As I told you earlier, we had a general feeling 26 

that if everything fell apart, as most people thought it would, 27 

our university would be attractive for any conference. Thus, we 28 
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 didn’t feel the need to actively solicit other conferences for 1 

an invitation. 2 

Q. At some point, though, that changed didn’t it, where you 3 

decided to be more active in looking for a new conference home? 4 

A. I think it would be fair to say that our interest in other 5 

possibilities accelerated when we discovered that officials from 6 

Royal University had been secretly inquiring with other 7 

conferences about where they might fall if conference 8 

realignment were to take place. I remember being really angry 9 

because Dr. Reid had been so vocal about keeping the Great 10 

Southwest Conference together. If the proponents of our 11 

conference were looking for new homes, there was no way our 12 

conference had any chance of survival. 13 

Q. How did you find out that Royal University was flirting 14 

with other conferences? 15 

A. There was a blogger named Trick Tan who covered the schools 16 

in our conference for the subscription website 17 

GreatSouthwestBlog.com. He reported in a blog post that Royal 18 

officials had actively been looking for a new home. 19 

Q. Did Trick Tan cite any sources in his article? 20 

A. No, he didn’t. 21 

Q. How do you know that what he reported is reliable? 22 

A. Well there is always a question whether you can trust blog 23 

posts, and I don’t necessarily buy into everything Trick Tan has 24 

to say, but Trick had a track record of getting some things 25 

right. In fact, if I remember correctly, Trick was the first one 26 

to break the story that Western University had decided to leave 27 
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 the Great Southwest back in 2009, so I pay attention to what he 1 

has to say. 2 

Q. So when you read the Trick Tan report about Royal 3 

University reaching out to other conferences, was it at that 4 

point that you decided to reach out to the Supreme Conference? 5 

A. It certainly increased our inclination to leave the 6 

conference, but we were already considering leaving at that 7 

point. When I read the Trick Tan article about Royal, I felt 8 

that Royal’s actions were making the conference even more 9 

unstable, and it just confirmed that we needed to get out of the 10 

conference.  11 

Q. So ultimately is it fair to say that Royal University had a 12 

large role in the Great Southwest Conference’s collapse? 13 

A. They were definitely a contributor. If Royal had been more 14 

open to expansion, and then had not been reaching out to other 15 

conferences behind the scenes, I think Lone Star would have 16 

probably remained committed to the Great Southwest Conference. I 17 

also think that a lot of the damages that Royal is claiming in 18 

this lawsuit were self-inflicted. I was frankly surprised when 19 

Royal forged ahead to break ground and start building a new 20 

stadium in 2010 in the face of two schools planning to leave the 21 

conference and with the rumors of possible conference 22 

realignment. 23 

Q. Did the Great Southwest Conference bylaws allow schools to 24 

explore other conference options? 25 

A. Nothing prohibited that, as long as a school gave notice 26 

and a corresponding exit fee, then any school was free to leave 27 

the conference. 28 
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 Q. Did Lone Star comply with all of the bylaws when the school 1 

switched conferences? 2 

A. We gave notice, we paid the departure fee, and we paid the 3 

liquidated damage fee in the bylaws from our 2012-13 television 4 

revenues since we didn’t give a full two years of notice. So as 5 

far as I’m concerned, yes, we satisfied our obligations under 6 

the bylaws. 7 

Q. I want to talk for a moment about the conversation that you 8 

had with the Supreme Conference commissioner, Tanner Franklin, 9 

on December 30th. You said he indicated that adding only one 10 

school to the Supreme Conference didn’t make sense from a 11 

scheduling standpoint, and the conference would be looking for 12 

four schools to go to a sixteen-team format? 13 

A. Yes, he made it clear that any expansion by the Supreme 14 

Conference would need to be to sixteen schools. Thirteen schools 15 

did not make much sense. 16 

Q. Did you understand why that was true? 17 

A. Yes, I think there were a lot of different reasons why 18 

Commissioner Franklin felt that way, and all of them make a lot 19 

of sense intuitively to me. First of all, thirteen schools in 20 

the conference might create some scheduling difficulties as well 21 

as interfere with the division structure already in place at the 22 

Supreme Conference. Secondly, by inviting more than one school 23 

the Supreme Conference would inherit some natural rivalries 24 

between those new schools that were already in existence. And 25 

third, since sixteen-team conferences appeared to be the 26 

direction of the future, I was not surprised at all that Mr. 27 

Franklin was insisting that any expansion would need to involve 28 
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 more than just Lone Star; it would need four teams instead of 1 

just one. 2 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Thank you, Dr. Windsor. No 3 

further questions. 4 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: One quick thing. 5 

 6 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 7 

Q. Dr. Windsor, you’ve now had the opportunity to get to know 8 

Tanner Franklin pretty well over the last couple of years, 9 

haven’t you? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

Q. Would it be fair to describe Tanner Franklin’s personality 12 

generally as a hard-charging, take-no-prisoners type of 13 

personality? 14 

A. I think that would be fair, yes. And I mean that as a 15 

compliment. 16 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Thank you. Pass the witness. 17 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: We reserve our questions. 18 

 19 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 20 

 21 

******** 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 

  26 
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 I, JORDAN WINDSOR, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

Jordan Windsor___________ 4 

JORDAN WINDSOR 5 

 6 

 7 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, JORDAN WINDSOR, 8 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 7th day of 9 

May, 2014. 10 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 11 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  12 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 13 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 14 

 15 
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 18 

 19 

 20 
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 CHANGES AND SIGNATURE 1 

 2 
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 17 

I, JORDAN WINDSOR, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 18 

affix my signature that same is true and correct, except as 19 

noted above. 20 

 21 

____________________________ 22 

JORDAN WINDSOR 23 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER 2 

 3 

 I, Guillermo Reyes, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 4 

the State of Texas, hereby certify to the following: 5 

 That the witness, JORDAN WINDSOR, was duly sworn by the 6 

officer and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true 7 

record of the testimony given by the witness. 8 

 9 

Guillermo Reyes _______________  10 

Guillermo Reyes 11 

222 Bosque Rd. 12 

Waco, Texas 76279 13 

Certificate Number 2196 14 

Expiration Date: 12-1-14 15 

Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 7th day of May, 2014.  18 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS 2 

 3 

I have carefully reviewed the above deposition transcript to 4 

determine whether the answers contained are true and correct, 5 

and whether I had any additional information relevant to the 6 

matters therein. I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, 7 

that the deposition transcript is accurate and I have no 8 

information relevant to the matters discussed other than what is 9 

discussed in this deposition. Everything was covered and nothing 10 

was left out. 11 

 12 

Jordan Windsor___________ 13 

JORDAN WINDSOR 14 

 15 

 16 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, JORDAN WINDSOR, 17 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 3rd day of 18 

September, 2014. 19 

 20 
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 Guillermo Reyes_________  1 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  2 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 3 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF JAMIE BOWEN 4 

April 10, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF JAMIE BOWEN, produced as a witness at 8 

the instance of the DEFENDANT SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC. and duly 9 

sworn, was taken in the above styled and numbered cause on April 10 

10th, 2014, from 1:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, 11 

CSR, CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

LANDFAIR POWELL, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 2321311 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

JOHN BRADLEY DICKENS, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 25177890 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

JAMIE BOWEN, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Please state your name. 6 

A. Jamie Bowen. 7 

Q. Thank you Mr. Bowen. Have you ever testified in trial or in 8 

deposition before now? 9 

A. No, sir. 10 

Q. Are you represented by counsel in this matter? 11 

A. No. 12 

Q. That’s fine. Let me briefly review the deposition process 13 

with you. If at any time you’re not sure what I’m asking, will 14 

you tell me that and ask me to repeat or rephrase my question? 15 

A. Yes, sir. 16 

Q. And otherwise is it fair to assume that you understand my 17 

question and you’re answering my question as fully and 18 

accurately as you can, to the best of your ability? 19 

A. Yes, sir. 20 

Q. I don’t take long depositions, but if at any point you need 21 

to take a break for any reason, will you tell me that?  22 

A. Yes, sir. 23 

Q.  Now I want to start by getting some background information 24 

about you.  25 

A. Okay. 26 

Q. What is your occupation? 27 
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 A. In general terms, I’m a communications specialist. I’m 1 

currently working as a free-lance author and by contract as a 2 

ghost writer on several non-fiction books. 3 

Q. What was your job when you worked for the defendant, the 4 

Supreme Conference? 5 

A. I was the Associate Director of Communications for the 6 

Supreme Conference, for approximately ten years. 7 

Q. What did your job as Associate Director of Communications 8 

entail? 9 

A. Well, I prepared press releases, helped develop strategies 10 

to market our conference, helped in the communication between 11 

the conference office in Chicago and all of our member 12 

institutions, a variety of things. It was my job to, I guess you 13 

could say, to help keep all of our member schools on the same 14 

page as far as our conference message, even though they were 15 

competing with each other, to get them all to buy into what the 16 

conference is doing. A big part in directing communications is 17 

to try to keep everybody together and eliminate as many 18 

unnecessary conflicts between our conference members as 19 

possible.  20 

Q. Do you have a degree in communications? 21 

A. Yeah, I received my Bachelor’s Degree from Notre Dame in 22 

1999 and then went on to pursue a Master’s degree in 23 

communications from NYU. 24 

Q. What year did you graduate with your Master’s degree? 25 

A. December 2001. 26 

Q. What did you do after your graduation? 27 
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 A. I took a job with the Supreme Conference as an Associate 1 

Director of Communications. 2 

Q. How long did you work for the Supreme Conference? 3 

A. I worked there until 2012. 4 

Q. Okay, I want to get into the reasons for your departure a 5 

little later, but for now let’s focus on your tenure at the 6 

Supreme Conference. 7 

A. Okay. 8 

Q. You have already explained to us, in general terms, the job 9 

description of a communications director for a major football 10 

conference, correct? 11 

A. Basically, yes. My role was to coordinate communications 12 

between the conference office and our television partners as 13 

well as communications between the conference’s member 14 

institutions. 15 

Q. Any other aspects to your job description? 16 

A. No, except to do whatever the conference commissioner asked 17 

me to do. 18 

Q. Did the Supreme Conference ever reprimand you for acting 19 

beyond your authority as an associate communications director? 20 

A. I don’t know about an official reprimand. 21 

Q. Were you ever reprimanded unofficially? 22 

A. I don’t know if reprimand is the right term, because I 23 

don’t know if there was any sort of written record or not, but 24 

Tanner Franklin, the commissioner, said he was giving me a 25 

warning. I doubt it was serious enough to put in my employee 26 

file. 27 

Q. When was this? 28 
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 A. I think in 2009. 1 

Q. Can you explain to us what happened? 2 

A. Sure. One of the reasons I went to work for the Supreme 3 

Conference was because I am a huge sports fan and I was excited 4 

to work in the sports industry. I watch a variety of sports, and 5 

in watching the NBA, I liked how that league requires its 6 

basketball coaches to give courtside interviews between 7 

quarters. It was already standard practice in college football 8 

for coaches to give interviews before the game and at halftime, 9 

but no conference had ever furnished its coaches to give in-game 10 

sideline interviews. I thought that making our coaches available 11 

for in-game sideline interviews between quarters would help keep 12 

the Supreme Conference at the front of sports marketing. We 13 

would be able to give our fans a unique insight into what is 14 

going on during the game.  15 

Q. Did you take your proposal to your bosses at the Supreme 16 

Conference? 17 

A. Not first, I didn’t, and that’s where the problem came in. 18 

Q. What did you do instead? 19 

A. I talked directly to BTSN. 20 

Q. For the record, who is BTSN? 21 

A. Big Time Sports Network. BTSN has the TV contract with the 22 

Supreme Conference to broadcast all of the conference’s first-23 

tier football games.  24 

Q. First-tier games are what? 25 

A. First-tier essentially means the first holder of rights to 26 

select conference games for television broadcasts. That’s the 27 

most lucrative level of television broadcast rights. 28 
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 Q.  Who did you approach at BTSN?  1 

A. I think it was either Chuck Wilson or Johnny Sloan. I 2 

probably talked to both of them about it, just informally. And 3 

then they put me with Wynn Trego at BTSN. 4 

Q.  The CEO? 5 

A. Right. 6 

Q. After you approached BTSN what happened? 7 

A. They liked my idea. A lot. Wynn loved it and wanted to run 8 

with it. 9 

Q. So where did it go from there? 10 

A. From my understanding Wynn Trego raised the idea at a 11 

regular conference meeting between BTSN and the conference, with 12 

Tanner Franklin and all of the school presidents. Tanner didn’t 13 

seem upset at all with the idea at first. I think he liked it. 14 

But it turned out that some of the presidents got some 15 

resistance from their coaches, and Tanner I think ended up 16 

feeling like he had egg on his face because BTSN wanted to do 17 

it, not all of the member schools did, and Tanner said it put 18 

him in a bad spot and made him look weak. And Tanner Franklin 19 

never likes to look weak. After the idea blew up, Tanner told me 20 

he was upset that I had taken the idea directly to BTSN instead 21 

of taking it up the chain at the conference office first. 22 

Q. So were you reprimanded for your actions? 23 

A. No, like I said, it was more like a warning, no official 24 

disciplinary action.  25 

Q. Tanner Franklin told you he expected you to take your ideas 26 

up the chain in the office before you shared them with people 27 

outside the office, didn’t he? 28 
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 A. Yeah, after the fact, not before. 1 

Q. No formal disciplinary actions were taken, but you were 2 

clearly told by the commissioner not to engage in such actions 3 

again, correct? 4 

A. Yeah, and I made sure never to do that again. 5 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection to the last part of 6 

that answer as non-responsive. 7 

Q. You were informed that an associate director of 8 

communications did not have the authority to reach out directly 9 

to other entities with new proposals on behalf of the 10 

conference, correct? 11 

A. I don’t think I was told that specifically, but I was told 12 

that next time I had an idea the proper protocol would be to 13 

report it up the chain. 14 

Q. Now I want to backtrack a little bit. You worked at the 15 

Supreme Conference as an associate director of communications 16 

from 2002 until 2012. 17 

A. Yes. 18 

Q. That’s ten years. 19 

A. Yes. 20 

Q. For most people ten years as an associate director of 21 

communications is a long time. Did you have any aspirations to 22 

move up the chain? 23 

A. Sure. You have to understand, I loved my job. I felt I was 24 

respected by my colleagues. I believed in our mission of 25 

promoting student athletes and providing a platform to promote 26 

our member schools. I think I wanted to spend my career working 27 

for the conference.  28 
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  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection, non-responsive. 1 

Q. Mr. Bowen, during your ten-year tenure as an associate 2 

director of communications for the Supreme Conference, did you 3 

have any aspirations of receiving a promotion? 4 

A. Yeah, of course. Like I said a minute ago, I wanted to 5 

spend my entire career working at the Supreme Conference and 6 

those aspirations did not include me working as an associate 7 

director of communications for the long-term. 8 

Q. Do you think that this motivation to move up the chain at 9 

the Supreme Conference played any role in you reaching out to 10 

BTSN directly with respect to the in-game sideline interviews? 11 

A. Honestly that just happened. It came out of some informal 12 

conversations I was having with guys at BTSN, and it just took 13 

on a life of its own. I wasn’t really thinking clearly about it, 14 

and after the fact I came to understand that I should have 15 

followed the proper protocols. It made me realize that it wasn’t 16 

my job to discuss new ideas directly with the conference’s 17 

television partners. 18 

Q. Let me re-phrase my question. You said that you wanted to 19 

work your entire career for the Supreme Conference and these 20 

aspirations included moving up the ladder to a more prestigious 21 

position? 22 

A. Ultimately, yeah, that’s fair. 23 

Q. Wasn’t it natural for these aspirations to make you want to 24 

establish a name for yourself? 25 

A. Yeah, sure, I wanted to be established as a contributor. I 26 

think everybody wants to do that. I wasn’t going to move up the 27 

chain unless I contributed something of value to the conference.  28 
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 Q. And that’s what you were trying to accomplish when you 1 

reached out to BTSN in 2009, to establish yourself as a 2 

contributor to the conference?  3 

A. Yeah, probably. 4 

Q. To show that you should be taken seriously for promotion 5 

when the time came? 6 

A.  Sure. 7 

Q. I want to talk a little bit about the events that led up to 8 

this lawsuit. 9 

A. Okay. 10 

Q. You are certainly aware that Royal University is suing the 11 

Supreme Conference for tortious interference with contract and 12 

the damages that the school claims to have suffered as a result 13 

of being left out of a power football conference? 14 

A. I understand that. 15 

Q. Do you also understand that the basis of Royal’s claim is 16 

based on your contact with officials at Lone Star State 17 

University? 18 

A. I understand that’s what Royal University has alleged. 19 

Q. Certainly you are aware that, as far as the Supreme 20 

Conference is concerned, you were acting without any authority 21 

from the conference office? 22 

A. Yeah, I’ve gathered that’s what the Supreme Conference is 23 

saying now, but it’s not accurate. Everything I did in reaching 24 

out to Steve Bartman at Lone Star was based on my discussions 25 

with Tanner Franklin. 26 
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 Q. Okay, well let’s talk for a minute about your authority. 1 

Are you saying that Tanner Franklin specifically told you to 2 

contact Lone Star State regarding expansion? 3 

A. Not specifically, no, but it was pretty clear what he and 4 

the conference office wanted. 5 

Q. Did anyone from the conference office ever tell you to 6 

reach out to Lone Star State University regarding expansion? 7 

A. Not specifically, but . . . same answer. Tanner Franklin 8 

made it pretty clear he wanted me to reach out. 9 

Q. How so? What made you think that? 10 

A. Well for months, more than a year or so, there had been a 11 

lot of discussion around the country, and from Tanner Franklin, 12 

regarding a major shift in conference alignment. He kept saying 13 

there was a shakeout coming, where the six major conferences 14 

with automatic bids to play in BCS games would merge into four 15 

or five super-conferences. There was a lot of talk about super-16 

conferences of sixteen teams being the future. I think the 17 

question at the time was not if but when conference realignment 18 

was going to take place. 19 

Q. And so you assumed from that general discussion of the 20 

coming realignment that you needed to do something about it? 21 

A.  No, there was more than that. He – Tanner – specifically 22 

said to work back channels. He wanted the conference to be in 23 

the driver’s seat. The Supreme Conference was already considered 24 

by most people to be the best college sports conference in the 25 

country, especially in football. There was a lot of talk in the 26 

office that conference realignment was a golden opportunity to 27 
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 cement the Supreme Conference as the best conference in the 1 

country. 2 

Q. So you’re telling us Tanner Franklin told you to work back 3 

channels? 4 

A. Yes. 5 

Q. When?  6 

A. When did Franklin say that?  7 

Q. Right. When is it you say Tanner Franklin told you to work 8 

back channels? 9 

A. Oh, he said it a lot. 10 

Q. When?  11 

A.  Well, I know there was an email I’ve seen, from late 201l, 12 

where Tanner talked about it. So around that time. 13 

Q.  I’m handing you Exhibit 2. Is this the email you’re talking 14 

about? 15 

A. Yes.  16 

Q. Does Exhibit 2 appear to be a complete and accurate copy of 17 

the email string about back channeling? 18 

A.  Yeah, as far as I know. 19 

Q.  Are there any other emails which you think talk about back 20 

channeling? 21 

A. No, this is it. 22 

Q.  Are there any direct conversations with Tanner Franklin 23 

about back channeling which you say now you can specifically 24 

remember, with details like when it was, where it was, who was 25 

there, specifically what was said? 26 

A. Yeah, right after I got this email, I went to Tanner to be 27 

sure I knew what he meant by back channeling and what he wanted 28 
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 me to do. I even mentioned the idea of calling Lone Star State 1 

and asked Tanner if that would be appropriate.  2 

Q.  Who do you recall being involved in or present for this 3 

conversation? 4 

A. Just Tanner Franklin and me. 5 

Q. How did Mr. Franklin respond? 6 

A. When I asked about calling Lone Star State, he said, “Well, 7 

that would get us in trouble, wouldn’t it? It would be better if 8 

they came to us.” 9 

Q. And that was the end of the conversation? 10 

A.  No, I asked Tanner about his thoughts for making that 11 

happen. He leans back in his chair, puts his hands behind his 12 

head, gets a big smile, and says, “You’re smart enough. Figure 13 

it out.” 14 

Q. And that was the end of the conversation? 15 

A. Yeah, it was. I got the message. 16 

Q. Any other specific conversation you recall about back 17 

channeling or contacting schools like Lone Star State about 18 

joining the Supreme Conference? 19 

A. Not right at that point, but yeah, a little later, after 20 

one of my conversations with Steve Bartman at Lone Star. 21 

Q.  We’ll get into what you have to say about those 22 

conversations shortly. Let me ask first, what did you understand 23 

the term “back channeling” to mean? 24 

A. To reach out to our friends and contacts in college 25 

athletics, in a quiet way.  26 

Q. What do you mean in a quiet way? 27 

A. Not publicly. Like make phone calls. 28 
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 Q. Did you ever specifically ask Tanner Franklin for any 1 

clarification of your authority or lack of authority to speak 2 

for the conference? 3 

A.  No, it was pretty clear from our conversation right after 4 

this email that Tanner had said all that he wanted to say. I 5 

don’t think he wanted to hear any more questions. So I simply 6 

back channeled like he said to do. And then after that, yeah, he 7 

clearly set things up so that I was the behind-the-scenes 8 

communicator for the conference. 9 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection to the last part of 10 

that answer, everything after no, as non-responsive. 11 

Q. Let’s talk about your conversations with Steve Bartman. 12 

A. Okay.  13 

Q. First of all, who is Steve Bartman? 14 

A. Steve is the Deputy Athletic Director at Lone Star State. 15 

Q. How did you know Mr. Bartman? 16 

A. Steve and I were college acquaintances at Notre Dame and we 17 

had kept up some through the years. 18 

Q. What prompted you to contact Mr. Bartman? 19 

A. Tanner Franklin’s instruction to back channel, to see if 20 

Lone Star State University had any interest in joining the 21 

Supreme Conference. 22 

Q. I want to go back to Exhibit 2. Do you see anywhere in this 23 

email where Tanner Franklin specifically tells you to reach out 24 

to other schools? 25 

A. Not specifically, but that’s obviously what he’s saying. 26 

Q. Isn’t it possible that Tanner Franklin meant to sit back 27 

and keep your ears open for any potential interest? 28 
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 A. I suppose anything is theoretically possible, but that’s 1 

not the way Tanner Franklin operates. Tanner is a go-getter and 2 

sitting on the sideline waiting is not his style. After I read 3 

the email and then talked to Tanner, it was obvious to me what 4 

he wanted. He wanted me to begin reaching out through back 5 

channels to see if there was any interest in joining the Supreme 6 

Conference, and if so, to have the school initiate the formal 7 

contact with the conference. 8 

Q. In fact, the last sentence of the email said to report back 9 

to him? 10 

A. Yes, and that’s what I did with my email back to him. 11 

Q. You’ve been quoted in the press as saying that you’ve 12 

contracted with North American Publishing Company to author a 13 

book on the story of conference realignment. Is that true? 14 

A. Yes.  15 

Q. Can you tell us more about your upcoming book? 16 

A.  You’ve essentially already said it. The book tells the 17 

story of what went on behind the scenes during the conference 18 

realignment of 2012. 19 

Q. Does your draft manuscript discuss the events we’ve talked 20 

about in this deposition today? 21 

A.  It will, but it doesn’t yet. The publisher only required an 22 

outline, essentially a detailed table of contents, and the first 23 

chapter, and those are all I’ve drafted so far. Those don’t get 24 

into the details we’ve discussed here. 25 

Q. Have you contracted to receive royalties on the sale of the 26 

book? 27 

A. Yes. 28 
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 Q. Did you receive an advance on royalties when you signed the 1 

contract? 2 

A. Very small. $10,000. 3 

Q. What is the royalty rate? 4 

A. It depends on how many books are sold. 5 

Q. The more books that are sold, the higher the royalty rate? 6 

A. Up to a point. I think the royalty tops out at 15%, but 7 

it’s lower than that for the first 10,000 books, I think 10% on 8 

the first 5,000, and 12.5% on the second 5,000. 9 

Q. So the more books you sell, the more money you make? 10 

A.  Sure. 11 

Q. I understand you’ve appeared on a number of national sports 12 

shows, on BTSN, Fox Sports, and other networks. That’s accurate, 13 

isn’t it? 14 

A. That’s accurate. 15 

Q. So it would be fair to say you’re in the process of 16 

becoming something of a sports celebrity? 17 

A.  I don’t know if I would say that. 18 

Q. Well, then I’ll say it for you. Have you had any 19 

discussions about joining a national sports show as a 20 

commentator on an ongoing basis? 21 

A. There have been suggestions of that, very informally, I 22 

really don’t even remember which people have raised it, but 23 

there are no plans in place for that at this point. 24 

Q. A strong selling book might help your celebrity status and 25 

future career, wouldn’t you say? 26 

A. I don’t think people who read books are necessarily the 27 

same people who watch sports shows. 28 
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   COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Mr. Bowen, I may have some 1 

additional questions after I review my notes, or I may reserve 2 

the remainder of my questions until trial. In any event, I’m 3 

going to give Mr. Powell the chance to ask you some questions if 4 

he wants. Thank you, sir. 5 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: I do have some questions for 6 

Mr. Bowen. 7 

 8 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 9 

Q. Good afternoon Mr. Bowen. 10 

A. Good afternoon. 11 

Q. My name is Landy Powell and I represent the plaintiff Royal 12 

University in this lawsuit. Why don’t we just go ahead and get 13 

right down to business. 14 

A. Okay. 15 

Q. We’ve spent a lot of time here today discussing whether the 16 

Supreme Conference authorized you to reach out to other schools 17 

in late 2011 and at the beginning of 2012. You believe that at 18 

all times you were acting with authority, correct? 19 

A. Absolutely. From my understanding, everything I did was 20 

authorized by the Supreme Conference. 21 

Q. Let’s go ahead and look at Exhibit 2, which is the email 22 

from Tanner Franklin regarding conference realignment. Do you 23 

remember that email? 24 

A. Absolutely. 25 

Q. When you read this email, what was your understanding of 26 

Tanner Franklin’s instruction to back channel?  27 
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 A. I took it to mean that we should begin contacting schools 1 

behind the scenes to gauge interest levels. From my experience 2 

with Tanner Franklin, who is very aggressive in the way he deals 3 

with different scenarios, I did not interpret his email to mean 4 

sit back and keep your ears open. 5 

Q. So just to be clear, you read Tanner Franklin’s email in 6 

which he wrote that the conference should begin back channeling 7 

as a directive or authorization to begin reaching out on behalf 8 

of the conference to gauge interest? 9 

A. That is correct. 10 

Q. Were you aware that this could expose the Supreme 11 

Conference to legal action? 12 

A. I had the feeling from Tanner that we were getting into 13 

some issues that might be potentially dangerous, and I think 14 

that is why Tanner advised that we should proceed with caution. 15 

Q. After receiving this email and having the brief discussion 16 

with Tanner Franklin that you’ve told us about, what did you do 17 

next? 18 

A. I reached out to an old acquaintance of mine who is a 19 

deputy athletic director at Lone Star State University. 20 

Q. Who was your acquaintance? 21 

A. Steve Bartman. 22 

Q.  Did you call him on the phone? 23 

A. Yes. I sent him an email, and then I called him. 24 

Q. When? 25 

A. Right after the December 15th email from Tanner, probably 26 

the next day, Friday the 16th.  27 

Q. Of 2011? 28 
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 A. Right. December 16, 2011. 1 

Q. I’m showing you Exhibit 4. Is this your email to Mr. 2 

Bartman? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

Q. And then you called Mr. Bartman the next day, on December 5 

16th? 6 

A. Yes. 7 

Q. I’m also showing you Exhibit 10. Is this printout a true 8 

and correct copy of your phone billing record for the time 9 

period including mid-December 2011 through mid-January 2012? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

Q. Did you call Mr. Bartman on December 16th at 11:45 a.m.? 12 

A. Yes, and I talked to him for almost 45 minutes. 13 

Q. Did you call him again on December 19th? 14 

A. Yes, and I talked to him then for almost 30 minutes. 15 

Q. What did the two of you discuss? 16 

A. Initially our conversations were just friendly discussions 17 

because it had been a while since we had last talked. I asked 18 

how his family was doing and for an update on his job. I guess I 19 

could describe it as catching up. 20 

Q. During this time period starting in mid-December, how many 21 

conversations did you have with Steve Bartman? 22 

A. I think there were two shortly before Christmas, and 23 

another two conversations right after the first of the year. 24 

Q. Did you and Steve Bartman discuss business and the reason 25 

you were calling him? 26 

A. Not initially. If I remember correctly Steve asked me how 27 

everything was going at the Supreme Conference and I confided in 28 
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 him that our conference was looking to expand from twelve to 1 

sixteen schools. 2 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Bartman that the Supreme Conference was 3 

interested in inviting Lone Star State University? 4 

A. Not at the time. 5 

Q. At any time during your conversations with Steve Bartman 6 

did you express to him that the Supreme Conference was 7 

interested in adding Lone Star State? 8 

A. Yes I did. 9 

Q. Was that in your first or your second or your third or your 10 

fourth conversation with him? 11 

A. Somewhat in both of the first two conversations, more so in 12 

the second. 13 

Q. Can you describe the circumstances of that part of the 14 

discussion? 15 

A. Yeah. In our first conversation, as I asked more about how 16 

things were for Lone Star State in the Great Southwest 17 

Conference, Steve was indicating some frustrations by Lone Star 18 

with their conference situation. By the end of that 19 

conversation, it was obvious to me that Lone Star State was 20 

growing increasingly dissatisfied with the Great Southwest 21 

Conference. I didn’t think we had enough time to dive into a 22 

full discussion in that first call, so I suggested we talk again 23 

after the weekend, on Monday, which we did. 24 

Q. What did you understand to be the basis of Lone Star 25 

State’s frustration? 26 

A. Multiple things. First of all the Great Southwest 27 

Conference had chosen to remain at ten schools and had voted 28 
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 against inviting Prince University when Prince was ready to jump 1 

conferences the year before. Lone Star State was frustrated 2 

about this because of concerns that the Great Southwest 3 

Conference was putting itself in a precarious position if in 4 

fact a move to super-conferences was going to happen. There was 5 

also a rift in the Great Southwest Conference regarding revenue 6 

sharing. The Great Southwest Conference shared revenue equally 7 

among all of its member schools. Lone Star State wanted revenue 8 

based on performance, since on-the-field records generated bowl 9 

games and fans and, ultimately, television revenue. And Lone 10 

Star was also frustrated because the Great Southwest Conference 11 

refused to allow Lone Star to develop its own television network 12 

for broadcasting games and sports shows that weren’t already 13 

being covered, which was something the school had been pursuing 14 

for a long time. 15 

Q. What was your response to Mr. Bartman’s frustrations? 16 

A. I told Steve that the Supreme Conference was interested in 17 

expanding from twelve to sixteen teams. I reminded him that 18 

although the Supreme Conference also has equal revenue sharing 19 

among its schools, the pot is much bigger because our television 20 

contract is worth more money. 21 

Q. Did you address Steve’s concerns with respect to Lone Star 22 

State University developing its own television network? 23 

A. Yeah. I told him that the Supreme Conference had followed a 24 

policy of not allowing schools to develop their own network, but 25 

I thought that might be a point of discussion. I told him that 26 

if Lone Star was willing to push for it then I could foresee the 27 
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 possibility of the Supreme Conference allowing Lone Star to 1 

develop its own network. 2 

Q. Did you tell him the conference was interested in inviting 3 

Lone Star State? 4 

A. I tried to be cautious how I said it. Yeah, I let him know 5 

there was real interest. 6 

Q. Where did the conversation go from there? 7 

A. In our second call, the one on Monday, I asked Steve what 8 

his initial thoughts were about Lone Star switching conferences 9 

to the Supreme Conference. 10 

Q. What was Mr. Bartman’s response? 11 

A. Steve said that a withdrawal from the Great Southwest 12 

Conference required a two-year notice period, but that might not 13 

be that big a problem. He said there was a liquidated damages 14 

clause for early withdrawal that might not be too big a barrier. 15 

He also said that if the conference ceased to exist based on 16 

enough members voting to disband the conference, maybe there 17 

wouldn’t even be a penalty at all for withdrawal. He said that 18 

he knew the Great Southwest Conference television contract with 19 

BTSN had a cancellation provision for breach of contract if the 20 

conference fell below ten schools. 21 

Q. What did you tell Mr. Bartman about your authority to speak 22 

on behalf of the Supreme Conference?  23 

A.  I remember Steve asking me if these were my ideas or 24 

whether this was an official call on behalf of the conference. I 25 

was intentionally a little vague with him. I told him that these 26 

were my ideas, but I had very good reason to believe they would 27 

track with exactly how the Supreme Conference was prepared to 28 
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 move forward. I remember saying very slowly, “if you hear what 1 

I’m saying and understand what I mean.” I’m pretty sure Steve 2 

got it. 3 

Q. What else do you recall being said in that second 4 

conversation? By the way, this second conversation on a Monday, 5 

would that have been on Monday, December 19, 2011?  6 

A. If that’s the date of the Monday before Christmas. I just 7 

remember it being on the Monday before Christmas. 8 

Q. Okay, what else do you recall being said in that second 9 

conversation? 10 

A. I reiterated that the Supreme Conference was interested in 11 

Lone Star, but then I explained that any further conversations 12 

would probably need to take place between the higher ups. I also 13 

recommended that Lone Star contact the Supreme Conference 14 

instead of vice versa. 15 

Q. Why did you tell Mr. Bartman that Lone Star State needed to 16 

make the next move? 17 

A. To help the Supreme Conference avoid any potential 18 

liability. Tanner Franklin had made it clear to me that we 19 

needed to proceed with caution, and that Lone Star State needed 20 

to come to us. I thought that if Lone Star approached the 21 

Supreme Conference about membership, no one could really accuse 22 

the Supreme Conference of raiding the Great Southwest 23 

Conference.  24 

Q. Did you explain to Mr. Bartman why Lone Star State needed 25 

to initiate the next contact with the Supreme Conference? 26 

A. No. I didn’t think an explanation was necessary. 27 
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 Q.  How did Mr. Bartman respond to your suggestion that Lone 1 

Star State University should initiate contact and express 2 

interest to the Supreme Conference? 3 

A. He said, “I understand” or something to that effect. 4 

Q. Was that the end of your second conversation with Mr. 5 

Bartman? 6 

A. Yes it was. 7 

Q. When was your third conversation with Mr. Bartman? 8 

A. Mid-January.  9 

Q.  I’m looking at a calendar. Maybe during the week of January 10 

16th? 11 

A. Yeah, about that. 12 

Q. Tell us about that conversation. Did you call Mr. Bartman? 13 

A. No, he called me that morning. He said that things were 14 

moving with Lone Star and three other schools from the Great 15 

Southwest. He said they needed some feedback before they went 16 

further. He said they needed to know for sure, unofficially but 17 

for real, for sure, how committed the Supreme Conference was to 18 

expanding and how these specific schools would be received, 19 

before the schools pulled the trigger on scheduling formal 20 

meetings with their boards and giving notice of withdrawal to 21 

the Great Southwest Conference.  22 

Q. Did he name the schools? 23 

A. Yeah, Ozark, Santa Fe, Independence, plus Lone Star. And 24 

Steve said he needed to know that Lone Star would be able to set 25 

up its own TV network for games that weren’t covered under the 26 

Supreme Conference’s tier-one and tier-two television contracts. 27 

Q. What did you tell him? 28 
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 A. I told him I thought the schools would be very well-1 

received, and hopefully the individual network could be worked 2 

out, but I would have to get back to him. 3 

Q. Why would he be calling you with that kind of question, 4 

instead of calling Tanner Franklin? 5 

A. Essentially that’s how Tanner had told Jordan Windsor to 6 

handle things. 7 

Q. First, for the record, who is Jordan Windsor? 8 

A. The president of Lone Star State University. 9 

Q. Had there been a conversation about all of this between 10 

Tanner Franklin and Jordan Windsor? 11 

A. Yes. 12 

Q. When? 13 

A. At the Texas Bowl in Houston, at a party the night before 14 

the game. Lone Star was playing Lake Erie from the Supreme 15 

Conference, and both Tanner Franklin and Jordan Windsor were 16 

there. 17 

Q. Were you there? 18 

A. Yeah, most of our communications department was there. 19 

Q. When was this party? 20 

A. The game was on New Year’s Eve, so it would have been the 21 

night before that. 22 

Q. So tell us about this conversation between Tanner Franklin 23 

and Jordan Windsor. 24 

A. Jordan Windsor came up to Tanner Franklin. They obviously 25 

knew each other, or at least knew who each other were. Dr. 26 

Windsor and Tanner ended up stepping out onto a balcony to 27 

visit.  28 
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 Q. Were you part of the conversation? 1 

A. No, but Tanner told me what he had told Dr. Windsor. 2 

Q. Which was what? 3 

A. Tanner said he told Windsor to go put together a package of 4 

the four biggest schools from the Great Southwest and bring them 5 

to the Supreme Conference. And he said he told Windsor to keep 6 

working things out through me, since I was already involved, and 7 

to leave him – Tanner – out of the discussions until after the 8 

schools had officially given notice of withdrawal to the Great 9 

Southwest.  10 

Q. When did Tanner Franklin tell you this? 11 

A. The next day, in the suite at Reliant Stadium before the 12 

game started. 13 

Q. So were you surprised when you got the call from Steve 14 

Bartman in mid-January? 15 

A. No, not at all. 16 

Q. You indicated there was another phone conversation between 17 

you and Steve Bartman. When was that? 18 

A. The same day he called me. Right after that first call, the 19 

first call in mid-January, I stepped into Tanner’s office, told 20 

him about the call from Bartman, and asked Tanner how I should 21 

respond. Tanner told me to let Bartman know it was a go, the 22 

four-school package was perfect, and to tell Bartman that Tanner 23 

was confident he could make the individual network for Lone Star 24 

happen. Tanner also told me to leave his name, Tanner’s name, 25 

out of the conversation. So that’s what I did. I immediately 26 

called Steve back. 27 
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 Q. I’m showing you Exhibit 10 again. Does this show your 1 

January phone calls with Mr. Bartman? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

Q. Did Mr. Bartman call you on the morning of January 17, 4 

2012? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

Q. How long was the call? 7 

A. Eighteen minutes. 8 

Q. Starting at what time? 9 

A. At 9:45. 10 

Q. Did you have a subsequent call that morning with Mr. 11 

Bartman? 12 

A. Yes, I called him at 10:48, for almost five minutes. 13 

Q. Tell us about your follow-up conversation, the second call 14 

with Steve Bartman that morning 15 

A. I repeated exactly what Tanner told me to say, just like I 16 

told you, except instead of saying I had talked to Tanner, I 17 

simply said, “I can tell you unequivocally that ...” and I 18 

repeated all the things Tanner told me. Steve didn’t question 19 

why I could say all of it unequivocally. He seemed to be 20 

expecting that and to understand what I was saying. 21 

Q. Was there any more to that conversation? 22 

A. No, that was it. It was short and sweet. 23 

Q. Did you have any more conversations with Steve Bartman? 24 

A. No. 25 

Q. Did you report your last conversation with Steve Bartman 26 

back to Tanner Franklin? 27 

A. Sure.  28 
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 Q. What did you tell Tanner Franklin? 1 

A. Just what I’ve told you. 2 

Q.  How did Tanner Franklin respond? 3 

A. He just said “good” or something like that. 4 

Q. Did Tanner Franklin tell you why he wanted you to leave his 5 

name out of the conversation? 6 

A. No. I just figured he wanted plausible deniability. 7 

Q. Was anyone else involved in any of your conversations with 8 

Steve Bartman? 9 

A. No. 10 

Q. What about your conversations with Tanner Franklin, where 11 

he was telling you how he wanted you to handle discussions with 12 

Steve Bartman. Anyone else involved in those conversations? 13 

A. No. 14 

Q. Any written record, memo to the file, anything like that? 15 

A. That first email you showed me talks some about my 16 

conversations. 17 

Q. I’m handing Exhibit 2 back to you again. Point out what 18 

you’re talking about. 19 

A. My December 19th email was written right after my phone call 20 

that day with Steve Bartman. 21 

Q. You’re referring to the top part Exhibit 2, a document 22 

containing a series of emails produced to us in discovery by the 23 

Supreme Conference in this case. Is this December 19, 2011, 24 

email the one you’re talking about? 25 

A. Yes. 26 

Q.  Does the date of December 19th appear to be accurate? 27 

A. Yes. 28 
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 Q. And does this appear to be a full and accurate copy of your 1 

email to Tanner Franklin on December 19th? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

Q. I see Tanner Franklin responded to your email almost 4 

immediately, asking you to come see him. Did the two of you have 5 

a conversation at that point? 6 

A. Yeah, I went straight to see him.  7 

Q. Tell us about that conversation between you and Tanner 8 

Franklin. 9 

A. I told him about my phone conversations with Steve Bartman. 10 

Tanner was obviously pleased, especially after he asked if I had 11 

attributed anything to him or mentioned his name and I told him 12 

no. I asked Tanner if he wanted me to call Bartman back, and he 13 

said no, the hook was already baited, just wait and they’ll 14 

bite.  15 

Q. Was anything said about the expected timing? 16 

A. I told Tanner I understood the Great Southwest schools had 17 

a two-year notice requirement for withdrawal from the 18 

conference. He said, “Well, then all I can say is, they better 19 

have already given that notice a year ago to make this work, 20 

because I plan for this to happen now.”  21 

Q. Was there any discussion about what schools or how many 22 

schools might be moving? 23 

A. Tanner told me that getting just Lone Star State wouldn’t 24 

be enough, he wanted the four biggest schools from the Great 25 

Southwest.  26 

Q. What was your response? 27 
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 A. I said, “You know that’ll kill the Great Southwest. There’s 1 

no way for them to recover from that kind of loss.” 2 

Q. How did Tanner Franklin respond to that? 3 

A.  He laughed and pulled a hundred dollar bill out of his 4 

wallet. He said, “Here, you can buy them some flowers.” 5 

Q. Was there anything else in that conversation? 6 

A. No, that said all that needed saying. 7 

Q. Did Tanner Franklin express any problem or disagreement 8 

with what you had told Steve Bartman? 9 

A. No. 10 

Q. I want to go back to the time immediately following your 11 

January phone conversations with Steve Bartman. After that, did 12 

you have any more direct involvement in the communications 13 

between Lone Star State and the Supreme Conference? 14 

A. No, not directly. I do know that the exact proposal that I 15 

had pitched to both Steve Bartman and Tanner Franklin is exactly 16 

what ended up happening. Four schools from the Great Southwest 17 

Conference left to join the Supreme Conference. The Supreme 18 

Conference also allowed Lone Star State to develop its own 19 

television network. 20 

Q. Now I understand that you were later fired from the Supreme 21 

Conference? 22 

A. I was indeed. 23 

Q. Why were you fired, from what you know? 24 

A. Well shortly after the four schools from the Great 25 

Southwest Conference announced their intention to join the 26 

Supreme Conference, Trick Tan of GreatSouthwestBlog.com wrote a 27 

blog, citing unnamed sources, claiming that I had reached out 28 
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 behind the scenes to officials at Lone Star State University in 1 

an attempt to induce them into leaving the Great Southwest 2 

Conference. The blog went on to discuss the potential liability 3 

of the Supreme Conference as a result of my actions. Right after 4 

this article was published, while the conference was being 5 

skewered in the national press, Tanner Franklin fired me. 6 

Q. Do you think the Supreme Conference made you the scapegoat? 7 

A. Absolutely. I’m not sure what else you can call it. At all 8 

times I was acting within my authority and at the direction of 9 

Tanner Franklin. And the conference ended up benefitting from my 10 

actions because it ultimately adopted my proposals. 11 

Q. Until the GreatSouthwestBlog.com story, had Tanner Franklin 12 

or anyone in the Supreme Conference office expressed any 13 

displeasure about your role in putting Lone Star State and the 14 

Supreme Conference together? 15 

A. No displeasure whatsoever. In fact, Tanner Franklin ended 16 

up inviting me to sit in the Supreme Conference suite at the 17 

2012 Super Bowl in Indianapolis, which he had never done before. 18 

Q. When was that? 19 

A. First week of February 2012. 20 

Q. When were you fired? 21 

A. Two weeks later. 22 

Q. Have you received any subsequent invitations to sit in a 23 

Supreme Conference suite at the Super Bowl? 24 

A. Yeah, right, I must have overlooked that in my mail. They 25 

act like they don’t know me now. 26 

Q. When GreatSouthwestBlog.com broke the story, did Tanner 27 

Franklin ever call you in to ask about the report? 28 
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 A. No. There was no need for him to, he already knew it was 1 

true. He just fired me. 2 

Q. Did you pursue any legal action contesting your 3 

termination? 4 

A. No. As I understand it, in Illinois an employer can fire an 5 

employee without giving a reason. And I damn sure don’t want to 6 

go back to work for someone who doesn’t tell the truth. 7 

Q. Is this why you have signed the book deal with North 8 

American Publishers? 9 

A. I am writing a book to explain my side of the story. To 10 

tell how everything really happened. The Supreme Conference 11 

tried to make it look like I was a rogue agent in all of this, 12 

and nothing could be further from the truth. I want the truth to 13 

be exposed in this litigation. 14 

Q. So you are not financially motivated by the outcome of this 15 

lawsuit? 16 

A. I’m motivated by the truth coming to light. The Supreme 17 

Conference benefitted from my actions and now they think they 18 

can just wash their hands of me and that everything will be 19 

alright. The Pontius Pilate approach is not going to work.  20 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Pass the witness. 21 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Just a few more questions. 22 

 23 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 24 

Q. Mr. Bowen, have you previously visited with Mr. Powell 25 

before the start of this deposition? 26 
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 A. He called me some time back, and I talked to him on the 1 

phone for maybe fifteen minutes. I answered some of his 2 

questions, but then after he told me I would probably be 3 

required to give a deposition, I told him I would rather just 4 

explain the details once. 5 

Q.  Do you remember what he asked you? 6 

A. Basically the same questions he’s been asking me today. 7 

Q. You also received a call from me, didn’t you? 8 

A. Yeah, at some point after that.  9 

Q. And you told me that you had no interest in talking to an 10 

attorney for the Supreme Conference, didn’t you? 11 

A. Yeah, for the same reason I told Mr. Powell. I would rather 12 

just explain the details once, and I knew I was going to have to 13 

answer questions in a deposition. 14 

Q.  You also told me the Supreme Conference should not have 15 

terminated you, didn’t you, when I asked if you would be willing 16 

to speak with me? 17 

A.  Yeah, and they shouldn’t have. There was nothing right 18 

about that. 19 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: We reserve the remainder of our 20 

questions until the time of trial. 21 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: That’s all I need. 22 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 23 

 24 

******** 25 
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 I, Jamie Bowen, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

Jamie Bowen____________ 4 

Jamie Bowen 5 

 6 
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Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 5th day of May, 2014.  18 

  19 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 37 

 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF WITNESS 2 

 3 

I have carefully reviewed the above deposition transcript to 4 

determine whether the answers contained are true and correct, 5 

and whether I had any additional information relevant to the 6 

matters therein. I hereby certify, under penalty of perjury, 7 

that the deposition transcript is accurate and I have no 8 

information relevant to the matters discussed other than what is 9 

discussed in this deposition. Everything was covered and nothing 10 

was left out. 11 

 12 

Jamie Bowen____________ 13 

Jamie Bowen 14 

 15 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, JAMIE BOWEN, before 16 

me, the undersigned authority, on this the 27th day of 17 

August, 2014. 18 
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 Guillermo Reyes_________  1 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  2 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 3 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF STEVE BARTMAN 4 

APRIL 15, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF STEVE BARTMAN, produced as a witness at 8 

the instance of PLAINTIFF ROYAL UNIVERSITY and duly sworn, was 9 

taken in the above styled and numbered cause on APRIL 15th, 10 

2014, from 2:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, 11 

CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

JOHN CHARLES GINN, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 7723548 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

BRANDON NEELY, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 4950002 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 

  21 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

STEVE BARTMAN, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. State your name please. 6 

A. Steve Bartman, Jr. 7 

Q. Where do you live? 8 

A. I live in San Antonio, TX. 9 

Q. Are you a Chicago Cubs fan? 10 

A. No sir. I get asked that question all the time. The only 11 

sports drama I have ever been associated with is giving this 12 

deposition. 13 

Q. Fair enough. What do you do for a living? 14 

A. I am the Deputy Athletic Director at Lone Star State 15 

University in San Antonio, Texas. 16 

Q. What are your responsibilities as a deputy athletic 17 

director? 18 

A. I strive to be the athletics director’s right hand man, but 19 

my main role is overseeing all of the athletic facilities as 20 

well as coordinating operations for all of our home athletic 21 

events.  22 

Q. Are you involved at all in any communications with other 23 

schools when it comes to coordinating schedules and things of 24 

that nature? 25 
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 A. I give input on scheduling, but I do not make the final 1 

decision in regard to scheduling. 2 

Q. Do you ever communicate with other schools as part of your 3 

job responsibilities? 4 

A. Some. Not as much as some of the other people in the 5 

athletic department. 6 

Q. Has part of your responsibility as a deputy athletic 7 

director, both now and when Lone Star State was a part of the 8 

Great Southwest Conference, been to attend conference meetings 9 

and be a part of discussions involving other schools? 10 

A. Again, my main role is game-day operations and facilities 11 

management. I’m generally at the conference meetings, unless 12 

it’s a presidents-only meeting, but I usually don’t speak a lot 13 

at those meetings.  14 

Q. Hypothetically, if Lone Star State University were 15 

considering switching conferences, would you personally be 16 

involved in those discussions? 17 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection to the form of the 18 

question, vague and seeking speculation. 19 

A. Maybe, it depends on the situation and who’s in the 20 

discussion. 21 

Q. Well let’s talk for a minute about why we are here today. 22 

A. Okay. 23 
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 Q. As you are aware I represent Royal University in this 1 

lawsuit against the Supreme Conference for tortious interference 2 

with contract? 3 

A. I am aware. 4 

Q. Are you also aware that conversations you had with Jamie 5 

Bowen are of vital importance? 6 

A. I’m not sure why that would be the case. 7 

Q. Well let’s delve a little deeper into that. Are you 8 

acquainted with a person named Jamie Bowen? 9 

A. Yes I am. The two of us were college buddies at Notre Dame. 10 

Q. When did you graduate from Notre Dame? 11 

A. 1999. 12 

Q. Did the two of you remain close after leaving Notre Dame? 13 

A. We remained friends, but we didn’t communicate very often. 14 

You know how that goes sometimes. Time and distance can have an 15 

effect on friendship. 16 

Q. Did the two of you continue to communicate over the years? 17 

A. Not very often. Our families exchanged Christmas cards 18 

every year and the two of us were friends on Facebook, but I 19 

can’t really remember any actual phone conversations that we had 20 

after college until the end of 2011. 21 

Q. How did you and Mr. Bowen get reacquainted? 22 

A. In December of 2011 I received an email from Jamie. 23 

Q. At this time I would like to show you Exhibit 4. Do you 24 

recognize this document? 25 
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 A. Yes I do. It’s a printout of the email that Jamie sent me 1 

in 2011. 2 

Q. What does the message say? 3 

A. Jamie basically said that it had been a long time since we 4 

had talked and he wanted to catch up. He said he would call the 5 

next day. 6 

Q. Did you have any idea why Mr. Bowen wanted to talk? 7 

A. No, just that he wanted to catch up. 8 

Q. Did you find it odd that you hadn’t heard from Mr. Bowen in 9 

years and all of a sudden he was contacting you out of the blue? 10 

A. We were old friends and I didn’t think there was anything 11 

abnormal about the email.  12 

Q. After you received this message from Mr. Bowen, he called 13 

you the next day, didn’t he? 14 

A. He did. I think it was the next day. 15 

Q. Which would have been Friday December 16th? 16 

A. I can’t remember the exact date, but that sounds right. 17 

Q. I understand you had more than one conversation during that 18 

time period with Jamie Bowen? 19 

A. I think that’s right. 20 

Q. What did the two of you talk about in this first 21 

conversation? 22 

A. For the most part we were just filling each other in on our 23 

lives, family, and things like that. A lot of reminiscing took 24 

place. 25 
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 Q. Did you and Jamie ever discuss work-related matters? 1 

A. A little bit. That was kind of natural since we were both 2 

involved in athletics.  3 

Q. How did the topic of work-related matters get raised? Who 4 

brought it up first? 5 

A. I don’t remember. It was just a natural progression in our 6 

conversation. 7 

Q. Do you remember talking to Jamie about any frustrations 8 

experienced by Lone Star State with the Great Southwest 9 

Conference situation? 10 

A. Possibly, not really, I don’t recall the specifics. 11 

Q. So it’s certainly possible that was part of your 12 

conversation? 13 

A. It’s certainly possible. I viewed our conversations as 14 

friendly, candid discussions between old friends. I presumed 15 

that everything that was said was off the record. 16 

Q. If you were being candid with Jamie, it was certainly no 17 

secret that Lone Star was becoming more and more displeased with 18 

the Great Southwest Conference? 19 

A. That’s true. 20 

Q. And that Lone Star might have a possible interest in 21 

another conference like the Supreme Conference? 22 

A. Possibly. 23 

A. President Windsor talked last week about Lone Star’s 24 

displeasure with how money was being distributed among the Great 25 
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 Southwest Conference members. Were you aware of that 1 

displeasure? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

Q. President Windsor talked last week about Lone Star’s 4 

displeasure with the Great Southwest Conference refusing to 5 

allow Lone Star to develop its own television network. Were you 6 

aware of that displeasure? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

Q. President Windsor talked last week about Lone Star’s 9 

frustration over the Great Southwest refusing to expand, such as 10 

when Prince University was not allowed in. Were you aware of 11 

that frustration? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. I think he said Lone Star felt like it was being held 14 

hostage by schools who didn’t want to grow. You were aware of 15 

that feeling? 16 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Objection to the form of the 17 

question. 18 

 19 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: You can answer the question. 20 

Q. You were aware of that feeling, that Lone Star felt like it 21 

was being held hostage in the Great Southwest by schools who 22 

didn’t want to grow? 23 

A. Yes. 24 
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 Q. And in a friendly, candid discussion between old friends, 1 

one that you assumed to be off the record, it wouldn’t be 2 

surprising that you would share these feelings with someone else 3 

in the athletics business? 4 

A. That’s true. 5 

Q. When questioned under oath, Jamie Bowen has acknowledged 6 

that the two of you discussed these feelings and frustrations of 7 

Lone Star State. Do you have any reason to disagree with that 8 

acknowledgment by Mr. Bowen? 9 

A. No. 10 

Q. I also understand from Mr. Bowen’s testimony that the two 11 

of you had a second phone call on Monday the 19th following the 12 

first phone call on Friday the 16th. Does that sound right? 13 

A.  Yes, sir. 14 

Q. And that in the midst of these two phone conversations Mr. 15 

Bowen raised the possibility of Lone Star State moving at some 16 

point to the Supreme Conference? 17 

A. If that came up, it would have Jamie raising that. I don’t 18 

think that’s anything I would have suggested. 19 

Q. And I think that’s consistent with what he’s said, that he 20 

was the one who brought it up.  21 

A. Yeah. 22 

Q. He says he mentioned that the Supreme Conference was 23 

interested in expanding from twelve to sixteen teams. Do you 24 

recall that? 25 
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 A. Yeah, I think so. 1 

Q. And that the Supreme Conference had a bigger television 2 

contract, or would probably end up with a bigger television 3 

contract than other conferences like the Great Southwest? Do you 4 

recall that part of the conversation? 5 

A. It’s possible. I don’t recall the details. 6 

Q. That’s fine. Even without recalling the details, in general 7 

terms it sounds like something he mentioned? 8 

A. Yeah, probably. 9 

Q. Mr. Bowen said he encouraged you to have Lone Star push for 10 

its own television network in talking to the Supreme Conference? 11 

Do you recall that encouragement from Mr. Bowen?  12 

A. I think he said the Supreme Conference had a policy against 13 

schools having their own TV networks. 14 

Q. That’s true, that’s my understanding too from Mr. Bowen. 15 

And I understand he thought Lone Star might have some chance of 16 

getting the Supreme Conference to change that. Do you recall 17 

that in the discussion between you and Mr. Bowen? 18 

A.  That could have been discussed by us. 19 

Q. In fairness, I understand Mr. Bowen also suggested that 20 

further discussions about these things really ought to be 21 

between folks at higher levels than the two of you. Do you 22 

recall him saying that? 23 

A. Yeah, I wasn’t the right person to deal with these issues. 24 
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 Q. In light of that, I assume you passed all this information 1 

from these Jamie Bowen phone calls up the chain? 2 

A. What do you mean, up the chain? 3 

Q.  I assume you told someone like your boss, the athletic 4 

director, about these phone calls? 5 

A. Yeah, I would have passed it off to him. 6 

Q. And no doubt told him all the details of the two 7 

conversations? 8 

A. I couldn’t tell you. That was more than two years ago. 9 

Q. You wouldn’t have any reason to withhold any information 10 

from the athletic director, would you? 11 

A. No, I wouldn’t withhold information. 12 

Q. The athletic director for Lone Star at that time was Bill 13 

Jeffries? 14 

A. Yes, sir. 15 

Q. That’s who you would have been talking to about these phone 16 

calls? 17 

A. Yes, sir. 18 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation about Jamie Bowen or 19 

these phone calls with Dr. Jordan Windsor? 20 

A.  No. 21 

Q. Did you ever discuss a possible move by Lone Star State 22 

from the Great Southwest to the Supreme Conference? 23 

A. No. 24 
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 Q. I’m showing you Exhibit 10, phone records produced by Mr. 1 

Bowen, showing a phone call from your office phone to Jamie 2 

Bowen’s cell phone on the morning of Tuesday, January 17, 2012. 3 

Do you recall placing that call to Mr. Bowen? 4 

A. I don’t specifically recall that. 5 

Q. You’re certainly not denying placing the call? 6 

A. No, I’m not denying it. 7 

Q. Do you recall any part of the conversation? 8 

A. I have a general recollection of following up with Jamie 9 

after the holidays, but not who placed the call. Just staying in 10 

touch after we had reconnected. 11 

Q. Then the phone records show another call later the same 12 

morning from Mr. Bowen’s cell phone to your direct-dial office 13 

number. Do you recall receiving that call from Mr. Bowen? 14 

A. I don’t specifically recall that. 15 

Q. You’re certainly not denying receiving that call? 16 

A. No, I’m not denying it. 17 

Q. Do you recall any part of the conversation? 18 

A. I think we probably got interrupted and then finished the 19 

conversation. 20 

Q. Mr. Bowen says you told him that Lone Star and three other 21 

schools from the Great Southwest were considering withdrawing 22 

from that conference, but needed some assurance they would have 23 

places in the Supreme Conference before they pulled the trigger 24 

on giving notice of withdrawal. Do you recall that discussion? 25 
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 A. No, that’s not something I would have been involved in. 1 

Q. Mr. Bowen also says you told him Lone Star needed to know 2 

that it would be able to set up its own TV network for games 3 

that weren’t covered under the Supreme Conference’s tier-one and 4 

tier-two television contracts. Do you recall that discussion? 5 

A. No. Again, that’s not something I would have been involved 6 

in. I don’t think that’s how the conversation went at all. I 7 

think we were just catching up again after the holidays.  8 

 COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Mr. Bartman, thank you. That’s all I 9 

have at this point. 10 

 11 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 12 

Q. Good afternoon, Mr. Bartman. I just have a few questions 13 

for you. 14 

A. Okay. 15 

Q. In your experience as a deputy athletic director, is it 16 

normal for an associate communications director to reach out and 17 

make offers regarding conference affiliation? 18 

A.  Generally I’d say that if those conversations are taking 19 

place they would originate from someone higher up in the food 20 

chain. 21 

Q. Did it seem logical to you that a lower level employee of 22 

the Supreme Conference was reaching out about something this 23 

sensitive? 24 

A. I’m not sure I understand your question. 25 
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 Q. Did you ever question whether Mr. Bowen was authorized to 1 

contact you? 2 

A. I don’t think I ever thought about him being authorized to 3 

call me. I assumed we were simply talking sports as old friends.  4 

Q. Did he ever specifically tell you that he was authorized by 5 

the Supreme Conference to contact you, or that he was making an 6 

official call to you? 7 

A. No he didn’t. 8 

Q. As far as you know, did it seem like Mr. Bowen was acting 9 

on his own and not on behalf of the Supreme Conference? 10 

A. That was my assumptions. I thought we were good friends and 11 

that our conversations were off the record. 12 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: We reserve the rest of our 13 

questions. 14 

 COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: That’s all I have. 15 

 16 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 17 

 18 

******** 19 

 20 

 21 

 22 

  23 
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 I, STEVE BARTMAN, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

 4 

Steve Bartman___________ 5 

STEVE BARTMAN 6 

 7 

 8 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, STEVE BARTMAN, 9 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 29th day of 10 

April, 2014. 11 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 12 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  13 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 14 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 

22 
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 CHANGES AND SIGNATURE 1 

 2 

WITNESS NAME:  STEVE BARTMAN 3 

DATE OF DEPOSITION:  APRIL 15, 2014 4 

 5 

PAGE LINE       CHANGE            REASON 6 

________________________________________________________________ 7 

________________________________________________________________ 8 

________________________________________________________________ 9 

________________________________________________________________ 10 

________________________________________________________________ 11 

________________________________________________________________ 12 

________________________________________________________________ 13 

________________________________________________________________ 14 

________________________________________________________________ 15 

________________________________________________________________ 16 

 17 

I, STEVE BARTMAN, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 18 

affix my signature that same is true and correct, except as 19 

noted above. 20 

 21 

____________________________ 22 

STEVE BARTMAN 23 

 24 

 25 

 26 

 27 

  28 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER 2 

 3 

 I, Guillermo Reyes, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 4 

the State of Texas, hereby certify to the following: 5 

 That the witness, STEVE BARTMAN, was duly sworn by the 6 

officer and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true 7 

record of the testimony given by the witness. 8 

 9 

Guillermo Reyes _______________  10 

Guillermo Reyes 11 

222 Bosque Rd. 12 

Waco, Texas 76279 13 

Certificate Number 2196 14 

Expiration Date: 12-1-14 15 

Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 29th day of April, 2014.  18 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF BRIAN SAYRE 4 

April 17, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF BRIAN SAYRE, produced as a witness at 8 

the instance of the DEFENDANT SUPREME CONFERENCE and duly sworn, 9 

was taken in the above styled and numbered cause on April 17th, 10 

2014, from 1:00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, 11 

CCR, in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine 12 

shorthand, pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and 13 

the provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

 18 

 19 

 20 

 21 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

LANDFAIR POWELL, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 2321311 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

BRANDON NEELY, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 4950002 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 

 21 

 22 

  23 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

BRIAN SAYRE, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Please state your name. 6 

A. My name is Brian Sayre.  7 

Q. What is your occupation? 8 

A. I’m the former commissioner of the Great Southwest 9 

Conference. Currently I do some athletic affairs consulting work 10 

for a small firm in my hometown of San Antonio, TX.  11 

Q. Now, as a former commissioner of an athletic conference, I 12 

am sure you have some keen insights on athletic conferences in 13 

higher education and how they work.  14 

A. I certainly have some background. 15 

Q. Right now why don’t we focus on the Great Southwest 16 

Conference? 17 

A. Alright.  18 

Q. You said earlier that you are the former commissioner of 19 

the Great Southwest Conference? 20 

A. That’s correct.  21 

Q. How long were you the commissioner? 22 

A. I was the commissioner from the conference’s inception in 23 

1992 until 2012 when the conference nearly imploded. 24 
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 Q. What events led to the Great Southwest Conference’s 1 

inception in 1992? 2 

A. Well, it’s hard to answer that question precisely because 3 

I’m not sure you can point to one particular event – 4 

Q. – and I’m not asking you to do that – 5 

A. – that led to the Great Southwest Conference. 6 

Q. I’m just asking generally. 7 

A. Well first of all when the Great Southwest Conference came 8 

into existence it was a regional conference, with all of the 9 

member-institutions located in the states of Texas, Oklahoma, 10 

Kansas, New Mexico, Missouri, Arkansas, and Colorado. Before the 11 

Great Southwest Conference, most of those schools were from two 12 

other conferences that had solely regional connections. For 13 

instance, all of the schools from Texas that joined the Great 14 

Southwest Conference originally came from a conference 15 

consisting of schools solely from the state of Texas. While the 16 

Great Southwest Conference was regionally based, the conference 17 

was not as regionally centric as its predecessors.  18 

Q. Why did all of these schools decide to expand into a bigger 19 

conference covering a larger region? 20 

A. The simple answer is that television markets were changing. 21 

With the evolution from regional-based coverage to more national 22 

coverage with networks such as BTSN it just didn’t make sense 23 

from a financial standpoint for schools to remain in small 24 

regional conferences. In order to get the big-time money 25 
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 contracts, which are important to help schools finance their 1 

athletic departments, it was necessary for schools to join 2 

conferences that would appeal to a broader audience. The Great 3 

Southwest Conference fit that bill. 4 

Q. I want to ask you about the governing structure of the 5 

Great Southwest Conference. 6 

A. Okay. 7 

Q. When the Great Southwest Conference formed in 1992 did the 8 

schools sign any type of binding agreement that would limit 9 

their ability to leave the conference? 10 

A. A conference constitution and bylaws. 11 

Q. What did the constitution or bylaws say about leaving the 12 

conference? 13 

A. The bylaws spell out a departure procedure. 14 

Q.  I’m showing you Exhibit 5. Does Article V of Exhibit 5 set 15 

forth the binding departure procedure you’re referencing from 16 

the bylaws? 17 

A. Yes.  18 

Q. What was the purpose of this departure procedure? 19 

A. To provide stability for the conference. The ability to 20 

sign a profitable television contract was predicated on a 21 

showing that the conference had a stable future. Television 22 

networks did not want to enter into a long-term contract with a 23 

conference if there was any doubt or uncertainty regarding the 24 

conference’s future. And I don’t think any of the schools’ 25 
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 presidents relished the idea of having to look for or form a new 1 

conference on a regular basis. They were looking for a permanent 2 

solution and the Great Southwest Conference provided that in 3 

1992.  4 

Q. What was the rationale for requiring two years notice of 5 

withdrawal before leaving the conference? 6 

A. To allow the conference to fill the void left by the 7 

departing school, without wrecking the conference. 8 

Q. Before Lone Star State, Ozark, Santa Fe, and Independence 9 

gave notice of withdrawal from the Great Southwest Conference in 10 

2012, Western and Denver State had given notice of withdrawal in 11 

May 2009? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. How much notice did Western University and Denver State 14 

University give? 15 

A. Two years notice, which meant that Western and Denver State 16 

continued to compete as members of the Great Southwest 17 

Conference until July 31, 2011, before moving to new 18 

conferences. 19 

Q. Those schools moved to which conferences? 20 

A.  Western University in Texas moved to the Deep South 21 

Conference. Denver State University moved to the Pacific 22 

Northwest Conference. 23 
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 Q. Did Western University and Denver State University pay the 1 

departure buyout fee of five million dollars or the liquidated 2 

damages of fifteen million dollars? 3 

A. They each paid the buyout fee of five million dollars. They 4 

didn’t owe the liquidated damages because they complied with the 5 

two-year notice requirement. 6 

Q. Did they pay cash? 7 

A. No, the conference and the two schools agreed that the 8 

conference office would withhold the five million dollars from 9 

television revenue payouts for the 2010-2011 athletic season.  10 

Q. I’m showing you the provision of the television contract 11 

between BTSN and the Great Southwest Conference setting forth 12 

the obligation of the conference to provide conference members 13 

for television broadcasts, marked as Exhibit 6. Does this appear 14 

to be a true and correct copy of the conference obligation 15 

portion of the TV contract that took effect in 2008? 16 

A.  Yes. 17 

Q. Were you concerned at the time this contract was signed in 18 

2007 that the conference might fall below 10 schools and the 19 

contract would be terminated? 20 

A. At the time that concern wasn’t really on my radar. The 21 

conference had been extremely stable for fifteen years and there 22 

were not any signs that things were changing. At the time the 23 

television contract was negotiated there were six major 24 

conferences with an automatic bid to play in a BCS game. 25 
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 Q. How did the Great Southwest Conference generally fare in 1 

BCS games? 2 

A. Well I need to preface this answer with the caveat that the 3 

Great Southwest Conference was known around the country as more 4 

of a basketball conference. In fact from the conference’s 5 

formation in 1992, the conference has seen a school compete in 6 

the Final Four thirteen times while six of those times a school 7 

from the Great Southwest Conference went on to win the National 8 

Championship. 9 

Q. How did the Great Southwest Conference fare in football? 10 

A. Compared to basketball not very well. The Great Southwest 11 

Conference did not have a lot of schools that were typically 12 

considered football powerhouses. Western University was always 13 

strong in football and even won a National Championship in 2003, 14 

and we had several large state schools with relatively strong 15 

football programs, but we weren’t stocked with football 16 

powerhouses from top to bottom like one or two other 17 

conferences. 18 

Q. How did the conference typically perform in BCS games? 19 

A. Well, considering the fact that a conference member played 20 

in a BCS Bowl Game every year from 1998 until 2012, not 21 

particularly well. The Conference won four of those games, 22 

including the National Championship that Western University won 23 

in 2003.  24 
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 Q. After Western University and Denver State University left, 1 

how many member-institutions did the Great Southwest Conference 2 

have left? 3 

A. Ten members.  4 

Q. Did this lead to any concern that the conference would lose 5 

its television contract with BTSN if any more schools defected? 6 

A. That possibility really was our biggest concern, because of 7 

the money.  8 

Q. Let’s move forward in time to talk about the departure of 9 

Lone Star State University, Santa Fe University, Ozark A&M 10 

University, and Independence University. Did the Great Southwest 11 

Conference take any legal action against these schools after 12 

they gave notice of intent to withdraw from the conference?  13 

A. No. They acknowledged their obligations to pay the 14 

departure fee and liquidated damages provided by the bylaws, 15 

although they wanted to negotiate the payout terms. 16 

Q. Did the conference threaten to sue the four departing 17 

schools for causing the conference to default on its obligations 18 

under the TV contract with BTSN?  19 

A. Certainly never formally. I can’t speak to what informal 20 

discussions may have gone on between the lawyers. 21 

Q. You’re aware that Royal University is suing the Supreme 22 

Conference for allegedly interfering with the contract between 23 

the Great Southwest Conference and BTSN? 24 

A. Yes, I’m aware of that. 25 
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 Q. Was Royal University a party to the contract between the 1 

Great Southwest Conference and BTSN? 2 

A. Not directly. 3 

Q. What do you mean by “not directly”? 4 

A. I always regarded the actions of the conference to be on 5 

behalf of its member schools. The conference exists to advance 6 

the interests of its member schools, and I was always very 7 

conscious of acting for my member schools. The TV contract was 8 

an example of that, it was for the benefit of the conference 9 

schools. 10 

Q. Have you had any discussion with the attorneys for Royal 11 

University about that issue? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. Did the Royal University attorneys explain their third 14 

party beneficiary claim to you? 15 

A. Yes. 16 

Q. Did they ask you to support that claim? 17 

A. Yes, if I agreed with it, which I do. 18 

Q. Have you discussed a lot of the issues in this case with 19 

the Royal University attorneys? 20 

A. I have. 21 

Q. And have you ever had any discussion about this case with 22 

any attorneys for the Supreme Conference? 23 

A. No. 24 
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 Q. No one from the Supreme Conference has tried to influence 1 

your testimony? 2 

A. No. 3 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: No further questions. 4 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: I have some questions. 5 

 6 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 7 

Q. Mr. Sayre, have we asked you to tell the truth? 8 

A. Yes, of course. 9 

Q. Have any Royal University lawyers tried to influence your 10 

testimony, tried to get you to say anything other than the 11 

truth? 12 

A. No, and it wouldn’t work if you tried. 13 

Q. Once the four schools from the Great Southwest gave notice 14 

that they were moving to the Supreme Conference, did the 15 

remaining six schools from the Great Southwest Conference make 16 

efforts to find homes in major conferences? 17 

A. Yes, but all of the remaining schools were left on the 18 

outside looking in. After much discussion, the six remaining 19 

schools decided to stick together and invite some smaller 20 

schools with good basketball programs to join the conference. 21 

Q. Did the conference retain its automatic BCS bid? 22 

A. No. Our conference was on the outside looking in as far as 23 

football was concerned. 24 
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 Q. Was the conference able to renegotiate a television 1 

contract? 2 

A. We were able to negotiate a contract with a small cable 3 

provider that would pay each school around three million dollars 4 

a year. That was substantially lower than our contract with 5 

BTSN, but it was all we were able to negotiate.  6 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: I don’t think I have any more 7 

questions, Mr. Sayre. Pass the witness. 8 

 9 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 10 

Q. I want to delve a little deeper into the opposition that 11 

Royal University had to inviting Prince University in 2011. Did 12 

you get the sense that revenue sharing was one of the reasons 13 

that Royal opposed admitting Prince to the conference?  14 

Q. Yes. For several years there was a disagreement in the 15 

Great Southwest Conference regarding revenue distribution. Half 16 

of the schools were in favor of equal revenue sharing, which was 17 

the way the Great Southwest Conference distributed revenue under 18 

the bylaws. The other half of the members, generally the larger 19 

more successful schools, were strong proponents of distributions 20 

in proportion to performance. That is, the more times a school 21 

plays on national television the more that school should receive 22 

under the television contract. 23 

Q. How does that play into Royal’s opposition to admitting 24 

Prince into the conference? 25 
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 A. There had been some public statements from high-level 1 

administrators at Prince that seemed to indicate that Prince was 2 

willing to support revenue sharing based on performance. This 3 

obviously rubbed the presidents of some of the smaller schools 4 

in the Great Southwest Conference the wrong way, including 5 

Adrian Reid. 6 

Q. So one reason for the opposition by Royal to Prince was the 7 

fact that the addition of Prince might represent a new vote in 8 

favor of a change to performance-based revenue distributions? 9 

A. Right.  10 

Q. You would agree that the failure to admit Prince to the 11 

Great Southwest Conference made the conference more unstable? 12 

A. No, in my opinion the Great Southwest Conference was still 13 

in a good position after the Prince vote. 14 

Q. Then what do you contend to be the reason for the Great 15 

Southwest Conference’s collapse as a power conference? 16 

A. I don’t think there is any doubt that the cause was the 17 

Supreme Conference stealing four of our members. If just one 18 

school had left we likely would have been able to survive. 19 

Losing four schools at one time was impossible to overcome. 20 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: We’ll reserve the rest of our 21 

questions. 22 

 23 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 24 

 25 
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 I, BRIAN SAYRE, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

 4 

Brian Sayre___________ 5 

BRIAN SAYRE 6 

 7 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, DANIEL HODGE, 8 

before me, the undersigned authority, on this the 30th day of 9 

April, 2014. 10 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 11 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  12 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 13 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 14 
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officer and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true 7 

record of the testimony given by the witness. 8 
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in and for the State of Texas, reported by machine shorthand, 12 
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 2 
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JOHN CHARLES GINN, ESQ. 5 
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100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 
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Phone: 254 788-5111 11 
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520 Commerce Way 18 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

DREYTON MCCRAW, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Good afternoon Mr. McCraw. Will you please state your name 6 

for the record? 7 

A. My name is Dreyton McCraw. 8 

Q. Have you ever given testimony at a deposition before? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. Okay, well I’m going to skip some of the general 11 

information I give to witness’s who are new to depositions for 12 

the sake of time. 13 

A. Perfect. 14 

Q. How are you employed? 15 

A. I am the athletic director at Royal University.  16 

Q. What does that job entail? 17 

A. My job is to coordinate all of our athletics programs: 18 

setting schedules, negotiating television contracts, hiring and 19 

supervising coaches, supervising compliance. Everything dealing 20 

with athletics crosses my desk. 21 

Q. Does that include discussions about conference affiliation? 22 

A. Yes. I don’t make the final decision regarding conference 23 

affiliation because that is a decision that not only affects the 24 

athletics department, but the entire university. However, I am 25 
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 very involved in the decision-making process, with Dr. Adrian 1 

Reid, our school’s president.  2 

Q. Let’s back up for a moment and talk about your background. 3 

A. Okay. 4 

Q. Did you receive a college degree? 5 

A. Yes I did. I earned a bachelor’s degree in sports 6 

management and then went on to obtain a master’s degree in 7 

sports management in 1987.  8 

Q. After receiving your master’s degree was Royal University 9 

your first stop? 10 

A. No. I began working lower-level administration jobs in 11 

athletic programs in some smaller schools around the country. In 12 

1994 I took my first job as athletic director at a small public 13 

school in Minnesota.  14 

Q. How big was the athletic department? 15 

A. I oversaw twenty-two different sports, not all of them 16 

scholarship. While I was there we were able to implement a five-17 

year strategic vision to improve all of our sports and we were 18 

also able to raise money to upgrade some of our facilities that 19 

had become worn down over the years.  20 

Q. Did you go from there to Royal University? 21 

A. Yes. 22 

Q. When? 23 

A. 2004, as the AD. 24 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 5 

 Q. Let’s talk for a moment about the state of Royal athletics 1 

when you took the job. What was the culture like at Royal in 2 

2004? 3 

A. Overall, Royal’s athletic department was in decent shape 4 

when I took over in 2004. The problem was that the school had 5 

not had any football success in a long time, and in college 6 

athletics, programs are judged by their success in football and 7 

not in the non-revenue sports. 8 

Q. How was Royal’s basketball program when you took over in 9 

2005? 10 

A. We had a good basketball program. The school had qualified 11 

to compete in the NCAA tournament three times since 2000 and was 12 

always in the mix for the conference championship even though we 13 

had not won the Great Southwest Conference in basketball since 14 

the first year of the conference inception in 1992-93.  15 

Q. What about Royal’s other sports programs? 16 

A. Royal’s non-revenue sports were where the school really 17 

buttered its bread. Royal had an excellent women’s basketball 18 

program and men’s baseball. We were proud of Royal’s tradition 19 

in those areas.  20 

Q. During your tenure as athletic director at Royal, when did 21 

you begin to see a shift in the right direction in football and 22 

men’s basketball? 23 

A. It certainly wasn’t an overnight shift. Changing 24 

perceptions around the country is something that takes a long 25 
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 time to accomplish. I think the first thing we did was hire the 1 

right coaches. When you hire the right coaches everything else 2 

starts to fall in place. Royal was fortunate to have the ability 3 

to retain our coaches for a long time and I think this stability 4 

really helped to breed success. Of course that was no longer 5 

true after Lone Star State and the other schools left the 6 

conference. 7 

Q. When did all of these changes, from hiring and keeping good 8 

coaches, begin to translate to success on the field or 9 

basketball court? 10 

A. In 2007 was when we really began to see the results. Our 11 

football program had a strong season for the first time in 12 

years, playing in a bowl game, and our basketball program won 13 

the National Invitational Tournament at the end of the year. We 14 

felt that our program had a lot of momentum heading into the 15 

2008-2009 year and it turned out that we were right. 16 

Q. What happened in the 2008-2009 year? 17 

A. Our football team won the Great Southwest Conference 18 

championship for the first time in our history and because of 19 

that competed in a BCS bowl game. Following that our basketball 20 

team had an excellent post-season run in March and ended up 21 

going all the way to the Final Four in the NCAA Tournament. 22 

Everything appeared to be going great in our program and we were 23 

looking to capitalize on that momentum. 24 

Q. What do you mean by capitalizing on the momentum? 25 
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 A. The more success you have in the revenue sports in college 1 

athletics the more tickets you sell, the higher the demand for 2 

merchandise, applications to the school increase, and alumni are 3 

more willing to give because they have a sense of pride in 4 

watching their alma mater succeed in athletics. Success in 5 

athletics is good for the entire school because of the trickle-6 

down effect.  7 

Q. How did you plan on capitalizing on the momentum Royal was 8 

beginning to develop? 9 

Q. The athletic department, in conjunction with the school’s 10 

administration, knew that we needed to commit ourselves to 11 

continuing this success because momentum is hard to generate and 12 

easy to lose. For better or worse, much in collegiate athletics 13 

is an arms race between schools. 14 

Q. What do you mean? 15 

A. Schools are always trying to hire the best coaches, build 16 

the best facilities, and provide the best experience possible 17 

for our student athletes. We knew that to maintain our momentum 18 

we would need to remain competitive in providing the best 19 

experience for our student athletes. 20 

Q. How did you envision the school remaining competitive? 21 

A. The first thing we needed to do was update some of our 22 

facilities. Our off-campus football stadium was very old and 23 

falling apart. Moreover, we wanted to increase capacity because 24 
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 of the increased demand for our tickets after the success our 1 

football program had in the 2008-09 football season. 2 

Q. When did the school first consider building a new on-campus 3 

stadium? 4 

A. That was one of the first items on the agenda when I took 5 

the job in 2004. However, we needed to wait for the right time 6 

to announce such a huge project because of the huge financial 7 

commitment it would take.  8 

Q. Did you start making the plans to build the stadium in 9 

2004? 10 

A. We started working with architects in 2005 to draw up 11 

designs and we figured out a basic scenario for how we might pay 12 

for the stadium in the future. 13 

Q. When did you announce plans for building the new stadium? 14 

A. In March 2009, with construction to start in the summer of 15 

2010 and to be completed in time for the start of the 2012 16 

football season. Even though we already had commitments from 17 

some key donors, we started full-scale fundraising at that 18 

point, in 2009. 19 

Q. How was this announcement received by the school’s alumni 20 

and donors? 21 

A. With great excitement. Our alumni had wanted us to build a 22 

new stadium for a long time. 23 

Q. Was Royal able to achieve its goal of raising one hundred 24 

million dollars in donations from its alumni? 25 
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 A. We finished raising the one hundred million dollars by late 1 

2009 with the help of some major capital gifts from some of our 2 

wealthiest donors and contributions from many other alumni. With 3 

this initial goal met, we broke ground on the stadium in the 4 

summer of 2010 and construction started immediately. 5 

Q. What else were you doing to update your athletic facilities 6 

at the same time you were building the new football stadium? 7 

A. We had also received a capital donation in 2009 toward the 8 

building of an on-campus nutrition center for our student 9 

athletes. We started that construction in early 2011. 10 

Q. Did the stability of the Great Southwest Conference pose 11 

any concerns when announcing these major infrastructure 12 

investments? 13 

A. It was absolutely something that we considered when making 14 

our decisions, but we thought at the time that the Great 15 

Southwest had a strong future. All of the remaining schools had 16 

committed to the long-term vitality of the conference. Based on 17 

those assurances from all of the other members of the 18 

conference, we believed we were demonstrating our commitment to 19 

the future of the conference by investing in our infrastructure. 20 

Q. Was one of the motivating factors in upgrading your 21 

infrastructure to make the school more attractive to conferences 22 

in case of conference realignment? 23 

A. I’m sure it was mentioned, but I don’t think that was 24 

really one of our considerations. Our goal was to make our 25 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 10 

 school’s athletic program as competitive as possible no matter 1 

what happened. We wanted to be a strong conference member, 2 

compete for national championships, and take advantage of the 3 

momentum that we had at the time.  4 

Q. When did you find out that Lone Star State University, 5 

Independence University, Ozark A&M University, and Santa Fe 6 

University from the Great Southwest Conference had decided to 7 

leave the conference? 8 

A. I think we all found out when everyone else did. 9 

Speculation and reports started showing up in the press in the 10 

latter part of January 2012. I tried calling the athletic 11 

directors at Lone Star and the other schools, and Dr. Reid tried 12 

reaching out to the presidents at those schools when the reports 13 

started showing up, but by the time we were able to get calls 14 

back, they simply told us things were too far along to stop the 15 

train now. We were blindsided by the announcement. 16 

Q. What happened next? 17 

A. With all four of those schools leaving the conference at 18 

once, we knew that was going to kill the Great Southwest as a 19 

power conference. We began working the phones looking for 20 

another power conference to take us, but it quickly became clear 21 

that we were going to be left on the outside looking in. BTSN 22 

treated the withdrawal notices as a breach of the television 23 

contract. 24 
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 Q. So Royal simply stayed where it already was, in the Great 1 

Southwest Conference? 2 

A. The remaining six schools in the conference decided to 3 

stick together and invite schools from non-qualifying 4 

conferences to join the conference. We were able to negotiate a 5 

new television contract with a small cable provider that would 6 

pay each school about three million dollars annually. 7 

Q. When was Royal’s stadium completed?  8 

A. The same month that BTSN declared the television contract 9 

to be in default and gave us notice that the 2012 football 10 

season would be the last season under the BTSN TV contract, 11 

construction on our new stadium was completed. August 2012. 12 

Q. So you continued to receive television revenues from BTSN 13 

through the 2012-13 school year? 14 

A. Right, plus one-sixth of the departure fees and liquidated 15 

damages from the four schools that the conference withheld from 16 

the 2012-13 television payments to those schools. So our 17 

conference revenues during 2012-13 temporarily went up before 18 

completely crashing this last season, during the 2013-14 season. 19 

And of course, along with that, our ticket sales and the ticket 20 

prices we’re able to charge have plummeted, our donor gifts have 21 

dried up, and our financing costs have gone up with a change in 22 

our bond credit rating. It’s been a disaster. 23 

Q. Has Royal defaulted on its loans? 24 
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 A. No, and Dr. Reid assures us that we won’t default. But 1 

we’re hurting, and we’ll be hurting for years to come because of 2 

this. 3 

Q. Your employer, Royal University, has alleged that the 4 

Supreme Conference orchestrated the departure of the four 5 

schools and the collapse of the Great Southwest Conference. To 6 

be clear, you don’t have any facts, any personal knowledge, 7 

regarding Royal’s claims of involvement by the Supreme 8 

Conference in these events, do you? 9 

A. I know what I’ve read, and I definitely believe Supreme 10 

Conference fingerprints are all over this. 11 

Q. I’m asking about any personal knowledge you may have about 12 

facts supporting that. You don’t have any personal knowledge of 13 

that, do you? 14 

A. Not direct personal knowledge. 15 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Thank you, Mr. McCraw. Those 16 

are all of my questions. 17 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: We reserve our questions. 18 

 19 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 20 

 21 

******** 22 

 23 

 24 

 25 
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 I, DREYTON MCCRAW, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 
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Dreyton McCraw__________ 5 

DREYTON MCCRAW 6 

 7 

 8 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, DREYTON MCCRAW, 9 
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COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 15 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
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**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF TRICK TAN 4 

APRIL 22, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF TRICK TAN, produced as a witness at the 8 

instance of PLAINTIFF ROYAL UNIVERSITY and duly sworn, was taken 9 

in the above styled and numbered cause on April 22nd, 2014, from 10 

1:30 p.m. to 2:45 p.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, CCR, in and 11 

for the State of Texas, reported by machine shorthand, pursuant 12 

to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the provisions 13 

stated on the record herein.  14 
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JOHN CHARLES GINN, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 7723548 6 
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100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

TRICK TAN, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. First question, is Trick Tan really your name? 6 

A. It is now. I grew up as Trick Tan, so I made it my legal 7 

name almost ten years ago. 8 

Q. What was your legal name before that? 9 

A. T. Richard Tanner, and the “T” didn’t stand for anything 10 

except T. My parents were free thinkers. 11 

Q. Are you the author of a blog published online as 12 

GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 13 

A. I am. 14 

Q. What is GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 15 

A. A subscription based website that provides insider coverage 16 

of the schools in the Great Southwest Conference. We cover all 17 

of the major revenue sports such as football and basketball as 18 

well as recruiting and conference realignment. 19 

Q. How does the subscription website work? 20 

A.  It’s pretty simple. We allow access to information that is 21 

not necessarily available to the general public such as 22 

exclusive interviews with coaches, players, and recruits. To 23 

access this information the reader will need to subscribe to the 24 

website by paying a monthly fee. 25 
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 Q. How much does it cost to become a subscriber? 1 

A. It costs $9.99 per month to become a GreatSouthwestBlog.com 2 

Insider. 3 

Q. Is there any information that is posted on 4 

GreatSouthwestBlog.com that readers of the blog can read without 5 

becoming subscribers to GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 6 

A. There is limited content available on the website that is 7 

free of charge. The reason we do this is to attract readers who 8 

visit our website, like what they see, and then take the next 9 

step of purchasing a subscription and becoming an insider. 10 

During conference realignment, our website was breaking a lot of 11 

stories before any other news outlet, and we made those stories 12 

available to the general public. 13 

Q. Why did you do that? 14 

A. It created lots of web traffic to our website and we viewed 15 

it as an opportunity for people to view our product who normally 16 

wouldn’t venture to GreatSouthwestBlog.com. We also made the 17 

breaking news available for free because we viewed the situation 18 

as an opportunity to gain some legitimacy in the journalism 19 

profession based on our ability to be ahead of the curve in 20 

reporting breaking stories.  21 

Q. What do you mean by an opportunity to gain legitimacy? 22 

A. I think that there is a certain stigma in the journalism 23 

profession that transcends to the general public, that bloggers 24 
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 are not as reliable as print journalists who write for the New 1 

York Times or USA Today.  2 

Q. And why is that? 3 

A. It’s a territorial thing. I think the journalism profession 4 

has a fear that if it starts to give legitimacy to bloggers then 5 

the profession will become watered down. Probably because 6 

there’s a low barrier to entry. Anyone is able to start a blog 7 

and write whatever it is that interests them. But the real truth 8 

is, just like any other industry or profession, the best 9 

products tend to rise to the top. Blogs with newsworthy 10 

information are the ones that people will read. Because of that 11 

I think this fear of over-saturation of the journalism industry 12 

is over-stated. It’s really a fear of competition that drives 13 

the anti-blogger chorus from the established elite in the 14 

journalism profession. 15 

Q. Let’s talk for a minute about your qualifications as a 16 

journalist. 17 

A. Okay. 18 

Q. Do you have any training as a journalist? 19 

A. I’ve been covering sports in some fashion since I was in 20 

high school. When I was a senior in high school I became the 21 

editor of the sports section for my school’s weekly newspaper. I 22 

would interview athletes and coaches as well as cover the major 23 

sporting events for the paper. From that point forward I knew 24 

that was the career path I wanted to pursue. 25 
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 Q. Did you pursue a college degree in journalism? 1 

A. Unfortunately I always struggled in math and because of 2 

that I scored really poorly on my SAT exam and had a difficult 3 

time getting into the college of my choice. I ended up with an 4 

associate degree in journalism from Plains Community College. 5 

Q. Did you move on to a four-year college to pursue a 6 

bachelor’s degree? 7 

A. No, I didn’t. I didn’t really think it was necessary at the 8 

time. Plus, my family didn’t have a lot of money and I didn’t 9 

see the point of continuing to rack up student debt. 10 

Q. What did you do instead? 11 

A. I applied for and obtained a job as a sports writer for the 12 

Cameron Herald where I covered high school football and boys and 13 

girls basketball for the local high school.  14 

Q. How long did you work in that position? 15 

A. I worked for the Cameron Herald for five years. By the time 16 

I was ready to leave for something new and exciting I had become 17 

the sports editor of the paper. 18 

Q. What did you do next? 19 

A. Well at that point in my life I was in my mid-twenties and 20 

I was tired of living in really small rural towns. But I didn’t 21 

want to leave Texas so I took a job as a sports journalist for 22 

the Amarillo Globe News. 23 

Q. How long were you at the Amarillo Globe News? 24 
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 A. I worked as an associate sports editor for the Amarillo 1 

Globe News for ten years covering high school sports and the 2 

local college, which was an NCAA Division II school. While I was 3 

there, I also branched out and began writing a personal blog 4 

where I would publish my own sports opinions regarding sports in 5 

general, but with an emphasis on college sports.  6 

Q. So this started out as just a hobby on the side? 7 

A. Yep. In fact, my superiors at the newspaper insisted that 8 

if I was going to write a blog I needed to do it on my own 9 

personal time and not while I was supposed to be working for 10 

them. 11 

Q. Did lots of people begin reading your blog? 12 

A. Not at first because I wasn’t really that well known. But 13 

over time, as I began traveling to games in the Great Southwest 14 

Conference and writing about those as well as some recruitment, 15 

I began to notice more and more that my website was beginning to 16 

generate lots of hits. Because I seemed to have stumbled upon a 17 

niche market covering an area that lots of people had a major 18 

interest in, I decided to leave my job at the Amarillo Globe 19 

News and launch a website that focused exclusively on covering 20 

the Great Southwest Conference. 21 

Q. When did you branch out? 22 

A. In 2004. 23 

Q. Did you remain in Amarillo? 24 
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 A. I moved to Austin in 2004. It’s more centrally located and 1 

has better connections. And besides, Austin’s weird. I like 2 

that. 3 

Q. What kinds of things would you do when covering the Great 4 

Southwest Conference for your blog? 5 

A. I would travel to all of the big sporting events and write 6 

stories about them. I also travelled to all of the schools as 7 

much as possible to interview players, coaches, administration, 8 

and anyone else I could talk to. Through this I was able to 9 

develop relationships with inside sources throughout the league, 10 

which is what really helped my website begin to flourish. I was 11 

often able to report on exclusive information that no one else 12 

was entrusted with. It didn’t take very long for my subscriber 13 

list to mushroom.  14 

Q. Do you still write for GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 15 

A. I do to a limited extent. However, once the Great Southwest 16 

Conference got lost in the shuffle during conference realignment 17 

my subscriptions have taken a major hit. I have begun to expand 18 

into other topics to try and make up the difference. I am still 19 

covering the Great Southwest, just in a more limited capacity.  20 

Q. I want to show you what has been marked as Exhibit 1. Do 21 

you recognize this? 22 

A. Yeah, it’s a copy of my January 16, 2012, blog post. 23 

Q. Is this a true and correct copy of the January 16, 2012, 24 

blog post that you wrote? 25 
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 A. Yes it is. 1 

Q. Published online that same date? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

Q. Was this one of the stories you posted for free access by 4 

non-subscribers?  5 

A. Yeah, we viewed reporting about conference realignment as a 6 

chance to increase our readership.  7 

Q. What kind of sources did you have for this article? 8 

A. Good sources, well-placed and well-informed. Subsequent 9 

developments proved that to be true.  10 

Q. You mention pressure on the Supreme Conference to expand. 11 

Was all of the pressure to expand coming from BTSN? 12 

A. I don’t think so. My sources also indicated that the 13 

Supreme Conference wanted to enhance its status as the dominant 14 

collegiate conference in the country. They were willing to do 15 

whatever it took to continue building that status and apparently 16 

many of the higher-ups in the conference had already privately 17 

been contemplating expansion. 18 

Q. What was the Supreme Conference’s public reaction to this 19 

January 16th report? 20 

A. No response. Radio silence. 21 

Q. When you posted this blog entry on GreatSouthwestBlog.com 22 

did you know which four schools the Supreme Conference was 23 

interested in pursuing? 24 
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 A. At the time I posted this entry I did not, other than Lone 1 

Star State. I had a general idea because I knew that the Supreme 2 

Conference would want to pursue schools that at the very least 3 

were decent in football, but at this point I was only being told 4 

how many schools, not specifically which ones.  5 

Q. Do you know who reached out to who first: the Supreme 6 

Conference or Lone Star State University? 7 

A. My sources told me that the Supreme Conference was reaching 8 

out to Lone Star State University to gauge interest in jumping 9 

ship.  10 

Q. Do you have more facts in that regard beyond what you’ve 11 

stated in your blog post? 12 

A. I only share what I can directly source without revealing 13 

the identity of anonymous sources. What I can tell you is that 14 

the Supreme Conference was using Lone Star State to reach out to 15 

schools in the Great Southwest Conference as it began laying the 16 

framework to expand to sixteen teams.  17 

Q. Who were your sources? 18 

A. I’m afraid I can’t tell you that. I made my reports based 19 

on the condition of anonymity for my sources, and even though I 20 

write a blog, I hold myself to the same standards as any 21 

journalist in the profession when it pertains to protecting 22 

sources. If I were to reveal my source to you it would destroy 23 

my reputation and keep others from talking to me in the future. 24 
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 Q. Did you have a source working for Lone Star State 1 

University? 2 

A. I cannot answer that question for the previous stated 3 

reason. 4 

Q. Did you have a source working for the Supreme Conference? 5 

A. Again, I will not answer that question. I think we should 6 

move on. 7 

Q. So just to be clear. You published a blog on January 16, 8 

2012, based on information from an anonymous source that you 9 

refuse to name, reporting that the Supreme Conference was 10 

reaching out to four schools in the Great Southwest Conference 11 

about possible admission into the Supreme Conference. 12 

A.  That is correct. 13 

Q. As far as you know, the defendant, Supreme Conference, 14 

reached out to Lone Star State University, not vice versa, 15 

before Lone Star State ever decided to withdraw from the Great 16 

Southwest Conference? 17 

A. I do not know that for sure, but that’s what my sources 18 

told me, and that the Supreme Conference and Lone Star were 19 

trying to make it look like Lone Star State was the first party 20 

to reach out.  21 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Thank you, Mr. Tan. Pass the 22 

witness. 23 

COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Just a minute. 24 

 25 
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 BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL: 1 

Q. I want to go back and talk about the blog post that Mr. 2 

Ginn was asking you about. 3 

A. Sure. 4 

Q. You reported in that post that the Supreme Conference was 5 

reaching out to schools in the Great Southwest Conference 6 

regarding expansion because it was under pressure from its 7 

television network, BTSN. Is that correct? 8 

A. That is what I was reporting based on my sources at the 9 

time. 10 

Q. Did you know at the time of this report who was reaching 11 

out from the Supreme Conference? 12 

A. No, I didn’t. All I knew is that my sources told me that 13 

somebody in the Supreme Conference was reaching out via back 14 

channels.  15 

Q. But you didn’t know who was supposedly doing the outreach? 16 

A. That’s correct. 17 

Q. You also won’t tell us who your source was? 18 

A. No I will not.  19 

Q. I’m showing you Exhibits 8 and 9. Are these true and 20 

correct copies of your blog posts from February 17 and February 21 

20 of 2012? 22 

A. Yes, they are. 23 

Q. Did you have contact with Jamie Bowen for either one of 24 

these stories? 25 
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 A. Well, as I note in the February 17th story, my calls to 1 

Jamie Bowen hadn’t been returned. Beyond that, I won’t comment 2 

on my sources.  3 

Q. Mr. Tan, I want to go back to Exhibit 1, your January 16, 4 

2012, blog article. You include a report regarding Royal 5 

University’s outreach to other conferences. 6 

Q. Let’s talk about the basis for this entry then. What led 7 

you to post this information about Royal University on 8 

GreatSouthwestBlog.com? 9 

A. All of the conference-member presidents had made public 10 

pronouncements of commitment to the Great Southwest Conference. 11 

But some of my sources told me that Dr. Reid from Royal 12 

University had been reaching out to other conferences about 13 

possibly switching conferences. I considered that information 14 

highly newsworthy. 15 

Q. Why? 16 

A. Dr. Reid had been possibly the most vocal of all the 17 

presidents about keeping the Great Southwest Conference together 18 

and pledging Royal University’s commitment to the conference. I 19 

thought it was newsworthy that at the same time these public 20 

pronouncements were out there, Dr. Reid was also working behind 21 

the scenes to possibly go to another conference. It wasn’t my 22 

intent to undermine the long-term stability of the conference, 23 

but these were facts that needed to be reported. 24 
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 Q. From your article, it appears that Royal University was 1 

given the opportunity to respond to your report that it was 2 

reaching out to other conferences. Is that accurate, did you 3 

give Royal University the opportunity to respond to what your 4 

sources were telling you? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

Q. And what was the response of Royal University? 7 

A. That Royal was absolutely not seeking to leave the Great 8 

Southwest Conference or reaching out to other conferences in an 9 

attempt to do that, and that Royal was absolutely committed to 10 

the Great Southwest Conference. That came from Royal’s media 11 

relations department. 12 

Q. According to your sources, was that statement by Royal’s 13 

media relations department accurate? 14 

A. Questionable. My sources conveyed to me that one of the 15 

reasons Royal University denied the allegations was because the 16 

school had already received the cold shoulder from the 17 

conferences it had contacted. So apparently by the time of 18 

Royal’s statement to me, officials at Royal were convinced that 19 

the only hope for them remaining in a BCS conference was to keep 20 

the Great Southwest Conference together. So maybe technically 21 

they weren’t currently reaching out to other conferences in an 22 

attempt to leave the Great Southwest. 23 
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 Q. Do you think this information that Royal University was 1 

reaching out to other schools hurt the stability of the Great 2 

Southwest Conference? 3 

A. I don’t think it helped. The conference already appeared to 4 

be unstable and the fact that one of the conference’s most vocal 5 

supporters was also working behind the scenes to test the waters 6 

probably didn’t play well with the other schools. But it also 7 

looks like the Supreme Conference was already reaching out to 8 

Lone Star State before this. 9 

 COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: That covers my questions.  10 

 11 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 12 

 13 

******** 14 

 15 

 16 

 17 

  18 
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 I, TRICK TAN, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

 4 

Trick Tan___________ 5 

TRICK TAN 6 

 7 

 8 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, TRICK TAN, before 9 

me, the undersigned authority, on this the 22nd day of May, 10 

2014. 11 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 12 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  13 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 14 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 15 

 16 
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 20 
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 CHANGES AND SIGNATURE 1 

 2 

WITNESS NAME:  TRICK TAN 3 

DATE OF DEPOSITION:  APRIL 22, 2014 4 

 5 

PAGE LINE       CHANGE            REASON 6 

________________________________________________________________ 7 

________________________________________________________________ 8 

________________________________________________________________ 9 

________________________________________________________________ 10 

________________________________________________________________ 11 

________________________________________________________________ 12 

________________________________________________________________ 13 

________________________________________________________________ 14 

________________________________________________________________ 15 

________________________________________________________________ 16 

 17 

I, TRICK TAN, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 18 

affix my signature that same is true and correct, except as 19 

noted above. 20 

 21 

____________________________ 22 

TRICK TAN 23 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

 1 

CERTIFICATE OF COURT REPORTER 2 

 3 

 I, Guillermo Reyes, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 4 

the State of Texas, hereby certify to the following: 5 

 That the witness, TRICK TAN, was duly sworn by the officer 6 

and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true record 7 

of the testimony given by the witness. 8 

 9 

Guillermo Reyes _______________  10 

Guillermo Reyes 11 

222 Bosque Rd. 12 

Waco, Texas 76279 13 

Certificate Number 2196 14 

Expiration Date: 12-1-14 15 

Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 22nd day of May, 2014.  18 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
WACO DIVISION 

 
ROYAL UNIVERSITY,  
 
  Plaintiff, 
  v. 
 
SUPREME CONFERENCE, INC., 
 

  Defendant. 

 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 

 

 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 

12-08CV-623-CE 
 
 
 
 

          1 

**************************************************************** 2 

ORAL DEPOSITION 3 

OF WYNN TREGO 4 

APRIL 24, 2014 5 

**************************************************************** 6 

 7 

 ORAL DEPOSITION OF WYNN TREGO, produced as a witness at the 8 

instance of PLAINTIFF ROYAL UNIVERSITY and duly sworn, was taken 9 

in the above styled and numbered cause on APRIL 24th, 2014, from 10 

9:00 a.m. to 10:15 a.m., before GUILLERMO REYES, CSR, CCR, in 11 

and for the State of Texas, reported by machine shorthand, 12 

pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the 13 

provisions stated on the record herein.  14 

 15 
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 A P P E A R A N C E S 1 

 2 

FOR THE PLAINTIFF: 3 

 4 

JOHN CHARLES GINN, ESQ. 5 

Texas Bar No. 7723548 6 

LITTLE, POWELL, & COUNSELLER, L.L.P. 7 

100 Valley Mills Dr. 8 

Suite 500 9 

Waco, Texas 76706 10 

Phone: 254 788-5111 11 

 12 

FOR THE DEFENDANT: 13 

 14 

BRIDGET FUSELIER, ESQ. 15 

Texas Bar No. 7103611 16 

HARRIS, WRIGHT, LOPEZ, & GREEN, P.L.L.C. 17 

520 Commerce Way 18 

Dallas, Texas 75202 19 

Phone: 214 555-1231 20 

 21 
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 PROCEEDINGS 1 

WYNN TREGO, 2 

having been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 3 

EXAMINATION 4 

BY PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL: 5 

Q. Please state your name for the record. 6 

A. Wynn Trego. 7 

Q. Are you currently the Chief Executive Officer of the 8 

television sports network BTSN? 9 

A. Yes I am.  10 

Q. How long have you been at BTSN?  11 

A. Seventeen years, although not as CEO for that entire time. 12 

Q. Does BTSN broadcast anything other than sports? 13 

A. No, when BTSN first started out in the late 1980s as Big 14 

Time Sports Network, the network decided to carve out a niche 15 

for itself. There were already plenty of means for people to 16 

watch the news whether on cable or on basic network television. 17 

The founders of BTSN were passionate about creating a cable 18 

network devoted entirely to reporting sporting news and 19 

broadcasting sporting events. 20 

Q. When did you join BTSN? 21 

A. I came to the network in 1997 and have been the CEO since 22 

2005. 23 

Q. Does BTSN have the first-tier rights to broadcast Supreme 24 

Conference football games? 25 



 

REYES LEGAL SERVICES 
 

Page 4 

 A. Yes. 1 

Q. What are first-tier rights? 2 

A. In simplified terms, it’s the exclusive first right to 3 

select which Supreme Conference games we want to broadcast, 4 

before a second-tier broadcaster gets to choose. 5 

Q. How long has BSTN held first-tier rights to Supreme 6 

Conference football? 7 

A. For many years, going back into the 1990’s. 8 

Q. So you’ve worked closely with the Supreme Conference 9 

Commissioner, Tanner Franklin, for many years? 10 

A. Yes. 11 

Q. BTSN also had the first-tier contract rights to broadcast 12 

Great Southwest Conference football games, correct? 13 

A. In the past, yes. 14 

Q. In 2007, BTSN and the Great Southwest Conference negotiated 15 

a new television contract to run from 2008 through 2018? 16 

A. Yes. 17 

Q. Why did the two parties negotiate a new contract at that 18 

point? 19 

A. The existing contract was set to expire at the end of the 20 

2007 season. The previous deal had been beneficial for both 21 

parties so I think there was a mutual interest in signing a new 22 

deal. 23 

Q. When you say that the deal had been beneficial for both 24 

parties, do you mean that the contract negotiated by the Great 25 
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 Southwest Conference benefitted the member schools of the 1 

conference? 2 

A. Yes. 3 

Q. From your experience in negotiating these contracts, you 4 

recognize that collegiate conferences like the Great Southwest 5 

Conference are entering into these television contracts for the 6 

direct benefit of their member schools? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

Q. I want to show you what has been marked as Exhibit 7. Do 9 

you recognize this as paragraph 3.4 excerpted from the 10 

television contract between the Great Southwest Conference and 11 

BTSN starting in 2008? 12 

A. Yes. 13 

Q. Does it appear to be a true and correct copy of paragraph 14 

3.4? 15 

A. Yes. 16 

Q. In this paragraph there is a provision that states if the 17 

Great Southwest Conference ever falls below ten members, the 18 

conference shall be deemed to be in breach of the agreement. Do 19 

you see the provision I’m talking about? 20 

A. Yes, I’m familiar with that provision. 21 

Q. What was the purpose of including that provision in the 22 

contract? 23 

A. In the current collegiate sports world, with conference 24 

realignments occurring, BTSN doesn’t want to be left holding a 25 
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 near-empty bag, being forced to pay big dollars for a conference 1 

that has shrunk to less than the numbers and quality we 2 

bargained to receive.  3 

Q. Did BTSN’s television contract with the Supreme Conference 4 

during this same time period of 2008 through 2012 contain 5 

essentially the same provision that we see in Exhibit 7? 6 

A. Yes, it would have. This is a standard provision in our 7 

contracts. 8 

Q. And you would expect the commissioner of the Supreme 9 

Conference to be familiar with this kind of provision, that a 10 

conference must stay of a certain size to keep from defaulting 11 

on its BTSN television contract? 12 

A. Presumably. 13 

Q. There have been reports that you were encouraging officials 14 

in the Supreme Conference to expand so that it would become the 15 

first super-conference. Is that correct? 16 

A. BTSN tried to stay out of conference expansion decisions 17 

because that wasn’t our place. 18 

Q. Did you ever express to Supreme Conference officials that 19 

conference realignment was inevitable and that they should 20 

expand so as not to be left on the outside looking in? 21 

A. I’m not sure if I used those exact words. I did express my 22 

candid opinion that I thought super-conferences were the way of 23 

the future and that the regional framework was no longer in the 24 

conference’s best interest. I never told Mr. Franklin to invite 25 
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 new members though. That is an issue that the conference would 1 

need to sort out independently after weighing the pros and cons. 2 

Q. But just to be clear, you did express your opinion that 3 

conference realignment was going to happen? 4 

A. Yes I did. I do want to clarify that I wasn’t the only 5 

person in the country who held that opinion. 6 

Q. Certainly. But you would also agree that as the CEO of BTSN 7 

your opinion holds more weight than someone off the street, 8 

correct? 9 

A. Probably. 10 

Q. So lets go through the timeline of events. At what point 11 

was the Great Southwest Conference determined by BTSN to be in 12 

breach of its contract with BTSN? 13 

A. Six months after the four schools provided notice to the 14 

Great Southwest of the intent to withdraw from the conference. 15 

Q. Assuming that notice of intent to withdraw was provided by 16 

those schools on February 10, 2012, then the breach date by the 17 

Great Southwest Conference would be deemed to be approximately 18 

August 10, 2012? 19 

A. Right. 20 

Q. Did the contract terminate at that point? 21 

A. No, that would be the date of default by the conference. 22 

BTSN gave formal notice of default to the conference, but since 23 

both the conference and BTSN were willing to finish out the 24 

2012-13 broadcast season while the ten schools were still there, 25 
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 that’s what happened. The termination took effect at the end of 1 

that broadcast season. 2 

Q. Did BTSN renegotiate its television contract with the 3 

recently expanded Supreme Conference? 4 

A. Yes.  5 

Q. Reportedly paying thirty-five to forty million dollars to 6 

each school in the conference per year? 7 

A. I’m not going to comment on calculation of the amount, but 8 

I’ll tell you that the new contract paid significantly more per 9 

school than the contract it replaced.  10 

Q. The new Supreme Conference television contract was the 11 

largest contract in collegiate history? 12 

A. I think that’s fair to say. 13 

Q. Why was the Supreme Conference able to negotiate such a 14 

large contract with BTSN? 15 

A. Because of both the quality of the product that the 16 

conference puts on the field and the extent of major television 17 

markets now dominated by the conference. 18 

COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: That concludes my questions.  19 

Thank you, Mr. Trego.  20 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: I have just a few questions. 21 

 22 

BY DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL:  23 

Q. Mr. Trego, how extensively have you interacted with Mr. 24 

Tanner Franklin through the years? 25 
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 A. Often. 1 

Q. You’ve often been on opposite sides of negotiations, 2 

haven’t you? 3 

A. A number of times. 4 

Q. Sometimes your interests are aligned? 5 

A. Yes. 6 

Q.  And sometimes Mr. Franklin is trying to get BTSN to pay 7 

more while you’re trying to get the Supreme Conference to accept 8 

less? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

Q. In all of your dealings and negotiations with Mr. Franklin, 11 

have you found him to be a straight shooter, someone whose word 12 

is good? 13 

A. Yes. 14 

Q. If he disagrees with you, is he hesitant to tell you that? 15 

A. No, he’s not. 16 

Q. If he tells you a fact and says it’s true, do you doubt 17 

that fact? 18 

A. I do not. 19 

  COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANT: Thank you, sir. That’s all I 20 

have.  21 

  COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFF: Nothing more from me. 22 

(Proceedings Adjourned.) 23 

 24 

******** 25 
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 I, WYNN TREGO, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 1 

affix my signature that same is true and correct. 2 

 3 

 4 

Wynn Trego___________ 5 

WYNN TREGO 6 

 7 

 8 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO by the said witness, TROY WINGOZ, before 9 

me, the undersigned authority, on this the 23rd day of May, 10 

2014. 11 

Guillermo Reyes___________ 12 

NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR  13 

THE STATE OF TEXAS 14 

COMMISSION EXPIRES: 12-1-2014 15 
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I, WYNN TREGO, have read the foregoing deposition and hereby 18 

affix my signature that same is true and correct, except as 19 

noted above. 20 

 21 

____________________________ 22 

WYNN TREGO 23 
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 I, Guillermo Reyes, Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for 4 

the State of Texas, hereby certify to the following: 5 

 That the witness, WYNN TREGO, was duly sworn by the officer 6 

and that the transcript of the oral deposition is a true record 7 

of the testimony given by the witness. 8 

 9 

Guillermo Reyes _______________  10 

Guillermo Reyes 11 

222 Bosque Rd. 12 

Waco, Texas 76279 13 

Certificate Number 2196 14 

Expiration Date: 12-1-14 15 

Telephone No: (254) 723-0362 16 

 17 

 Certified by me this 23rd day of May, 2014.  18 
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Wednesday,	  March	  26,	  2014	  at	  2:34:43	  PM	  Central	  Daylight	  Time	  

From:	  Tanner	  Franklin	  <TannerFranklin@SupremeConference.com>	  
Date:	  Monday,	  December	  19,	  2011	  at	  11:34	  AM	  	  
To:	  Jamie	  Bowen	  JamieBowen@SupremeConference.com	  
Subject:	  RE:	  Meeting	  with	  BTSN:	  Conference	  Realignment	  Discussions	  

Jamie,	  I	  want	  to	  talk	  to	  you	  about	  this.	  I’m	  in	  my	  office.	  Please	  come	  see	  me.	  

Tanner	  Franklin	  
Supreme	  Conference	  Commissioner	  	  
TannerFranklin@SupremeConference.com	  

From:	  Jamie	  Bowen	  <JamieBowen@SupremeConference.com>	  
Date:	  Monday,	  December	  19,	  2011	  at	  11:31	  AM	  
To:	  Tanner	  Franklin	  <TannerFranklin@SupremeConference.com>	  
Subject:	  RE:	  Meeting	  with	  BTSN:	  Conference	  Realignment	  Discussions	  

Good	  morning	  Tanner,	  

I	  have	  been	  thinking	  about	  a	  way	  for	  us	  to	  entice	  the	  top	  schools	  from	  the	  Great	  
Southwest	  Conference	  into	  the	  Supreme	  Conference.	  I	  know	  that	  Lone	  Star	  State	  
is	  unhappy	  about	  the	  Great	  Southwest	  Conference’s	  revenue	  sharing	  as	  well	  as	  
the	  conference’s	  opposition	  to	  allowing	  Lone	  Star	  to	  develop	  its	  own	  television	  
network.	  We	  should	  consider	  inviting	  them.	  I	  think	  allowing	  Lone	  Star	  an	  
opportunity	  to	  develop	  its	  own	  television	  network	  would	  be	  an	  attractive	  offer,	  
possibly	  the	  key	  to	  getting	  them.	  

Just	  wanted	  to	  keep	  you	  in	  the	  loop.	  

Jamie	  Bowen	  
Associate	  Director	  of	  Communications	  –	  Supreme	  Conference	  
JamieBowen@SupremeConference.com	  

2
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From:	  Tanner	  Franklin	  <TannerFranklin@SupremeConference.com>	  
Date:	  Thursday,	  December	  15,	  2011	  at	  2:25	  PM	  
To:	  Supreme	  Conference	  Communications	  Department	  
<CommEmployees@SupremeConference.com>	  
Subject:	  Meeting	  with	  BTSN:	  Conference	  Realignment	  Discussions	  
	  

Good	  afternoon,	  

As	  many	  of	  you	  are	  aware	  the	   league	  office	   just	  concluded	  a	  series	  of	  meetings	  
with	  Wynn	  Trego	  at	  BTSN	  regarding	  the	  future	  relationship	  between	  the	  Supreme	  
Conference	   and	   BTSN.	   From	   my	   standpoint,	   the	   meetings	   were	   positive	   and	   I	  
came	  out	  of	  our	  discussions	  feeling	  very	  good	  about	  our	  conference's	   long-‐term	  
relationship	  with	   BTSN	   as	  we	   continue	   to	   partner	   together	   to	   provide	   the	   best	  
experience	   for	   our	   student	   athletes	   as	   well	   as	   provide	   a	   national	   platform	   to	  
promote	  our	  conference's	  many	  excellent	  universities.	  

I	  usually	  come	  away	  from	  these	  meetings	  with	  a	  better	  perspective	  on	  what	  our	  
conference	   needs	   to	   do	   to	   improve	   and	   remain	   the	   preeminent	   athletic	  
conference	  in	  the	  United	  States	  of	  America.	  This	  time	  around	  is	  no	  different.	  After	  
many	   frank	   discussions	   with	   Wynn	   it	   is	   very	   clear	   to	   me	   that	   conference	  
realignment	  is	  inevitable	  with	  the	  most	  likely	  outcome	  being	  a	  move	  toward	  four	  
super-‐conferences	  comprised	  of	  sixteen	  schools	  each.	  When	  massive	  realignment	  
is	   going	   to	   take	   place	   is	   still	   anyone’s	   guess,	   however	   Wynn	   is	   adamant	   that	  
super-‐conferences	  are	  the	  future	  of	  collegiate	  athletics.	  

What	  does	  this	  mean	  for	  the	  Supreme	  Conference?	  I	  think	  two	  things	  stand	  out.	  
First,	   the	   Supreme	   Conference	   is	   in	   an	   excellent	   position	   to	   withstand	   the	  
impending	   conference	   realignment	   “Armageddon."	   We	   have	   the	   strongest	  
football	   tradition	   of	   any	   conference	   in	   the	   country	   and	   everyone	   knows	   that	  
football	  is	  the	  real	  driver	  of	  all	  the	  realignment	  discussions	  because	  of	  the	  amount	  
of	  revenue	  it	  produces.	  With	  that	  in	  mind	  I	  think	  the	  Supreme	  Conference	  has	  the	  
option	  to	  sit	  back	  and	  watch	  as	  everything	  unfolds,	  confident	  that	  we	  will	  emerge	  
as	  one	  of	  the	  four	  super-‐conferences	  with	  an	  automatic	  BCS	  bid	  or	  with	  the	  right	  
to	  send	  our	  conference	  champion	  into	  any	  playoff	  system	  that	  emerges.	  

The	  second	  thing	  that	  stands	  out	  to	  me	  is	  the	  great	  opportunity	  that	  conference	  
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realignment	  provides	  the	  Supreme	  Conference	  to	  continue	  to	  raise	  our	  profile	  as	  
the	  nation’s	  dominant	   collegiate	   conference.	  By	   standing	  on	   the	   front	   lines	   and	  
remaining	   proactive	   we	   can	   make	   sure	   to	   attract	   new	   members	   who	   might	  
elevate	   our	   conference	   profile	   both	   academically	   and	   athletically.	   Moreover,	  
expansion	  into	  new	  television	  markets	  will	  boost	  revenue	  to	  the	  conference	  and	  
its	  members	   and	   allow	   our	   institutions	   to	   shine	   among	   the	   best	   schools	   in	   the	  
country	   in	  all	  spheres	  of	  higher	  education.	  Focused	  expansion	   is	  the	  best	  option	  
for	   the	   Supreme	   Conference.	   Instead	   of	   letting	   conference	   realignment	   dictate	  
the	  decisions	  we	  make,	   let’s	  be	  proactive	  and	  let	  our	  decisions	  drive	  conference	  
realignment.	  

If	  we	  are	  to	  proceed	  down	  this	  path	  we	  need	  to	  do	  so	  cautiously	  so	  as	  to	  avoid	  
exposing	   our	   conference	   to	   any	   potential	   liability.	   I	   think	  we	   should	   begin	   back	  
channeling	  to	  gauge	  the	  interest	  from	  other	  key	  schools	  in	  becoming	  members	  of	  
the	   Supreme	   Conference.	   With	   this	   in	   mind,	   if	   you	   know	   of	   specific	   interest,	  
please	  report	  it	  back	  to	  me.	  

Tanner	  Franklin	  
Supreme	  Conference	  Commissioner	  
TannerFranklin@SupremeConference.com	  
	  



Wednesday,	  March	  25,	  2011	  at	  11:23:32	  AM	  Central	  Daylight	  Time	  

Subject:	  Reaching	  Out/Confidential	  	  
Date:	  Thursday,	  December	  15,	  2011	  at	  4:38	  PM	  	  
From:	  Bill	  Jeffries	  <bill_jeffries@lonestarstate.edu>	  
To:	  Jordan	  Windsor	  <jordan_windsor@lonestarstate.edu>	  

Jordan,	  

I	  think	  we	  have	  all	  realized	  that	  the	  Great	  Southwest	  Conference	  may	  have	  given	  us	  all	  it	  has	  to	  

offer	  and	  it	  is	  likely	  time	  to	  consider	  other	  arenas.	  I	  know	  you	  agree	  with	  my	  frustrations	  since	  

the	  vote	  denying	  admission	  to	  Prince	  University	  earlier	  this	  month.	  We	  are	  one	  of	  the	  strongest	  

football	  teams	  in	  the	  Great	  Southwest	  Conference	  and	  I	  really	  think	  we	  should	  begin	  looking	  

elsewhere	  to	  another	  conference	  that	  is	  willing	  to	  help	  us	  grow	  our	  brand.	  I	  think	  we	  should	  

look	  toward	  the	  major	  conferences:	  Pacific	  Northwest	  Conference,	  Deep	  South	  Conference,	  

Supreme	  Conference,	  North	  Pioneer	  Conference,	  and	  Eastern	  Seaboard	  Conference,	  paying	  

particular	  attention	  to	  those	  that	  seem	  the	  most	  expansion-‐minded.	  I	  want	  to	  discuss	  this	  with	  

you	  and	  see	  if	  we	  can	  agree	  on	  a	  game	  plan	  moving	  forward.	  

Bill	  Jeffries	  
Athletic	  Director	  
Lone	  Star	  State	  University	  
Bill_Jeffries@LoneStarState.edu	  
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Wednesday,	  March	  26,	  2014	  at	  2:35:53	  PM	  Central	  Daylight	  Time	  

Subject:	  Catching	  up	  	  
Date:	  Thursday,	  December	  15,	  2011	  at	  4:38	  PM	  	  
From:	  Jamie	  Bowen	  <jamiebowen@supremeconference.com>	  
To:	  Steve	  Bartman	  <steve_bartman@lonestarstate.edu>	  

Steve,	  I	  hope	  this	  finds	  you	  well.	  We	  haven’t	  talked	  in	  forever,	  and	  I	  think	  it’s	  time	  
we	  did,	  we	  have	  too	  many	  mutual	  interests	  to	  let	  life	  pass	  us	  by.	  I’ll	  give	  you	  a	  call	  
tomorrow	  to	  see	  if	  I	  can	  catch	  you,	  and	  if	  I	  miss	  you,	  let’s	  make	  a	  concerted	  effort	  
to	  talk	  next	  week.	  Looking	  forward	  to	  visiting.	  

Jamie	  

Jamie	  Bowen	  	  
Associate	  Director	  of	  Communications	  –	  Supreme	  Conference	  
JamieBowen@SupremeConference.com	  	  
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Great Southwest Conference Bylaws – Excerpted Pursuant to the Court’s Protective Order 1 

Great Southwest Conference Bylaws 
Article I.

1.1 Name. 

The name of this association shall be the Great Southwest Conference. 

1.2 Member Institutions. 

The Members of the Conference (each a member and together the “Members”) are: 

Little Mountain State University, AR  Ozark A&M, AR 
Denver State University, CO   Topeka University, KS 
Wichita University, KS  Independence University, MO 
Santa Fe University, NM Midwestern University, OK 
Prairie State, OK  Lone Star State University, TX 
Royal University, TX  Western University, TX 

1.3 Purposes. 

The purpose of the Great Southwest Conference is fundamentally educational. Intercollegiate 
athletics programs provide student athletes lessons in leadership and teamwork as well as 
winning and losing with integrity. In no event shall the Conference engage in any activity or take 
any action inconsistent with its educational purpose and mission, and nothing in these Bylaws 
shall authorize any such activity or action. 

To further its educational purpose and mission, the Conference shall direct and organize 
interscholastic athletic competitions, conduct tournaments, and prescribe eligibility rules for 
student athletes. The Conference shall also facilitate and assist its member institutions in 
maintaining intercollegiate athletic programs compatible with the highest standards of education 
and competitive sports. The aims of the Great Southwestern Conference are as follows: 

a) To advance standards of scholarship, sportsmanship and equity consistent with the
highest ideals of Conference membership.

b) To foster strong competition among the teams of its member institutions;

c) To assure proper emphasis on the funding of athletic activities;

d) To promote good sportsmanship; and

e) To address the future needs of athletics in a spirit of cooperation and mutual benefit of
the member institutions and their student-athletes.

5
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2 

Conference Commissioner. The Commissioner shall be the Chief Executive Officer of the 
Conference. The Commissioner shall have general charge of the business affairs and property of 
the Conference and control the Conference’s agents and employees. The Commissioner shall 
also be responsible for the general supervision of the Conference’s operations and shall employ 
such personnel as necessary to fulfill the Commissioner’s obligations. The Commissioner shall 
have the powers ordinarily given to the Office of President in a for-profit corporation. 

Article IV 

4.1 Expansion. 

In no event shall the Great Southwest Conference expand without a two-thirds (2/3) 
supermajority vote of the member-institution presidents. 

Article V 

5.1 Withdrawal. If a Member provides written notice of intent to withdraw from the Great 
Southwest Conference or, in contravention of its commitment to remain and fully participate as a 
Member in the Conference, ceases to fully participate in and meet its material obligations to the 
Conference for a period in excess of ninety (90) days beyond written demand for performance, 
the Member shall be classified as a Withdrawing Member and shall immediately pay the Buyout 
Amount, and any required Liquidated Damages, as set forth below in Sections 5.2 through 5.4 of 
these Bylaws. 

5.2 Notice of Withdrawal. Written notice of withdrawal provided in accordance with the 
requirements of these Bylaws shall be delivered to and received by the Great Southwest 
Conference Headquarters at least two (2) years before the stated effective date of the withdrawal. 
Notice is deemed given when it is received at the Great Southwest Conference Headquarters. 
When written notice is provided in accordance with this section at least two (2) years before the 
stated effective date, the Withdrawing Member shall be required to pay the Buyout Amount set 
forth below in Section 5.3, but shall not be required to pay the Liquidated Damages set forth 
below in Section 5.4. 

5.3 Buyout Amount. Upon classification as a Withdrawing Member, the Withdrawing Member 
shall immediately pay Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000) to the Great Southwest Conference. 

5.4 Liquidated Damages. If a Withdrawing Member has provided less than two (2) years notice 
of intent to withdraw, or has been classified as a Withdrawing Member due to a failure to fully 
participate in and meet its material obligations to the Conference for a period in excess of ninety 
(90) days beyond written demand for performance, such Withdrawing Member shall be deemed 
to be in violation of these Bylaws and shall be required to pay Liquidated Damages of Fifteen 
Million Dollars ($15,000,000) immediately upon classification as a Withdrawing Member, in 
addition to the Buyout Amount set forth in Section 5.3 of these Bylaws. 

5.5 Collection of Buyout Amount and Liquidated Damages. The Great Southwest Conference 
may collect the buyout amount in any manner as it deems appropriate under the circumstances, 
including but not limited to, withholding an amount from the Members’ annual television 
revenue. 



Great Southwest Conference / BTSN 2008 Television Contract – Excerpted 
Pursuant to the Court’s Protective Order 

3.6 Allocation of Payments to Member Schools. The Great Southwest 
Conference and Broadcaster BTSN agree to allocate the total payment due 
to the Conference each year during the Effective Dates of this Broadcast 
Agreement to each of the Member Schools (as set forth below) according to 
the following Annual Payments Schedule (subject to adjustment as set forth 
in paragraph 3.4 of this Broadcast Agreement). 

Annual Payments Schedule. In consideration of the Conference’s 
agreement to provide the exclusive first-tier broadcast rights (as set forth in 
paragraph 3.3 of this Broadcast Agreement) to all Conference-controlled 
Athletic Events during the Effective Dates of this Broadcast Agreement,  
Broadcaster agrees to pay each Member School according to the following 
schedule: 

2008-2009: $24,000,000.00 
2009-2010: $24,720,000.00 
2010-2011: $25,460,000.00 
2011-2012: $26,225,000.00 
2012-2013: $27,000,000.00 

2013-2014: $27,820,000.00 
2014-2015: $28,650,000.00 
2015-2016: $29,500,000.00 
2016-2017: $30,400,000.00 
2017-2018: $31,315,000.00 

Member Schools. The following are the Member Schools scheduled to 
receive payments according to the above-stated Annual Payments Schedule: 

Denver State University, CO 
Independence University, MO 
Little Mountain State University, AR 
Lone Star State University, TX       
Midwestern University, OK       
Ozark A&M, AR 
Prairie State University, OK       
Royal University, TX       
Santa Fe University, NM 
Topeka University, KS 
Western University, TX       
Wichita University, KS       

6



Great Southwest Conference / BTSN 2008 Television Contract – Excerpted 
Pursuant to the Court’s Protective Order 

3.4 Obligation of Conference to Provide Broadcast Rights. The Great 
Southwest Conference agrees to provide to Broadcaster BTSN the exclusive 
first-tier broadcast rights (as set forth in paragraph 3.3 of this Broadcast 
Agreement) to all Conference-controlled Athletic Events during the 
Effective Dates of this Broadcast Agreement. In the event of withdrawal, 
termination, or unavailability of a Member School from the Conference, the 
payments due to the Conference pursuant to this Broadcast Agreement shall 
be proportionally reduced by one-twelfth (1/12th ) of the total set forth for 
the twelve Member Schools for each such withdrawing, terminated, or 
unavailable Member School; provided, however, that if either: (i) the 
Conference falls below ten (10) Member Schools during the Effective Dates 
of this Broadcast Agreement, or (ii) the Conference cannot provide 
Broadcaster the right to broadcast all the Conference-controlled Athletic 
Events for at least ten (10) of the current twelve (12) Member Schools 
during the Effective Dates of this Broadcast Agreement, then the 
Conference shall be deemed to be in breach of this Broadcast Agreement. In 
the event the Conference is notified of the future withdrawal of a Member 
School or of any other event preventing performance by the Conference 
under this paragraph, the Conference shall promptly notify Broadcaster 
BTSN of such occurrence, and shall have six (6) months from the 
Conference’s receipt of notification of future withdrawal, or other event 
preventing performance, in which to effect a cure of such breach satisfactory 
to Broadcaster BTSN. In the event of an attempted cure of breach by the 
Conference based upon the admission of a new school to replace a 
withdrawing Member School, the approval of Broadcaster BTSN of the 
attempted cure will not be withheld if the new school is reasonably 
comparable to the withdrawing Member School, as measured over a period 
of the preceding five (5) years by : 

1. Market revenue including, but not limited to, ticket sales, royalties
from merchandise, national and regional television broadcasts of
football games, and total television viewership of football games;

2. Football win/loss records; and
3. Football bowl appearances.
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Phone Records of Jamie Bowen - Excerpted Pursuant to the Court’s Protective Order

SPRANT WIRELESS

Jamie Bowen

SPRANT FAMILY PLAN

Account Number: 49635822

Customer Number: 96430

Date: 3/24/2014

Item Date Time Location Number Called Minutes Used

1 12/2/2012 3:45 PM

2 12/2/2012 3:45 PM

3 12/2/2012 3:45 PM

4

5 12/16/2012 11:45 AM Outgoing Chicago, IL (210) 555-9428 43.4

6 12/18/2012

7 12/19/2012 9:58 AM Outgoing Chicago, IL (210) 555-9428 29.7

8 12/24/2012

12/27/2012

9 12/30/2012

10

11

12 1/17/2012 9:45 AM Incoming San Antonio, TX (312) 555-2373 18.2

13 1/17/2012 10:48 AM Outgoing Chicago, IL (210) 555-9428 4.7

14

15

16
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