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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

AMARILLO DIVISION

ABRAHAM & VENEKLASEN JOINT §
VENTURE, ABRAHAM EQUINE, INC., §
and JASON ABRAHAM, §

§
Plaintiffs, §

§
v. § No. 02:12-cv-00103-J

§
AMERICAN QUARTER HORSE §
ASSOCIATION, §

§
Defendant. §

DEFENDANT’S REPLY BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

TO THE HONORABLE COURT:

Defendant, American Quarter Horse Association (“AQHA”), respectfully files this Reply

in support of its Motion for Summary Judgment and shows the Court as follows:

INTRODUCTION

Plaintiffs’response to Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment fails to redeem the

material defects in Plaintiff’s Section 1 and Section 2 claims. Plaintiffs bear the burden of proof

to show both conspiracy and monopolization. Plaintiffs have not, and cannot, offer sufficient

evidence to prove a material element for each of those claims. With respect to Section 1,

Plaintiffs have offered no evidence to show that every member of the SBRC and AQHA compete

with each other and with Plaintiffs and are pursuing separate economic interests through their

decisions to deny proposed changes to Rule 227(a). With respect to Section 2, Plaintiffs have

offered no evidence to show that Rule 227(a) has the potential to make a significant contribution
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to AQHA’s monopoly power. This Court should grant summary judgment in favor of Defendant

on all claims.

ARGUMENT

Plaintiffs’Brief in Opposition to Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment contains

misstatements of the law and the facts. For example, on page 9 of their brief (the first full page

of their legal argument), Plaintiffs make the following incorrect statements:

 That the Court should disregard the Defendant’s single entity defense because

“Defendant made this same argument in its motion to dismiss.”1 Plaintiffs had not

asserted a conspiracy claim at the time that Defendant filed its Motion to Dismiss, and

Defendant included no arguments concerning the single entity defense in that Motion.2

 That Defendant misapplied Copperweld Corp. v. Independent Tube Corp., 467 U.S. 752,

771 (1984).3 The only time Defendant cited to Copperweld in its brief was for the

proposition that it was one of the first cases in which the Supreme Court recognized the

single entity defense,4 a characterization that Plaintiffs do not dispute.

 That the SBRC members “compete with each other and with the Plaintiffs in the market

for Quarter Horses.”5 The deposition transcripts to which Plaintiffs cite do not support

this allegation. Butch Wise identifies some SBRC members who breed Quarter Horses

and some SBRC members who do not breed Quarter Horses.6 Mr. Wise never

distinguishes between members who breed “elite”Quarter Horses (the horses that would

be included in Plaintiffs’alleged product market) versus those who do not. Trent Taylor

1 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 9.
2 See Def. Motion to Dismiss and Brief in Support, filed May 15, 2012.
3 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 9.
4 Def. Brief at p. 8.
5 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 9.
6 Pltf. App. 57-68.
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never mentions the SBRC or its members in the portion of his deposition transcript to

which the Plaintiffs cite.7 And Jason Abraham’s conclusory statement, “they’re all

breeders”,8 is a far cry from the type of evidence required to prove that each of the

SBRC members are, in fact, breeders of elite Quarter Horses within Plaintiffs’alleged

product market.

 That the American Needle case “expressly endorses the exact type of conspiracy claim

supported by the evidence”in this case.9 See American Needle, Inc. v. Nat’l Football

League, 130 S.Ct. 2201, 2209 (2010). The American Needle case did not concern a non-

profit breed organization, the business decisions of which are made by its internal

standing committees and board of directors with the express purpose of protecting a

breed. Rather, the American Needle case related to independent, competing football

teams collectively joining forces to make economic decisions with the express purpose of

benefiting each of those teams financially. See id. Thus, Plaintiffs’statement that the

American Needle case “expressly endorses”the “exact”type of conspiracy in this case is

a misstatement of the facts and holding of that case.

These are examples contained within a single page of Plaintiffs’brief, and the remainder

of the brief contains many more similar misstatements and mischaracterizations. Rebutting each

of these will not be the focus of Defendant’s Reply. Defendant will focus instead on the two

essential elements of Plaintiffs’conspiracy and monopolization claims that Plaintiffs have not,

and cannot, prove.

7 Pltf. App. 79-80.
8 Pltf. App. 18-20.
9 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 9.
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A. The Conspiracy Claim Cannot Survive Summary Judgment Because Plaintiffs Do
Not Allege That AQHA is a Conspirator

Plaintiffs acknowledge that they cannot show that AQHA is pursuing its own economic

interests separate and apart from the interests of its membership or its committee members.10

Plaintiffs assert that this is a “strawman that totally distorts Plaintiffs’conspiracy claim.”11

Plaintiffs contend that they can succeed by showing SBRC members acted to protect their own

selfish interests and used AQHA’s monopoly power to exclude rivals.12 This argument fails for

two reasons. First, Plaintiffs offer no legal support for the proposition that they can bring a cause

of action for conspiracy without naming one or more of the alleged conspirators as Defendants.

AQHA is the only named Defendant. How can AQHA be found liable for conspiracy if

Plaintiffs are not claiming that AQHA was a conspirator?

Second, in a case with similar facts, one court has already disapproved of the conspiracy

argument made by Plaintiffs. In Jessup v. American Kennel Club, the plaintiffs asserted that the

plaintiffs’competitors conspired to use the American Kennel Club’s alleged monopoly power to

exclude a particular type of dog from registration. 61 F. Supp. 2d 5, 14 (S.D.N.Y. 1999). The

court considered this argument, but found that the American Kennel Club had no motive to

participate in the alleged conspiracy because its interests favored more competition. Id. Because

the American Kennel Club was not a conspirator, the claim of conspiracy asserted against the

club could not survive. Id. The same holds true for this case. AQHA is the only named

Defendant, yet Plaintiffs concede that AQHA is not one of the alleged conspirators. Thus, a

conspiracy claim against AQHA cannot survive a motion for summary judgment.

10 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 11.
11 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 11.
12 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 11.
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Similarly, Plaintiffs cite to Robertson v. Sea Pines Real Estate Cos., Inc., 679 F.3d 278

(4th Cir. 2012),13 a case where the plaintiff alleged that the members of an organization were

conspiring to use that organization’s market power to control the market. In their description of

the case, Plaintiffs fail to mention that the Section 1 claim was asserted against each of the

alleged conspiring members of the organization, not against the organization itself. Id.

Therefore, the Robertson case is inapplicable to the issue presented to this Court, which is

whether Plaintiffs’conspiracy claim against AQHA can survive if Plaintiffs are not alleging that

AQHA itself is part of the conspiracy.

Plaintiffs’allegations against AQHA sound only in a monopolization claim. Plaintiffs

cannot create a viable conspiracy claim without naming as a defendant any of the alleged

conspirators. Plaintiffs have offered no legal support for their attempt to bring a conspiracy

claim against an organization that is not alleged to have taken part in the conspiracy. The Court

must grant summary judgment in favor of AQHA on this conspiracy claim.

B. As a Matter of Law, Plaintiffs Cannot Establish That AQHA and the SBRC are Not
Acting As a Single Entity

Plaintiffs’conspiracy claim cannot survive Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment

because Plaintiffs have not, and cannot, point to sufficient evidence to overcome the presumption

that AQHA and the SBRC are acting as a single entity. See American Needle, 130 S.Ct. at 2215.

The single entity defense is not an affirmative defense, and the burden falls on Plaintiffs to prove

that the defense does not apply. Jack Russell Terrier Network v. American Kennel Club, Inc.,

407 F.3d 1027, 1034 n.14 (9th Cir. 2005). Plaintiffs therefore bear the burden of introducing

sufficient evidence to establish that AQHA and the SBRC made the decision to maintain Rule

227(a) as independent, conspiring actors pursuing their own separate and distinct economic

13 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 12.
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interests rather than as a single entity pursing an interest in protecting the integrity of the Quarter

Horse breed.

While Plaintiffs’mere allegation that AQHA and the SBRC are independent actors

pursuing separate economic interests might be sufficient to withstand a motion to dismiss (or, as

in this case, an opposition to Plaintiffs’motion to amend their Complaint), such an allegation is

not sufficient to withstand Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. Matsushita Elec. Indus.

Co. v. Zenith Corp., 475 U.S. 574 (1986) (conclusory allegations, unsubstantiated assertions, and

a scintilla of evidence are insufficient to satisfy a plaintiffs’burden at summary judgment).

Plaintiffs must proffer evidence in support of their allegation to defeat Defendant’s Motion for

Summary Judgment, and they have not done so.

1. The Single Entity Defense Applies to Breed Registries and Their Internal
Committees

AQHA, its membership, and its internal standing committees share a passion for the

Quarter Horse breed. The members of AQHA and its committees, including the SBRC, have a

variety of interests in the Quarter Horse breed and do not all compete with one another in the

Quarter Horse market. Some members own Quarter Horses, some members breed Quarter

Horses, some members compete with Quarter Horses, and some members are just interested in or

are passionate about Quarter Horses. The one thing that all AQHA members have in common is

their desire to support the work of AQHA.

In their opposition brief, Plaintiffs argue, incorrectly, that the single entity defense cannot

apply to AQHA “as a matter of law”.14 Plaintiffs’argument fails in light of the extensive case

law holding otherwise. AQHA, as a non-profit breed organization, is distinct from trade

associations and cooperatives formed for the specific purpose of uniting the interests of

14 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 9.
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competitors in a particular market. Only two cases have explicitly analyzed whether the single

entity defense applies within a breed organization –both cases have confirmed that those who

make decisions on behalf of such an organization comprise a single entity together with that

organization.

First, in Jack Russell Terrier, the Ninth Circuit explicitly applied the single entity defense

to a breed organization and affirmed dismissal of the plaintiffs’case on that basis. 407 F.3d at

1034. Plaintiffs allege that the Jack Russell case is inapposite because it concerns a breed

organization (“JRTCA”) and its local affiliates rather than a breed organization and its internal

standing committees.15 This distinction is irrelevant. In Jack Russell, the local affiliates were

comprised of JRTCA members who own, breed, compete with, or are interested in the Jack

Russell Terrier breed, just as the SBRC is comprised of AQHA members who own, breed,

compete with, or are interested in the Quarter Horse breed. Therefore, Plaintiffs’argument that

the Jack Russell case does not apply because it concerns local affiliates rather than internal

standing committees is illogical. Pursuant to the holding in Jack Russell, AQHA and the SBRC

are a single entity incapable of conspiring.

Second, the Fifth Circuit in Hatley v. American Quarter Horse Association explicitly

concluded that AQHA, the members of its Executive Committee, and a staff employee were

acting as a single entity because they were, at all times, acting on behalf of the corporation and

not as individuals, even though several of the individual defendants conducted their own

breeding operations. 552 F.2d 646 (5th Cir. 1977). Although it is an older case, the issue is

Hatley is virtually identical to the issue presented in the present case because the plaintiff

asserted that an AQHA registration rule violated Section 1 of the Sherman Act. In reaching its

conclusion, Hatley relied upon the same analysis recommended by more recent Supreme Court

15 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 10.
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cases, considering whether the alleged conspirators were acting for their own interests or rather

in a unity of interests with AQHA. See American Needle, Inc. v. National Football League, 130

S.Ct. 2201, 2209 (2010). Accordingly, Hatley is still good law and binding precedent, and this

Court should follow the holding in Hatley by finding that AQHA and its internal standing

committee are acting as a single entity.

In addition to these two breed organization cases, other cases apply the single entity

defense to trade organizations, cooperatives, or other similar organizations. For example, in Bell

v. Fur Breeders Agricultural Cooperative, 348 F.3d 1224 (10th Cir. 2003), the Tenth Circuit

analyzed whether members of a cooperative’s board of directors were considered to be part of a

single entity, or rather, whether an agreement among those directors could be a conspiracy under

Section 1. Id. at 1233-1234. The plaintiff asserted that the directors, who were all mink

ranchers, were in direct competition with each other and therefore constituted a plurality of

actors. Id. at 1233. The plaintiff contended that whether the directors constituted a single entity

was a question of fact and therefore was not an appropriate issue for summary judgment. Id.

The Tenth Circuit rejected these arguments. Id. at 1234-1235. The court recognized that

an exception to the single entity defense exists when employees of a corporation have an

independent personal stake and stand to benefit from conspiring with the corporation to restrain

trade. Id. at 1233. The court explained that whether or not the directors competed with each

other was not the relevant question. Rather, the relevant question was whether the directors’

actions were beyond the scope of their authority or for their own benefit rather than the benefit of

the cooperative as a whole. Id. at 1233-1234. The Tenth Circuit noted that Section 1 of the

Sherman Act was not intended to cover officers or board members when they are formulating

and carrying out managerial policy. Id. at 1234.
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These cases establish that the single entity defense can and does apply to AQHA and the

SBRC as a matter of law. AQHA is a not-profit organization that operates through its voluntary

board of directors and internal standing committees, including the SBRC. The decisions made

by AQHA’s board and its committees are integral to AQHA’s operations as a breed organization,

and these decisions are made on behalf and for the benefit of AQHA and its membership.

AQHA and the SBRC therefore comprise a single entity that is not subject to a claim of

conspiracy under the antitrust laws.

2. Plaintiffs Have Offered Insufficient Evidence To Prove that AQHA and the
SBRC’s Interests are Not Aligned

Plaintiffs’allegations that AQHA and the SBRC do not share a unity of interest are

unsupported by the law and the evidence. First, in their opposition brief, Plaintiffs allege that the

SBRC members are acting contrary to AQHA’s economic interests because the SBRC voted

against the registration of clones and their offspring.16 Plaintiffs overlook that AQHA is a non-

profit association, and it is not required to place economic interests above competing

considerations. AQHA’s internal standing committees take into account the economic impact of

their decisions, but their first priority is to make decisions that they believe are in the best interest

of the breed. The SBRC’s recommendations to deny the proposals to register clones and/or their

offspring indicate that the committee members were not persuaded that the proposals were in the

best interest of the breed, an interest that is aligned with the goals of AQHA.

Additionally, Plaintiffs have not offered any summary judgment evidence to prove that

all of the SBRC members compete with the Plaintiffs or with each other or that each of the

SBRC members are pursuing separate economic interests. In order for a nonmovant to prevail

on a summary judgment motion, the nonmovant must demonstrate with sufficient summary

16 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 10-12.
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judgment evidence that there is a genuine issue of material fact and not merely allege that there

is a factual dispute. See Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380 (2007). In their opposition, Plaintiffs

allege that this is a fact in dispute and that it cannot be resolved at this stage.17 Plaintiffs cite no

evidence supporting this claim. Plaintiffs “contend that all SBRC members are competitors in

the elite Quarter Horse market,”but in support of this contention, Plaintiffs cite only to Jason

Abraham’s interrogatory responses that similarly allege, in a conclusory manner, that all SBRC

members are competitors.18 Further, in support of the contention that the SBRC members are

pursuing their own economic interests, the only evidence to which Plaintiffs cite is the AQHA

membership survey.19 But Plaintiffs fail to recognize that the survey was not sent to nor

completed by any member of the SBRC, so the survey results and comments have no bearing on

the SBRC members’interests or state of mind when making their recommendations.

Thus, Plaintiffs have alleged that a fact is in dispute without offering any evidence to

demonstrate that the fact is in dispute. This case is not at the motion to dismiss stage, and a mere

contention is no longer sufficient to proceed down the path to trial. Plaintiffs carry the burden of

proof, and they are required to introduce sufficient evidence to satisfy their burden of proof on

this issue. Peterson v. City of Fort Worth, 588 F.3d 838, 853 (5th Cir. 2009) (a non-moving

party’s burden of proof at summary judgment is sufficient evidence which creates a dispute of

material fact).

Discovery in this case is substantially complete, and Plaintiffs have had ample

opportunity to search for evidence to support their allegation that all of the SBRC members

compete with each other and are acting in their own economic interests. Yet Plaintiffs have not

presented any evidence to support their allegation. A fact is not in dispute just because the

17 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 12-13.
18 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 12-13.
19 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 13.
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Plaintiffs say it is. See Scott, 550 U.S. at 380. Without the evidence to support their allegation,

Plaintiffs cannot prevail. Defendant is entitled to summary judgment on Plaintiffs’conspiracy

claim.

C. Plaintiffs Cite the Wrong Legal Standard for Exclusionary Conduct

As explained in Defendant’s Brief in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, claims

for both monopolization and attempted monopolization under Section 2 of the Sherman Act

require proof of anticompetitive or exclusionary conduct. United States v. Grinnell Corp., 384

U.S. 563, 570-71 (1966); Bell Atl. Corp. v. AT&T Corp., 339 F.3d 294, 302 (5th Cir. 2003). To

qualify as exclusionary conduct, the conduct must have the potential for making a significant

contribution to monopoly power. Taylor Publishing Co. v. Jostens Inc., 216 F.3d 465 (5th Cir.

2000).

In contravention of Fifth Circuit and other federal law, Plaintiffs claim that they do not

need to establish this element to prevail on a Section 2 claim.20 Instead, Plaintiffs say that any

standard-setting conduct is exclusionary conduct unless it is conducted in a neutral, objective

fashion and advances competition.21 In support of this assertion, Plaintiffs cite to Allied Tube &

Conduit Corp. v. Indian Head, Inc., 486 U.S. 492, 501, 506-7 (1988).22

Plaintiffs’argument is unsupported by the law. Allied Tube is a case alleging only a

Section 1 claim, and thus, the legal standard set forth by the Supreme Court does not apply to

monopolization claims. Further, the sole case in the Fifth Circuit to which Plaintiffs cite,23

Research in Motion Ltd. v. Motorola, Inc., states that in order to prove a Section 2 claim, a

plaintiff must show that the monopolist achieved or is maintaining monopoly power through

20 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 18-19.
21 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 19.
22 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 19.
23 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 19.
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anticompetitive conduct. 644 F. Supp. 2d 788, 792 (N.D. Tex. 2008). Thus, Plaintiffs must at

least show that Rule 227(a) somehow achieved or maintained AQHA’s alleged monopoly power.

Plaintiffs cannot prove this element.

D. Plaintiffs Have Established No Evidence to Prove That Rule 227(a) Achieved or
Maintained AQHA’s Alleged Monopoly Power

Plaintiffs attempt to intertwine their claims of conspiracy and monopoly by arguing that

the interests of the SBRC members must be taken into account when determining whether

AQHA is liable for monopolization under Section 2.24 Plaintiffs cite to Robertson for this

proposition,25 but as explained above, that case is inapposite because the plaintiff in that case

named all of the alleged conspirators as defendants rather than the organization itself. 679 F.3d

278. Further, the only cause of action in Robertson was a Section 1 conspiracy claim – no

monopolization claim was asserted. Likewise, Plaintiffs also cite to United States v. Realty

Multi-List, Inc., 629 F.2d 1351, 1370 (5th Cir. 1980),26 which also concerns only a Section 1

claim rather than a monopolization claim. Plaintiffs’reliance on these cases is misplaced.

The Court must instead look to whether Rule 227(a) allowed AQHA to achieve or

maintain its monopoly power. Research in Motion Ltd. 644 F.Supp.2d at 792. Plaintiffs bear the

burden of proof on this issue, yet they have failed to present any probative summary judgment

evidence supporting the claim that Rule 227(a) allowed AQHA to achieve or maintain its

monopoly power. Rather than coming forward with any evidence supporting this essential

element of their Section 2 claim, Plaintiffs concede that a past AQHA rule prohibiting the

registration of a category of horses allowed for a competing registry to enter the market.27 Thus,

Plaintiffs concede that AQHA rules that restrict the registration of horses, such as Rule 227(a),

24 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 21.
25 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 21.
26 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 21.
27 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 22.
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do not buttress AQHA’s alleged monopoly power, but rather encourage the entry of competing

registries into the market.

Further, Plaintiffs argue that they cannot compete with their clones.28 Plaintiffs’argument

on this issue is irrelevant for three reasons. First, Plaintiffs rely on a thirty-five year old case for

the factual determination that participation in the Quarter Horse market is dependent upon

AQHA membership and AQHA registration, ignoring the changes in the Quarter Horse industry

during those thirty-five years.29 While Hatley’s single entity legal analysis is supported by

recent Supreme Court precedent and is binding on this Court, Hatley’s factual market

determinations are no longer relevant in light of the changes to the Quarter Horse market over

the past thirty five years. Second, Plaintiffs fail to acknowledge the significance of their ability

to compete in cutting, reining, and other disciplines without AQHA registration, evidence of

which has been offered by the Defendant and was not disputed by the Plaintiffs.30

Third, and most importantly, these arguments are a red herring because they bear no

relation to the central question of whether Rule 227(a) allowed AQHA to achieve or maintain

monopoly power. This is a discrete, essential element of a monopolization claim that has no

relation to the alleged antitrust injury suffered by Plaintiffs. In analyzing this element, the Court

should focus on how Rule 227(a) affects AQHA, not the Plaintiffs.

The Plaintiffs offer no evidence that Rule 227(a) allowed AQHA to achieve or maintain

monopoly power. A review of Plaintiffs’opposition reveals that it does not cite evidence to

support the Plaintiffs’baseless speculation that Rule 227(a) could have such a result. These

mere allegations of a factual dispute between parties will not defeat an otherwise properly

supported motion for summary judgment. Fraire v. City of Arlington, 957 F.2d 1268, 1273 (5th

28 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 22-23.
29 Pltf. Opp. Brief at p. 22.
30 Dep. Brief at pp. 19-20; Def. APP-132; 125-26.
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Cir. 1992).

E. Plaintiffs Attempt To Inappropriately Switch the Burden of Proof to AQHA

Plaintiffs devote a substantial portion of their brief to arguing that AQHA has a duty in

moving for summary judgment to advance a competitive justification for Rule 227(a).31

Plaintiffs argue that whether AQHA’s competitive justification is plausible is a question for the

trier of fact. If this case proceeds to trial, then certainly AQHA will present a full defense. But

AQHA’s summary judgment motion is based on two discrete legal elements that eliminate the

viability of Plaintiffs’causes of action. Neither of these elements requires AQHA to bear any

burden of proof in establishing competitive justifications for Rule 227(a).

The Court’s analysis of (1) whether the SBRC and AQHA constitute a single entity and

(2) whether Rule 227(a) allowed AQHA to acquire or maintain monopoly power does not require

an analysis of AQHA’s justifications for Rule 227(a). These justifications, which AQHA

expects to present at trial, concern other elements of Plaintiffs’claims that are not the focus of

AQHA’s summary judgment motion. Therefore, any argument concerning these issues by

AQHA would have been irrelevant for purposes of AQHA’s Motion for Summary Judgment, and

any arguments asserted by Plaintiffs in their opposition brief are likewise irrelevant for this

Court’s analysis of AQHA’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

Plaintiffs bear the burden of proof in (1) establishing the existence of a conspiracy among

separate actors to support their Section 1 claim and, (2) establishing that Rule 227(a) allowed

AQHA to achieve or maintain monopoly power. Plaintiffs have not produced evidence to

support either of these elements, and therefore, Plaintiffs cannot establish the existence of any

dispute of material fact with regard to these issues. Defendant is entitled to summary judgment

as a matter of law on all of Plaintiffs’claims.

31 Pltf. Opp. Brief at pp. 13-16.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, in Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment, and in

Defendant’s Brief in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, AQHA respectfully requests

that the Court grant summary judgment in favor of AQHA as to each and every one of Plaintiffs’

claims and grant AQHA such further relief to which it may be entitled at law or in equity.

Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/ Autum L.White
W. Wade Arnold
State Bar No. 00783561
Wade.Arnold@uwlaw.com
Mike H. Loftin
State Bar No. 12487500
Mike.Loftin@uwlaw.com
Autum L. White
State Bar No. 24081205
Autum.White@uwlaw.com
UNDERWOOD LAW FIRM, P.C.
P. O. Box 9158
Amarillo, Texas 79105-9158
Telephone: (806) 376-5613
Fax: (806) 379-0316
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Sam L. Stein
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Amarillo, Texas 79101
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