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Mark McKane, P.C. (SBN 230552) 
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
555 California Street, 29th Floor 
San Francisco, California  94104 
Telephone: (415) 439-1400 
Facsimile: (415) 439-1500 
 
Gregg F. LoCascio, P.C. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Michael A. Glick (admitted pro hac vice) 
Terence J. McCarrick, Jr. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Paul J. Weeks (admitted pro hac vice) 
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20004 
Telephone: (202) 389-5000 
Facsimile: (202) 389-5200 
 
Attorneys for Defendant 
Sanderson Farms, Inc. 
 
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 
 

 
IN DEFENSE OF ANIMALS and FRIENDS OF 
THE EARTH, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
vs. 

 
SANDERSON FARMS, INC., 
 

Defendant. 

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

CASE NO. 3:20-CV-05293 (RS) 
 
SANDERSON FARMS, INC.’S 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 
TO DISMISS THE FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT; MEMORANDUM OF 
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN 
SUPPORT 
 
Judge: Honorable Richard Seeborg 
Hearing Date: September 9, 2021 
Time:  1:30 p.m. 
Location: Courtroom 3, 17th Floor  

450 Golden Gate Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94102 

 )
) 
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO DISMISS 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on the 9th day of September 2021, at 1:30 p.m. or as soon thereafter 

as this Motion may be heard by the Honorable Richard Seeborg in Courtroom 3, 17th Floor, 450 Golden 

Gate Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102 (or via telephonic or videographic means as determined by the 

Court), Sanderson Farms, Inc. will, and hereby does, move the Court for an order dismissing the First 

Amended Complaint of In Defense of Animals and Friends of the Earth, pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure 12(b)(1), 12(b)(6), and 9(b).  The Motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the 

accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the entire file in this matter, and the arguments of 

counsel. 

 
DATED: June 25, 2021 Respectfully submitted, 

  
/s/ Michael A. Glick 
Michael A. Glick 
 
Mark McKane, P.C. (SBN 230552) 
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
555 California Street, 29th Floor 
San Francisco, California  94104 
Telephone: (415) 439-1400 
Facsimile: (415) 439-1500 

 
Gregg F. LoCascio, P.C. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Michael Glick (admitted pro hac vice) 
Terence J. McCarrick, Jr. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Paul J. Weeks (admitted pro hac vice) 
KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
1301 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20004 
Telephone: (202) 389-5000 
Facsimile: (202) 389-5200 
 
Counsel for Defendant  
Sanderson Farms, Inc. 
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