
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

 

THE FRESH MARKET, INC. 

 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

TYSON FOODS, INC.; TYSON CHICKEN, 

INC.; TYSON BREEDERS, INC.; TYSON 

POULTRY, INC.; PILGRIM’S PRIDE 

CORPORATION; KOCH FOODS, INC.; JCG 

FOODS OF ALABAMA, LLC; JCG FOODS 

OF GEORGIA, LLC; KOCH MEAT CO., INC.; 

SANDERSON FARMS, INC.; SANDERSON 

FARMS, INC. (FOOD DIVISION); 

SANDERSON FARMS, INC. (PRODUCTION 

DIVISION); SANDERSON FARMS, INC. 

(PROCESSING DIVISION); HOUSE OF 

RAEFORD FARMS, INC.; MAR-JAC 

POULTRY, INC.; PERDUE FARMS, INC.; 

PERDUE FOODS, LLC; WAYNE FARMS, 

LLC; GEORGE’S, INC.; GEORGE’S FARMS, 

INC.; SIMMONS FOODS, INC.; SIMMONS 

PREPARED FOODS, INC.; O.K. FOODS, 

INC.; O.K. FARMS, INC.; O.K. INDUSTRIES, 

INC.; PECO FOODS, INC.; HARRISON 

POULTRY, INC.; FOSTER FARMS, LLC; 

FOSTER POULTRY FARMS; CLAXTON 

POULTRY FARMS, INC.; MOUNTAIRE 

FARMS, INC.; MOUNTAIRE FARMS, LLC; 

MOUNTAIRE FARMS OF DELAWARE, INC.; 

AGRI STATS, INC.; AMICK FARMS, LLC; 

CASE FOODS, INC.; CASE FARMS, LLC; and 

CASE FARMS PROCESSING, INC. 

 

                      Defendants. 

 

           Case No:  1:20-cv-05257 

             

 

 

COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR 

JURY TRIAL 
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