
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

LUFKIN DIVISION 
   
ROLANDETTE GLENN; IDELL 
BELL; KERRY CARTWRIGHT; 
TAMMY FLETCHER; LAVEKA 
JENKINS; KIESHA JOHNSON; 
RONALD JOHNSON; DAISY WIL-
LIAMS; DANICA WILSON; JOHN 
WYATT; CRYSTAL WYATT; and 
CLIFFORD BELL, Individually 
and as Personal Representative of 
the ESTATE OF BEVERLY 
WHITSEY, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

TYSON FOODS, INC.; JASON OR-
SAK; ERICA ANTHONY; AND MA-
RIA CRUZ, 

Defendants. 
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CIVIL ACTION NO. 
9:20-cv-00184-RC-ZJH 

 

 
DEFENDANT TYSON FOODS, INC.’S 

MOTION TO DISMISS 
 

 

Oral Argument Requested
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