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NATURE OF THE CLAIMS FOR RELIEF

1. Plaintiffs Smithfield Foods, Inc. and Smithfield Packing Company (collectively
“Smithfield” or the “Company”) bring this action to vindicate their right to control and operate
their meat production and processing businesses free from Defendants® extortionate conduct.

2. For more than a decade, Defendants United Food and Commercial Workers
International Union (“UFCW?") and United Food and Commercial Workers Local No. 400
(“Local 400™) have attempted unsuccessfully to unionize hourly employees at Smithfield’s pork
processing plant in Tar Heel, North Carolina, the largest of its kind in the world. In or around
September 2005, UFCW, Local 400 and their co-conspirators decided to abandon all efforts to
convince Smithfield employees of the benefits of union membership in favor of a new plan
aimed not at the employees, but at Smithfield itself. Specifically, Defendants conspired to extort
Smithfield’s “voluntary” recognition of Defendants UFCW and Local 400 as the exclusive
bargaining representatives of hourly employees at Tar Heel--regardless of the degree of actual
employee support for such representation--by injuring Smithfield economically until Smithfield
either agreed to Defendants’ demands or was run out of business.

3. Defendants have since subjected Smithfield to a relentless barrage of related
conduct designed to destroy Smithfield’s public image and intlict maximum economic damage
on the Company. Such conduct includes almost daily publication of false, misleading, baseless,
negative and/or damaging information about Smithfield to countless third parties, unlawful
interference with Smithfield’s existing and prospective business relations, orchestration of
frivolous regulatory investigations, and communications with financial analysts aimed at

reducing the value of Smithfield stock.



















































































































































