
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

 
   
SANOFI-AVENTIS U.S., LLC,   

   
                              Plaintiff,   
   
               v.  No. 3:21-CV-634 
   
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES, et al., 

  

    
                              Defendants.   
   

 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, 

FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
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