
 

 

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

TYLER DIVISION 
 
 
R.J. REYNOLDS TOBACCO COMPANY; 
SANTA FE NATURAL TOBACCO 
COMPANY, INC.; ITG BRANDS, LLC; 
LIGGETT GROUP LLC; NEOCOM, INC.; 
RANGILA ENTERPRISES INC.; RANGILA 
LLC; SAHIL ISMAIL, INC.; and IS LIKE 
YOU INC.; 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
UNITED STATES FOOD AND DRUG 
ADMINISTRATION; 
 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES; 
 
STEPHEN M. HAHN, 
in his official capacity as Commissioner of the 
United States Food and Drug Administration; 
and 
 
ALEX M. AZAR II, 
in his official capacity as Secretary of the United 
States Department of Health and Human 
Services; 

 
  Defendants. 
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) 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 6:20-cv-00176 
 

 
 
 

 

PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS 
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