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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

In compliance with Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, Appellants 

disclose the following: 

• Appellant R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Company (“RJRT”) states that RJRT is 
a direct, wholly owned subsidiary of R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Holdings, Inc.; 
R.J. Reynolds Tobacco Holdings, Inc. is a direct, wholly owned subsidiary 
of Reynolds American Inc.; and Reynolds American Inc. is an indirect, 
wholly owned subsidiary of British American Tobacco, p.l.c., a publicly 
traded company. 

• Appellant R.J. Reynolds Vapor Company (“RJRV”) states that RJRV is a 
direct, wholly owned subsidiary of RAI Innovations Company; RAI 
Innovations Company is a direct, wholly owned subsidiary of Reynolds 
American Inc.; and Reynolds American Inc. is an indirect, wholly owned 
subsidiary of British American Tobacco, p.l.c., a publicly traded company. 

• Appellant American Snuff Company, LLC (“ASC”) states that ASC is a 
direct, wholly owned subsidiary of Conwood Holdings, Inc.; Conwood 
Holdings, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Reynolds American Inc.; 
and Reynolds American Inc. is an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of 
British American Tobacco, p.l.c., a publicly traded company.  

• Appellant Santa Fe Natural Tobacco Company (“SFNTC”) states that 
SFNTC is a direct, wholly owned subsidiary of Reynolds American Inc.; 
and Reynolds American Inc. is an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of 
British American Tobacco, p.l.c., a publicly traded company.  

• Appellant Modoral Brands Inc. (“Modoral”) states that Modoral is a 
subsidiary of RAI Innovations Company; RAI Innovations Company is a 
direct, wholly owned subsidiary of Reynolds American Inc.; and Reynolds 
American Inc. is an indirect, wholly owned subsidiary of British American 
Tobacco, p.l.c., a publicly traded company. 

• Appellant Neighborhood Markets Association states that no parent 
corporation or publicly held corporation owning 10% or more of its stock 
exists. 

Case: 22-56052, 11/18/2022, ID: 12591596, DktEntry: 15, Page 2 of 40

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

ii 

• Appellant Morija, LLC dba Vapin’ the 619 states that no parent 
corporation or publicly held corporation owning 10% or more of its stock 
exists. 
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