Case 1:20-cv-00393-LO-TCB Document 729 Filed 06/16/21 Page 1 of 39 PagelD# 18796

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

RAI STRATEGIC HOLDINGS, INC. AND R.J.
REYNOLDS VAPOR COMPANY

Plaintiffs-Counterclaim
Defendants, Case No. 1:20-cv-00393-LO-TCB

V.

ALTRIA CLIENT SERVICES LLC; PHILIP -

MORRIS USA INC.; PHILIP MORRIS
PRODUCTS S.A.

Defendants-Counterclaim
Plaintiffs.

COUNTERCLAIM PLAINTIFFS’ MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ITS
OPPOSITION TO RJR’S PARTIAL MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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