
 
 

 

THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 

TOWN OF MILLIS, MA, 
 

Plaintiff 
v. 
 
AMERISOURCEBERGEN DRUG 
CORPORATION, CARDINAL HEALTH, INC., 
McKESSON CORPORATION, TEVA 
PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES, LTD., 
TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC., 
CEPHALON, INC., JOHNSON & JOHNSON, 
JANSSEN PHARMACEUTICALS, INC. 
ORTHO-MCNEIL-JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC. n/k/a JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.,  JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICA INC. n/k/a JANSSEN 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC., NORAMCO, INC., 
ENDO HEALTH SOLUTIONS INC., ENDO 
PHARMACEUTICALS, INC., PAR 
PHARMACEUTICAL, INC., PAR 
PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANIES, INC., 
ALLERGAN PLC f/k/a ACTAVIS PLC, 
ALLERGAN FINANCE LLC, f/k/a ACTAVIS 
INC, f/k/a  WATSON PHARMACEUTICALS, 
INC,  WATSON LABORATORIES, INC., 
ACTAVIS LLC, ACTAVIS PHARMA, INC. f/k/a 
WATSON PHARMA, INC., CVS HEALTH 
CORPORATION, Individually and d/b/a CVS 
PHARMACY, INC.,  H. D. SMITH 
WHOLESALE DRUG CO., RITE AID 
CORPORATION, RITE AID DAYVILLE 
DISTRIBUTION CENTER, PJC DISTRIBUTOR 
COMPANY, INC., WALMART INC., 
WALMART STORES EAST, LP, Individually and 
d/b/a WAL-MART WAREHOUSE #46, 
WALGREEN BOOTS ALLIANCE, INC.,  
Individually and d/b/a WALGREEN EASTERN 
CO. INC.,   

 
Defendants. 

 

Civil Action No:___________________ 

 

 
COMPLAINT 

 
Complaint for Public Nuisance; 

Violations of Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) 18 
U.S.C.§ 1961 et seq.; Violations of 18 
U.S.C. §1962 et seq.; Negligence and 

Negligent Misrepresentation; 
Civil Conspiracy; and Fraud and Fraudulent 

Misrepresentation; Violations of Massachusetts 
General Laws, Chapter 93A, Sections 2 and 11; 

and Aiding and Abetting  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
JURY TRIAL DEMAND AND  
ENDORSED HEREON 
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