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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts considers defendants’ motions to
dismiss claims arising from the alleged fraudulent marketing and sale of cannabis-testing laboratory
instruments. The court dismisses the civil RICO claim for failure to plausibly plead a RICO enterprise
and grants the motions to dismiss, remanding the remaining claims to state court.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs asserted federal RICO and state-law fraud, warranty,
consumer-protection, and related claims in state court. After removal
based on the RICO claim, Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), and Plaintiffs moved for default
judgment against two defaulting defendants.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court disregards conclusory
allegations, accepts well-pleaded facts as true, draws reasonable
inferences in the plaintiff's favor, and determines whether the
complaint states a plausible claim for relief. Fraud-based claims must
also satisfy Rule 9(b)'s heightened particularity requirement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs plausibly alleged a RICO enterprise under 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c).

2. Whether the fraud-based RICO, fraudulent-inducement, Chapter 93A, and state consumer-protection
claims satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 9(b).

3. Whether the non-Assured Testing Chapter 93A claims alleged deceptive conduct occurring primarily and
substantially in Massachusetts.

4. Whether statutes of limitations barred specified claims and whether the discovery rule or fraudulent-
concealment doctrine tolled those limitations periods.

5. Whether claims by certain plaintiffs lacking individualized factual allegations stated a claim.

6. Whether the court should grant leave to amend or remand the remaining state-law claims after
dismissing the federal claim.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to plausibly allege the enterprise element of a civil RICO claim, so Count I was
dismissed as to all Defendants, including the defaulting defendants.

2. The defaults of Juniper and Emerald did not bind the remaining Defendants or establish the sufficiency
of the RICO allegations.

3. The specified plaintiffs failed to plead their RICO, fraudulent-inducement, Chapter 93A, and state
consumer-protection claims with the particularity required by Rule 9(b).

4. All Chapter 93A claims other than those of Assured Testing Laboratories were dismissed because the
complaint did not allege that the challenged conduct occurred primarily and substantially in
Massachusetts.

5. Specified claims were time-barred, and the complaint did not adequately plead either delayed discovery
or fraudulent concealment sufficient to toll the limitations periods.

6. Leave to amend was denied because Plaintiffs had already amended twice, had prior notice of the
pleading deficiencies, and did not explain how another amendment would cure them.

7. After dismissing the federal RICO claim and adjudicating the state-law claims challenged in the
motions, the court remanded the remaining state-law claims to state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Here, the Court concludes that Plaintiffs have failed to sufficiently plead a RICO enterprise and thus Count I
must be dismissed as to all Defendants.” (Section III.A)

“Rule 9(b) requires that “the pleader . . . go beyond a showing of fraud and state the time, place and content
of the alleged mail and wire communications perpetrating that fraud.”” (Section III.B.1)



“In sum, “[w]hen ‘virtually all the conduct that can be said to be unfair or deceptive’ occurs outside the
Commonwealth, there can be no Chapter 93A liability.”” (Section III.B.2.a)

“In this situation, where Plaintiffs have long had notice of potential deficiencies in their case through the
previous motion to dismiss—let alone the current motion—and have had ample opportunities to address such
deficiencies, the liberal standard of Rule 15 must give way to finality.” (Section III.D)

“The case is hereby REMANDED to state court for further proceedings.” (Section V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs are cannabis testing laboratories and related businesses that purchased or were affected by analytical
instruments and standard operating procedures marketed by PerkinElmer Health Sciences, Inc. Plaintiffs alleged
that the instruments were defective and that Defendants falsely represented them as turnkey, validated,
regulatory-compliant, and capable of meeting applicable testing requirements. Plaintiffs further alleged that
PerkinElmer personnel knew of the deficiencies, concealed them, and continued marketing the instruments after
a 2023 corporate restructuring involving New Mountain entities and PerkinElmer U.S. LLC.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Twenty-six plaintiffs initially filed suit in state court on January 16, 2025. After the complaint was amended to
add a RICO claim and additional parties, Defendants removed the action to the District of Massachusetts on
August 21, 2025. Plaintiffs filed a second amended complaint, and the PerkinElmer and New Mountain
Defendants moved to dismiss. The court granted the motions, denied Plaintiffs' motions for default judgment
against Juniper Analytics and Emerald Scientific, dismissed specified claims with prejudice, and remanded the
remaining state-law claims to state court.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The remaining state-law claims not dismissed in the memorandum and order are remanded to the Massachusetts
state court for further proceedings.
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