
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

Naseer Ali-Bey v. BPG Real Estate Services, LLC, et al.
Ali-Bey · No. Civil Action No. 25-848-GBW · Decided December 3, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Delaware granted defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion
to dismiss a pro se complaint concerning the rejection of the plaintiff’s lease application and alleged
payment instrument. The court held that the complaint did not plead sufficient facts to support federal
civil rights or other federal claims and therefore could not support supplemental jurisdiction over the
state-law claims. Dismissal was without prejudice, with one opportunity to amend, and the plaintiff’s
motion for expedited ruling and immediate housing relief was denied.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss Plaintiff's pro se complaint. Plaintiff separately moved for an
expedited ruling and immediate housing relief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded allegations
as true and views them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, but
requires sufficient factual matter to state a facially plausible claim. Pro
se pleadings are liberally construed, although courts need not credit
bald assertions or legal conclusions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's complaint alleged sufficient facts to state a plausible claim for relief under Rule
12(b)(6).

2. Whether the court could exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's state-law claims when the
federal claims were inadequately pleaded.

3. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to expedited ruling and immediate housing relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a claim upon which relief could be granted because the allegation that
Plaintiff submitted a lease application and Defendants selected a different lessee, without additional
supporting facts, did not plausibly establish a federal civil-rights violation.

2. Because Plaintiff failed to plead a sufficient federal claim, the court could not exercise supplemental
jurisdiction over the additional state-law claims.

3. The emergency motion was denied as premature and for lack of cause shown.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A Rule 12(b)(6) motion may be granted only if, accepting the well-pleaded allegations in the complaint as
true and viewing them in the light most favorable to the complainant, a court concludes that those allegations
“could not raise a claim of entitlement to relief.”” (opinion text)

“A claim has facial plausibility when the [complainant] pleads factual content that allows the court to draw
the reasonable inference that the [accused] is liable for the misconduct alleged.” (opinion text)

“Upon review, this Court finds that the complaint fails to state a claim upon which this Court may grant
relief, warranting dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6).” (opinion text)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that on June 11, 2025, he submitted a lease application to Defendants along with what he
described as a valid payment instrument. He alleged that Defendants refused to accept or return the instrument
and offered housing to another person while ignoring his application and payment. Plaintiff characterized the
conduct as violations of the Uniform Commercial Code, discrimination, breach of fiduciary duty, commercial
fraud by omission, and civil-rights violations, but supplied no additional factual allegations supporting those
theories.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on July 9, 2025, after allegedly submitting a lease application and payment instrument to
Defendants. He asserted six state and federal causes of action and sought damages and execution of a lease. The



court granted Defendants' motion to dismiss without prejudice, gave Plaintiff one opportunity to amend, and
denied Plaintiff's emergency motion as premature and unsupported.
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