UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

VIRGINIA, ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

Nader Afgan, et al. v. Marco G, LLC, et al.

Afgan - No. 1:25-cv-02452 (AJT/LRV) - Decided May 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia granted defendants’ motion to

dismiss plaintiffs’ civil RICO claim arising from alleged deficient and unlicensed architectural and

renovation services. The court held that plaintiffs failed to plead a RICO enterprise distinct from the

defendants and the alleged racketeering activity. The court declined supplemental jurisdiction over the

remaining state-law claims and dismissed them without prejudice.
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Plaintiffs brought a civil RICO claim and related state-law claims.
Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6). The court granted the motion as to the RICO claim and
declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining

state-law claims.

On a motion to dismiss, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes the facts in the light most favorable to
the plaintiffs. The complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to

state a claim that is plausible on its face.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a civil RICO enterprise distinct from the defendants and

distinct from the alleged pattern of racketeering activity.

2. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims after
dismissing the only claim within its original federal-question jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to plausibly allege the existence of a RICO enterprise because the alleged
enterprise consisted of the same persons and entities alleged to have violated RICO and its alleged
affairs were not distinct from the alleged pattern of racketeering activity. Count I was therefore

dismissed for failure to state a claim.

2. After dismissing the only claim over which it had original federal-question jurisdiction, the court
declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the remaining state-law claims and dismissed those
claims without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To survive a motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state
a claim that is plausible on its face.’”

“A RICO plaintiff “must allege and prove the existence of two distinct entities: a person; and an enterprise

that is not simply the same person referred to by a different name””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs retained defendants to provide architectural design and renovation services for their Virginia home.
They alleged that defendants misrepresented their architectural credentials, operated without required
registration and licensure, failed to obtain required permits, and used unqualified contractors. The renovation
allegedly resulted in serious structural, electrical, plumbing, safety, and construction defects, causing plaintiffs

substantial financial losses and other harms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia alleging that defendants
operated a fraudulent architectural and renovation-services scheme. The RICO claim supplied the sole basis for

original federal-question jurisdiction, while the remaining claims were based on state law and supplemental



jurisdiction. After a hearing on March 9, 2026, the court dismissed the RICO claim for failure to plead a distinct
RICO enterprise and dismissed the state-law claims without prejudice under 28 U.S.C. § 1367(c)(3).
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