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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

   Case No: 

      

NANCY PATEL & KRISH CHANDRA 
1179 Whitehall Pointe, 
Dunwoody, GA 30338 

Plaintiffs 
v.  

DAB Inspection and Consulting Services LLC  
107 Carpenter Drive, Suite 260 
Sterling, VA  20164 

Defendant 

SERVE REGISTERED AGENT: 
Vijayalakshmi Murugesan 
42887 Edgegrove Heights  
Ashburn, VA 20148 

BABU RAMARAJ 
23637 Crawford Knoll Ct 
Aldie, VA 20105 

Defendant 

VIJAYALAKSHMI MURUGESAN 
23637 Crawford Knoll Ct 
Aldie, VA 20105 

Defendant 

1:24-cv-859
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COMPLAINT 

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 15 (a), Plaintiffs, Nancy Patel, through undersigned attorneys,  

brings this action against Defendants DAB Consulting Services LLC, Mr. Babu Ramaraj, and Mrs. 

Vijayalakshmi Murugesan, on the grounds and in the amounts set forth herein: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT  

In this complaint, Plaintiffs assert the following causes of action against the Defendants:  

(1) Violations of Virginia Security Laws at VA Code Ann. § 13.1-502, (2) Fraud (Actual and

Constructive and Malice), (3) Breach of Contract and (4) Negligence. Plaintiffs assert damages 

at the end of the counts.  

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff, Nancy Patel is an individual who is a citizen of and resides in the state of Georgia.

2. Plaintiff, Krish Chandra is an individual who is a citizen of and resides in the state of

Georgia.

3. Patel and Chandra are married to each other.

4. Defendant, DAB Inspection and Consulting Services LLC, (hereinafter “DAB”) is an

entity organized under the laws of Virginia.

5. Defendant, Mr. Babu Ramaraj is an individual who is a citizen of and resides in the

Commonwealth of Virginia.

6. Defendant, Mrs. Vijayalakshmi Murugesan, is an individual who is a citizen of and resides

in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

7. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332, this Court has jurisdiction based on diversity of citizenship 

and the amount at stake is more than $ 75,000.  

8. Plaintiffs are citizens of Georgia.  

9. The individual defendants. Ramaraj and Murugesan, are citizens of the Commonwealth 

of Virginia, and they maintain their residence in Loudon County, Virginia, which is also 

their usual place of abode.  

10. The corporate defendant, DAB, is organized in Virginia, its corporate headquarters is in 

Virginia, and is deemed a citizen of Virginia.  

11. DAB is owned by Ramaraj and Murugesan and both individuals are managing members of 

DAB. 

12. Plaintiffs seek damages that exceed $ 75,000.  

13. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(3), venue is proper in the Eastern District of Virginia 

because a substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred in 

the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS  

14. DAB represents on its website that the company provides quality assurance and geo-

technical instrumentation and monitoring services. [https://www.dabconsultingllc.net/.]. 

15. Further the company is licensed, insured, and bonded services company.  

16. DAB also represents that it is engaged in public infrastructure projects in the Washington 

DC metro area.  

17. Defendant Ramaraj was licensed as a professional engineer in Virginia. 
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Sale of Unregistered Securities in Virginia: 

18. DAB is not registered with the State Corporation Commission as a Broker/Dealer or Agent 

to sell securities in Virgnia. [ https://scc.virginia.gov/RegSearches]. 

19. Defendants Ramaraj and Murugesan, who are also not registered as Broker/Dealer or 

Agents to sell securities in Virgnia.  

20. On August 7, 2023, the three Defendants sold a Promissory Note to Plaintiffs (hereinafter 

Promissory Note”). [Exhibit 1]. 

21. Plaintiffs paid Defendants $200,000 as it was required under the Promissory Note.  

22. The Promissory Note is not registered as a security with the State Corporation Commission 

of Virginia.  

23. In the Promissory Note, Defendants promised to pay back Plaintiffs by September 30, 

2025, a maturity period of 25 months.  

24. The Promissory Note offered to also pay an incredible amount in interest payment during 

the course of the maturity period - $144,000 or Seventy Two Percent (72%) in interest 

payments alone. 

25. In the Promissory Note, Defendants claim they are insured in section 15 of the Agreement.  

26. The United States Securities and Exchange Commission provides the following guidance 

on its website captioned “Broken Promises: Promissory Note Fraud”: 

Investors purchase the promissory notes, enticed by the promise of a high, fixed-rate 
return – up to fifteen or twenty percent – with a very low level of risk. The promissory 
notes may appear all the more attractive because the seller falsely claims that they're 
"guaranteed" or insured. And few investors ask tough questions about these investments 
because they know and trust the sellers, insurance agents with whom they've done 
business in the past.  
 

27. Defendants made two payments to Plaintiffs pursuant to the Promissory Note - $6,000 on 

November 1st and then another $6,000 on December 1st, 2023. 
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28. Defendants have failed to make e any other payments to Plaintiffs pursuant to the terms of 

the Promissory Note. 

29. Defendants have sold or offered for sale similar promissory notes to other persons. 

30. Defendants have used group meetings, and electronic communications such as emails, 

texts, and telephone calls, and other similar means to pitch and sell these promissory notes.  

31. In or around September 2022, Defendants held a group meeting at their offices and over 

Zoom to solicit these promissory notes.  

32. This meeting was attended by Mr. Kiran Dandu, a friend of the Plaintiffs. 

33. Defendants sold the instant Promissory Note to Plaintiffs via use of emails and texts 

messages. 

34. On information and belief, Defendants have solicited these promissory notes to more than 

thirty-five (“35”) individuals.  

 

Material Representations and Concealment by Defendants: 

35. During the September 2022 meeting at DAB offices, Defendants represented that DAB 

needed funds to obtain bonds for construction projects that the company had secured with 

the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

36. Defendants displayed visual Power Point type slides and spread sheets about the business 

to demonstrate that DAB was in good financial condition.  

37. At this September 2022 meeting, Defendants never disclosed any financial statements 

concerning DAB or the investments they were selling.  

38. Subsequent to attending the September 22, 2022, group meeting, Mr. Dandu purchased a 

promissory note from Defendants.  
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39. In or around   July 2023, Defendants sold another promissory note to Kiran Dandu.  

40. Once again as in September 2022, Defendants represented to Mr. Dandu that they needed 

funds to obtain bonds for contracts and that DAB was in good financial condition.  

41. In August 2023, Mr. Dandu referred Mr. Krish Chandra to Defendants   

42. Defendants contacted Mr. Chandra via telephone and email and solicited investments from 

Mr. Chandra and Mrs. Patel.  

43. In these communications and meetings, Defendant Ramaraj represented that Krish and 

Nancy could invest in the August raise; and welcomed the couple to the DAB family.  

44. Defendant Ramaraj had direct contact with Mr. Chandra via email, texts, and telephone 

calls. 

45. To induce Plaintiffs to invest in DAB and execute the Promissory Note, Defendant Ramaraj 

and DAB represented that DAB was then in a sound and healthy financial condition, and 

that the Company had secured contracts for which it needed additional funding for the 

contract bonds. 

46. To further entice Plaintiffs to invest, Defendants offered an immense, too good to be true, 

$144,000 dollars in interest payment or Seventy Two Percent (72%) in interest payments 

to be paid during the course of the maturity period.  

47. Defendants represented that there was no reasonable possibility that Plaintiffs investment 

would result in any financial losses and that the only reasonable possibility was that 

Plaintiffs would realize profits. 

48. At no time during the course of these communications did Defendants provide Mr. Chandra 

or Mrs. Patel with a financial statement showing the true state of DAB’s business and/or 

financial condition.  
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49. On August 7, 2023, Plaintiffs purchased the Promissory Note that Defendants themselves 

had authored and drafted.  

50. Defendants only identified Mrs. Patel as the lender in the document, but they knew the 

$200,000 belonged to both husband and wife, Mr. Chandra, and Mrs. Patel.  

51. Defendants never disclosed to Plaintiffs that the Promissory Note investments were not 

registered with Virginia’s State Corporation Commission.  

52. Defendants never disclosed to Plaintiffs that they were not licensed by the Virginia’s State 

Corporation Commission. to offer or sell Promissory Note securities.  
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COUNT 1 
VIOLATIONS OF THE VA SECURITY LAWS 

 
53. The aforementioned paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference as if fully stated.  

54. VA Code Ann. § 13.1-501 identifies a promissory note as a security.  

55. Pursuant to Va Code Ann. § 13.1-501, any person engaged in the business of selling any 

type of note or security is a Broker-dealer.  

56. Defendants are Broker-dealers(s) in that they collectively have conducted sales of security 

as well as have solicited offers for the sale of securities.  

57. It is unlawful for any person transacting business in Virginia as a Broker-dealer unless he 

or she is duly registered with the State Corporate Commission. VA Code Ann. § 13.1-504 

(A).  

58. None of the Defendants are registered as Broker-dealer(s) in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia.  

59. It shall be unlawful for any person to offer or sell any security unless the security is 

registered in the Commonwealth of Virginia. VA Code Ann. § 13.1-507.  

60. Defendants have not registered the Promissory Note as a security in Virginia.  

61. VA Code Ann. § 13.1-502 deems the following kinds conduct unlawful: 

It shall be unlawful for any person in the offer or sale of any securities, directly or 

indirectly, 

(1) To employ any device, scheme, or artifice to defraud, or 

(2) To obtain money or property by means of any untrue statement of a material fact or any 

omission to state a material fact necessary in order to make the statements made, in the 

light of the circumstances under which they were made, not misleading, or 
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(3) To engage in any transaction, practice or course of business which operates or would 

operate as a fraud or deceit upon the purchaser.  

62. Defendants, and each of them, directly or indirectly, employed a device or scheme to 

defraud Plaintiffs; made untrue statements of material facts; omitted to state material facts 

necessary to make the statements that defendants made to Plaintiffs, in light of the 

circumstances under which they were made, not misleading; and engaged in acts, practices, 

and a course of business that operated as a fraud and deceit on Plaintiffs in connection with 

the offer and sale of a security.  Defendants thus violated VA Code Ann. § 13.1-502.  

63. Defendants have collected $ 200,000 from Plaintiffs by means of several untrue statements 

such as selling her unregistered security, by unregistered persons, and by withholding 

material information that impacted the security.  

64. Defendants act of selling the Promissory Note while at the same time failing to disclose 

material facts to Plaintiffs constitutes deceit upon the purchaser.  

65. Plaintiffs relied on Defendants actions to wire $ 200,000 to Defendants.  

66. Plaintiffs have been harmed due to Defendants actions.  

67. WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs seek recovery in the form of damages as identified below in the 

Damages section.  

 

COUNT 2 
FRAUD (Intentional Misrepresentation and Malice)  

 
68. The aforementioned paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference as if fully stated.  

69. Under Virginia, the elements of fraud are defendant made false representations of a 

material fact, made knowingly, in the case of actual fraud, or made negligently, in the case 

of constructive fraud; reliance on that false representation to [the injured party's] detriment; 
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and resulting damage. Neal v. Sec'y of Dep't of Veterans Affs., 79 Va. App. 1, 893 S.E.2d 

397 (2023). 

70. Fraud is (1) a false representation, (2) of a material fact, (3) made intentionally and 

knowingly, (4) with intent to mislead, (5) reliance by the party, and (6) resulting damage 

to the party who is misled. Prospect Development Co., Inc. v. Bershader, 258 Va. 75, 85, 

515 S.E.2d 291 (1999).  

71. Deliberate and knowing concealment of material facts by the defendant constitutes 

fraudulent misrepresentation. Doe by & Through Doe v. Baker, 299 Va. 628, 857 S.E.2d 

573 (2021).  

72. In order for nondisclosure to constitute fraud, there must be a “suppression of facts which 

one party is under a legal or equitable obligation to communicate to the other, and which 

the other party is entitled to have communicated to him.” Id. 

 

Knowing and Intentional Material Non-Disclosures 

73. Defendants have never disclosed they were unregistered to sell or offer securities in 

Virginia.  

74. Defendants have never disclosed that the security itself was unregistered.  

75. Defendants have never disclosed any material information related to the security including 

audited financial statements that would have Plaintiffs’ decision to convey $200,000 to 

Defendants.  

76. Pursuant to VA Securities Act at. Va Code Ann. § 13.1-501 et seq., and Va Administrative 

Code at 21 VAC 5-30-10 et seq., Defendants had a statutory duty to disclose these material 

facts to Plaintiffs.  
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77. These misrepresentations or non-disclosures by the Defendants were material and false. 

78. Defendants knew they and the Promissory Note were not registered with the State 

Corporation Commission.  

79. Defendants as owners and managing members of DAB have always known the true 

financial condition of their business and other material information related to the business.  

80. Defendants had several opportunities to disclose these facts to Plaintiffs, but they 

repeatedly failed to do so through the course of their communications and as part of the 

closing of the Promissory Note transaction.  

81. Defendants intended to deceive Plaintiffs to induce her to invest $ 200,000.  

82. Defendants had knowledge of all material facts in their possession, and they reasonably 

knew that had they disclosed these facts, Plaintiffs would have never invested her family’s 

hard-earned monies with Defendants. 

83. Plaintiffs relied on Defendants action to wire $200,000 to Defendants.  

84. In addition to the material non-disclosures, Defendants affirmatively misrepresented that 

they would use Plaintiffs’ monies to obtain contract bonds and that DAB was in sound and 

healthy financial condition.  

 

Knowing and Intentional Material Affirmative Misrepresentations 

85. Defendants also knowingly and falsely represented they would pay her $144,000 in interest 

payments over a 2-year period.  

86. Defendants also misrepresented the DAB’s financial condition and that Plaintiffs’ monies 

were going to be used to obtain contract bonds.  
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87. Plaintiffs did not know that these representations alleged in this complaint were untrue at 

the time they were made. In reliance on the misrepresentations of Defendants and in 

ignorance of the true facts, Plaintiffs executed the Promissory Note and wired   $ 200,000 

to Defendants.  

88. Defendants intended to mislead as they knew they had made false statements in the 

Promissory Note; additionally, Defendants had a duty to disclose material information 

about the Company which only they knew but kept hidden from the Plaintiffs.  

89. As a direct and proximate result of the misrepresentations, concealment, and fraud of 

Defendants, Plaintiffs suffered loss and damage as identified in the Damages section 

below.  

 

Actual Malice &Recklessness: 

90. Punitive damages are allowable only where there is misconduct or actual malice, or such 

recklessness or negligence as to evince a conscious disregard *351 of the rights of 

others.’ City-to-City Auto Sales, LLC v. Harris, 78 Va. App. 334, 891 S.E.2d 396 (2023).  

91. Defendants sold unregistered securities and themselves were unregistered to Plaintiffs and 

others. Defendants engaged in concealed material facts and made material 

misrepresentation to induce Plaintiffs to wire them $ 200,000. As a result of the willful 

fraud and malice practiced on Plaintiffs by Defendants, Plaintiffs is entitled to punitive 

damages as identified in the Damages section below.  

92. Defendants promising astronomical interest rates, low risk, and that they were insured are 

all hallmarks for promissory note fraud. 
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93. Virginia law defines "Pyramid promotional scheme" means any plan or operation by which 

a person gives consideration for the opportunity to receive compensation a majority of 

which is derived from the introduction of other persons into the plan or operation rather 

than from the sale or consumption of goods, services, or intangible property by a participant 

or other persons introduced into the plan or operation.   VA (Criminal Code) § 18.2-239 

94. On information and belief, Defendants operated a pyramid promotional scheme on 

Plaintiffs. 

95. As a result of the willful fraud and malice practiced on Plaintiffs by Defendants, Plaintiffs 

is entitled to punitive damages as identified in the Damages section.  

 

COUNT 3 
BREACH OF CONTRACT  

 
96. The aforementioned paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference as if fully stated.  

97. Defendants and Plaintiffs entered into a signed written agreement, the Promissory Note.  

98. Defendants have signed and notarized the document in their individual and corporate 

capacity.  

99. As per the agreement, Plaintiffs performed; she conveyed $ 200,000 to Defendants.  

100. The agreement requires Defendants to pay Plaintiffs $6000 per month due 30th calendar 

day of each month beginning October 2023 to September 2025.  

101. Defendants have failed to make payments from December 2023 to the present.  

102. On February 7, 2024, Plaintiffs provided a notice to cure but Defendants have failed to 

cure.  

103. Defendants are in default on the Promissory Note.  

104. As a result. Plaintiffs have been harmed.  
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105. WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs seek damages as identified below in the Damages section.  

 

COUNT 4 
NEGLIGENCE   

 
106. The aforementioned paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference as if fully stated.  

107. To allege a claim of negligence, Plaintiffs must show (1) defendant owed a duty to the 

Plaintiffs; (2) defendant breached the duty; and (3) Plaintiffs suffered injury that was 

proximately caused by the breach.  

108. Defendants engaged in a transaction to sell a security in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

109. As required by 21 VAC 5-30-10, Defendants had a duty of care to produce audited 

financial statements as well as financial information related to the security to Plaintiffs as 

required by 21 VAC 5-30-10.  

110. As alleged in the sections above, Defendant breached these duties including but not 

limited to failing to disclose financial statements and information.  

111. Plaintiffs have suffered harm due to Defendants’ actions and their breach of duty.  

112. WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs seek damages as identified below in the Damages section.  
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DAMAGES & OTHER RELIEF 

113. The aforementioned paragraphs are incorporated herein by reference as if fully stated.

114. For all Counts, Plaintiffs seek a judgment for the full amount of damages of at least

$188,000, plus pre-judgment interest for all amounts due, and post judgment interest at the

same rate, and all such further relief as this court seems just and proper; AND

115. For Count 1, pursuant to VA Code Ann. § 13.1-522, Plaintiffs seek an additional amount of

six (6%) percent interest annually.

116. For Counts 1 and 2, Plaintiffs additionally seek attorney fees and costs incurred for this

lawsuit.

117. For Count 2, Plaintiffs additionally seek punitive damages against Defendants in an

amount of $996,000 or as determined at trial by jury.

118. For Count 3, Plaintiffs seek an additional interest in the amount of $ 144,000.

119. Plaintiffs have and continue to incur other financial harm in that they lost profits or have

lost opportunities to realize monthly income from the amounts that were appropriated by

the Defendants.

JURY DEMAND 

Plaintiffs demand a trial by jury as to all issues raised in this case. 
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