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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania grants Ahmad Williams’s
motion to amend his complaint to add Malaika Williams as a plaintiff and assert a loss-of-consortium
claim. The court grants in part and denies in part A-G Eagle Construction LLC’s motion to dismiss,
allowing the plaintiffs’ Pennsylvania Unfair Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law, breach of
contract, unjust enrichment, and negligence claims to proceed while dismissing their Magnuson-Moss
Warranty Act, Pennsylvania Commercial Code, fraudulent misrepresentation, negligent
misrepresentation, and negligent infliction of emotional distress claims. The dispute arises from an
allegedly defective roof repair performed after the plaintiffs engaged A-G Eagle through Thumbtack,
Inc.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff Ahmad Williams filed statutory, contract, and tort claims
against A-G Eagle Construction LLC and Thumbtack, Inc. A-G Eagle
moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), and
Williams moved to amend the complaint to add Malaika Williams as a
plaintiff and assert a loss-of-consortium claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and determines whether they plausibly state a claim
for relief, disregarding mere legal conclusions and threadbare recitals.
Leave to amend under Rule 15(a) should be freely granted when
justice so requires, unless amendment would be inequitable or futile.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether leave to amend should be granted under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(a).

2. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated claims against A-G Eagle for violation of the
Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act.

3. Whether the Pennsylvania Commercial Code applied to the roof-repair transaction.

4. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated a claim under the Pennsylvania Unfair Trade Practices
and Consumer Protection Law.

5. Whether the amended complaint plausibly stated claims for breach of contract, unjust enrichment,
negligence, fraudulent misrepresentation, negligent misrepresentation, negligent infliction of emotional
distress, and loss of consortium.

HOLDINGS

1. Leave to amend was warranted because the proposed amendment was not shown to be futile, prejudicial,
dilatory, or made in bad faith, and it arose from the same core facts as the original complaint.

2. The Magnuson-Moss Warranty Act claims were dismissed because the plaintiffs did not purchase a
qualifying consumer product; the roof replacement and integrated building materials were part of a real-
property repair service.

3. The Pennsylvania Commercial Code claims were dismissed because the transaction predominantly
involved the rendition of roofing services rather than a transaction in movable goods.

4. The Pennsylvania Unfair Trade Practices and Consumer Protection Law claim survived dismissal
because the complaint plausibly alleged that the roof repair was purchased primarily for personal,
family, or household use.

5. The breach-of-contract and unjust-enrichment claims survived dismissal because the complaint plausibly
alleged an agreement and breach, while uncertainty about the existence and scope of the contract
permitted unjust enrichment to be pleaded in the alternative.

6. The negligence claim survived because the alleged duty, breach, causation, and damages were sufficient
to state a plausible claim. The loss-of-consortium claim also survived because it was based on the
adequately pleaded underlying negligence claim.

7. The fraudulent misrepresentation, negligent misrepresentation, and negligent infliction of emotional
distress claims were dismissed without prejudice.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“We grant Mr. Williams’s motion to amend and allow several of his and his wife’s claims into discovery.” (at
3)

“Thus, A-G Eagle did not demonstrate prejudice.” (at 5)

“Therefore, we will not dismiss plaintiffs’ claim under the UTPCPL on this ground.” (at 12)

“For the reasons stated above, only plaintiffs’ claims under the UTPCPL, breach of contract, unjust
enrichment, negligence, and loss of consortium survive.” (at 19-20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ahmad and Malaika Williams alleged that A-G Eagle repaired the roof of a property that served both as their
residence and as rental property after the services were arranged through Thumbtack. About a year after the
repair, the roof collapsed, damaging furniture, flooring, electronics, and the property's rental and utility value. A-
G Eagle allegedly failed to return to repair the roof despite repeated requests, and an independent contractor
advised that the entire roof required replacement. The amended complaint asserted statutory, contract, and tort
claims, including claims based on the warranty, defective workmanship, property damage, and resulting
emotional and marital harms.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed suit on July 10, 2025. Thumbtack moved to compel arbitration, but that motion was denied
without prejudice; Thumbtack appealed and matters concerning Thumbtack were stayed. A-G Eagle moved to
dismiss, after which Williams moved for leave to amend. The court granted leave to amend and granted A-G
Eagle's motion to dismiss in part and denied it in part.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiffs were granted leave to amend, and they were given 14 days to make any final amendments.
The UTPCPL, breach-of-contract, unjust-enrichment, negligence, and loss-of-consortium claims proceed into
discovery; the remaining claims were dismissed without prejudice.
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