UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

FLORIDA, TAMPA DIVISION

Feaster v. Electrolux Consumer Products, Inc.

Case No. 8:25-cv-00910-JLB-NHA (M.D. Fla. Jan. 23, 2026) - No. 8:25-cv-00910-JLB-NHA - Decided January

23, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida partially granted Electrolux

Consumer Products, Inc.'s motion to dismiss a putative class action arising from the alleged explosion

of a Frigidaire oven's glass door. The court dismissed the implied-warranty claims as barred by a one-

year warranty limitation, rejected the fraudulent concealment and FDUTPA dismissal arguments,

allowed the unjust enrichment claim to proceed, and dismissed the declaratory-relief claim for lack of

standing.
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Plaintiff brought a putative class action asserting implied-warranty,
fraudulent-concealment, FDUTPA, unjust-enrichment, and
declaratory-relief claims. Defendant moved under Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss the amended complaint.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim
for relief. The court may consider an attached document that is central
to the claim and undisputed without converting the motion to one for
summary judgment.
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UESTIONS PRESENTED

Whether the one-year limitation on implied warranties was unenforceable as substantively

unconscionable.

. Whether the amended complaint adequately pleaded fraudulent concealment and FDUTPA claims under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 8(a)(2), 9(b), and the applicable Florida-law requirements for duty,

reliance, and causation.

. Whether the FDUTPA claim failed because no actionable conduct occurred in Florida or because

FDUTPA imposes geographical or residential restrictions.

. Whether the unjust-enrichment claim was premature or unavailable because plaintiff allegedly had an

adequate remedy at law or an express contract.

. Whether plaintiff had Article III standing to seek declaratory relief based on an alleged possibility that
she would purchase another oven if the defect were repaired.

OLDINGS

The amended complaint did not plausibly allege substantive unconscionability. Because Florida law
requires both procedural and substantive unconscionability, the one-year limited warranty barred the

implied-warranty claims in Counts I, II, and VI, which were properly dismissed with prejudice.

. Counts IV and V adequately pleaded fraudulent concealment and FDUTPA claims. At the motion-to-
dismiss stage, the court was required to accept the allegations that the oven was defective and that

Electrolux concealed the defect as true and draw reasonable inferences in plaintiff's favor.

. The fraudulent-concealment claim adequately alleged a duty to disclose and reliance, and the FDUTPA

claim adequately alleged causation. Plaintiff was not required to identify a specific statement on which
she relied, and reliance is not an element of FDUTPA.

. The unjust-enrichment claim in Count III survived dismissal. The adequacy-of-a-legal-remedy argument

was premature because an unjust-enrichment claim is not extinguished until the existence of an express

contract is established.

. Plaintiff lacked Article III standing to seek declaratory relief because her alleged future injury was

conjectural. Her prior purchase and alleged past injury did not establish a substantial likelihood of future
injury, and the allegation that she might purchase another oven if the defect were fixed did not identify

concrete plans or a specific time for purchase.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The substantive unconscionability analysis focuses on whether the terms of the contract are “so

3959

‘outrageously unfair’as to ‘shock the judicial conscience. (Discussion § I)

“Rule 9(b) is satisfied if the complaint sets forth (1) precisely what statements were made in what documents
or oral representations or what omissions were made, and (2) the time and place of each such statement and
the person responsible for making (or, in the case of omissions, not making) [the] same, and (3) the content of
such statements and the manner in which they misled the plaintiff, and (4) what the defendants obtained as a

consequence of the fraud.” (Discussion § I1.B)

“Such ‘some day’ intentions—without any description of concrete plans, or indeed any specification of when
the some day will be—do not support a finding of the ‘actual or imminent’ injury that our cases require.”
(Discussion § IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Peggy Feaster purchased a Frigidaire electric range from Home Depot in Florida on July 26, 2022. In November
2024, after approximately two years of use, the oven door suddenly shattered, covering her kitchen floor with
glass. Feaster alleged that defects in the oven glass, including nickel sulphate impurities and the use of weaker
soda-lime glass, made the door susceptible to violent breakage, and that Electrolux knew of and concealed the
alleged defects. The oven included a one-year limited warranty that restricted implied-warranty claims to one

year after purchase.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed an amended complaint after an oven's glass door shattered. Defendant moved to dismiss. The court
granted the motion in part and denied it in part, dismissing Counts I, II, VI, and VII with prejudice, while

allowing Counts III, IV, and V to proceed. Defendant was ordered to answer within twenty-one days.
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