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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that Lumax Industries failed to plead sufficient facts to
support piercing the corporate veil against Mary Carol Aultman. Allegations that Aultman operated
MCA alone and unjustly sought corporate protection were insufficient because one-person control is
not, by itself, a basis for disregarding the corporate entity, and the latter allegation was merely a legal
conclusion. The court reversed the Superior Court and vacated the judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint adequately pleaded facts sufficient to state a claim for piercing MCA's corporate
veil and withstand a demurrer.

2. Whether allegations that Aultman was the only person involved in MCA's operations and was unjustly
seeking corporate protection were sufficient to impose individual liability for MCA's debts.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a legally sufficient claim for piercing MCA's corporate veil because it
alleged no material facts showing undercapitalization, failure to observe corporate formalities,
commingling of corporate and personal affairs, fraud, or comparable conduct.

2. A demurrer admits well-pleaded material facts and fairly deducible inferences, but it does not admit
conclusions or averments of law; a demurrer should be sustained when the complaint clearly fails to
state a claim under any theory of law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the purpose of testing the legal sufficiency of the challenged pleading a preliminary objection in the
nature of a demurrer admits as true all well-pleaded, material, relevant facts” (41)

“We note at the outset that there is a strong presumption in Pennsylvania against piercing the corporate veil.”
(42)

“The corporate veil will not be pierced in this jurisdiction absent the factors of the sort expressed in Kaites,
supra.” (43)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lumax Industries manufactured fluorescent fixtures, and MCA, Inc. ordered fixtures that Lumax delivered to
third parties. MCA defaulted on its payment obligations, leading Lumax to sue Mary Carol Aultman individually
as MCA's owner and operator for approximately $86,304.60. Lumax alleged only that Aultman was acting on
her own behalf while seeking corporate protection and that she was the only person actively involved in MCA's
day-to-day operations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

MCA ordered fluorescent fixtures from Lumax and failed to pay for goods delivered to third parties. Lumax sued
MCA and Aultman, alleging that Aultman was individually responsible for MCA's debts. The trial court denied
Aultman's demurrer, the jury found for Lumax, and the Superior Court affirmed the denial of the demurrer. The



Supreme Court reversed the Superior Court and vacated the judgment because the complaint's two relevant
allegations were insufficient to plead veil piercing.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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