
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

Lawrence D. Wood v. Jeff Swickard, et al.
Wood · No. 3:25-cv-00175-SLG · Decided February 4, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Alaska granted Jeff Swickard and Swickard
Management Company’s motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6). The court
held that the complaint did not sufficiently allege a basis for imposing liability on those defendants
through piercing the corporate veil under Alaska law and improperly grouped the defendants together.
The court granted the plaintiff 30 days to file an amended complaint or voluntarily dismiss the claims
against those defendants.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants Jeff Swickard and Swickard Management Company
moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to dismiss the
removed complaint for failure to state a claim. The court granted the
motion as to those defendants but allowed Plaintiff 30 days to file an
amended complaint or a notice of voluntary dismissal.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the plaintiff's favor, but the
complaint must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible
claim for relief. The court may not consider allegations supplied for
the first time in opposition briefing.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint stated a plausible claim against Jeff Swickard and Swickard Management
Company under Rule 12(b)(6).

2. Whether the complaint adequately pleaded facts supporting piercing Swickard Palmer, LLC's veil under
Alaska law.

3. Whether Plaintiff should receive leave to amend the deficient complaint.

4. What requirements should govern any amended complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to clearly articulate a cognizable basis for holding Jeff Swickard or Swickard
Management Company liable for the alleged conduct of Swickard Palmer, LLC, and therefore failed to
state a claim against them under Rule 12(b)(6).

2. The complaint did not plead sufficient facts to support piercing Swickard Palmer, LLC's veil under
either Alaska's misconduct standard or its mere-instrumentality standard as to Jeff Swickard or SMC.

3. Leave to amend was appropriate because amendment was not shown to be futile.

4. Any amended complaint must replace the prior complaint in its entirety, include all claims Plaintiff
wishes to pursue, identify each defendant's specific conduct and injury separately, remain within the
scope of the case, contain a short and plain statement, and be signed by Plaintiff.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Construing the Complaint in the light most favorable to Plaintiff, the Court finds that the Complaint fails to
plead factual allegations demonstrating that the misconduct standard or mere instrumentality standard should
be applied to Jeff Swickard, individually, or to SMC.” (Discussion § I)

“Jeff Swickard and SMC’s Motion to Dismiss at Docket 10 is GRANTED.” (IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED
¶¶ 1-3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that he brought his 2002 Buick to Swickard GMC of Palmer for service and that service
personnel failed to communicate effectively, failed to provide timely cost estimates, and performed unauthorized
work, causing economic and emotional damages. The complaint appeared to identify Swickard Palmer, LLC as
the entity that accepted the vehicle, but it did not clearly identify the contractual or tortious role of Jeff Swickard
or Swickard Management Company. Plaintiff sought vehicle-restoration costs, unexpected expenses, emotional-
distress damages, and punitive damages, and attempted to hold Mr. Swickard and SMC liable through a
corporate-veil-piercing theory.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff originally filed the action in the Alaska Superior Court for the Third Judicial District at Palmer.
Defendants removed the case to federal court on diversity-jurisdiction grounds. Swickard Palmer, LLC filed an
answer, while Jeff Swickard and Swickard Management Company moved to dismiss. The court found the
complaint deficient as to the latter defendants but granted leave to amend.
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