


























 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse 
Transportation Servs. LLC, 2026 WL 
1189933 (May 1, 2026) (DR pending)
A footnote in Pannell v. Shannon, 425 
S.W.3d 58, 75 n.15 (Ky. 2014) left open 
the question whether the doctrine of 
piercing the corporate veil applied to 
limited liability companies



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

In 2013, the unanimous Supreme Court 
said: “The doctrine can also apply to 
limited liability companies.”
  Turner v. Andrew, 413 S.W.3d 272, 
277 (Ky. 2013)



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

In 2014, the unanimous Supreme Court 
said our jurisprudence “assumes the 
doctrine of veil piercing even applies to 
limited liability companies . . . .
  Pannell v. Shannon, 425 S.W.3d 58, 
75 n.5 (Ky. 2014).



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse
“While several decisions have assumed 
that it does . . . , the question appears to 
have been raised in only one case, . . . 
which ultimately avoided the question 
by applying Ohio law, which does allow 
veil piercing of LLCs.”  
                    Id.



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

“There are, of course, strong arguments 
for why LLC veil piercing should not be 
allowed ... even when corporate veil 
piercing is viable in the jurisdiction . . . .” 
                     Id.



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

“Unlike those prior cases . . . , Lummus's 
argument places the issue squarely 
before us.  Thus, our answer here cannot 
be read as dicta.” 
               Lummus



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

In 2008, an unpublished opinion, Barone 
v. Perkins, said the personal liability 
language allowing piercing of 
corporations was not present in the LLC 
law.  On that basis, we held the LLC 
could not be pierced.



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

Next general assembly, the legislature 
reacted by adding the very same 
language to the LLC law.



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse

That was the most persuasive indicator 
of legislative intent, and we took the 
hint in Lummus.  The LLC veil can be 
pierced.



 Lummus Corporation v. Lighthouse
However we warned, “caution must be 
taken when applying the doctrine to 
LLCs . . . because certain provisions of 
Chapter 275 may negate factors 
considered part of the analysis when 
applied to corporations organized 
under KRS 271B.010 et seq





















 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson, 2025-
CA-0605-OA, 2025 WL 3038895 (Ky. App. 
Oct. 31, 2025) (writ, on appeal)



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson, 2025-
CA-0605-OA, 2025 WL 3038895 (Ky. App. 
Oct. 31, 2025) (writ, on appeal)

JHPDE sued real party in interest, 
Huffman, to collect $15K in credit card 
debt. 



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Trial court entered summary judgment 
for JHPDE on May 19, 2023.

The judgment was then final and 
appealable.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman filed no CR 52 or 59 post-
judgment motions to suspend 30-day 
appeal period.

Trial court lost jurisdiction, on May 29, 
2023, ten days after judgment.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Question:

What kind of jurisdiction did the trial 
court lose?



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Answer:  Particular case jurisdiction.

Ten days after judgment, “the court 
loses jurisdiction of the cause.” 
    Van Arsdale v. Caswell, 311 
S.W.2d 404, 406 (Ky. 1958).



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Question: 

Who had jurisdiction beginning 10 days 
after judgment, and for the next 20 
days?



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Answer: 

No one, for as long as Huffman failed to 
invoke the COA’s jurisdiction.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman never invoked COA jurisdiction 
by filing a notice of appeal.

The judgment became final and non-
appealable 30 days after judgment.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Obedient to KRS 426.030, JHPDE waited 
10 days (actually 87 days) after the 
judgment to begin collection efforts.

Wage garnishment first ; then non-wage 
garnishment.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

JHPDE pursued collections efforts by 
invoking the trial court’s subject matter 
jurisdiction over this particular collection 
case pursuant to KRS 425.001—427.990 
et seq. (Title XXXIX)



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman did not avail himself of the 
provisions of Title XXXIX seeking to 
quash or otherwise challenge the 
garnishments.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

The nonwage garnishment yielded the 
full judgment.

JHPDE filed a Satisfaction of Judgment.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Without citing a rule, Huffman, pro se, 
filed a collateral attack on the summary 
judgment.

Trial court denied motion without citing 
a rule.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Question:

Did the trial court have jurisdiction to 
entertain the motion?



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Answer:

It lost particular case jurisdiction but has 
subject matter jurisdiction to entertain a 
collateral attack on its judgment.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman hired an attorney who served 
discovery requests on JHPDE.

JHPDE did not respond because service 
was on the wrong counsel.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Motion to compel followed but was 
never properly served.

JHPDE did not appear at that hearing.

Trial court granted motion to compel.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

When JHPDE counsel figured out what 
was happening, she tried to resolve it 
outside of court via email.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

“I am reaching out to you about your 
motion to compel, I am a bit confused 
as to why such a motion was filed, since 
this case has been settled and file 
closed for some months. Was this 
perhaps filed in the wrong case?”



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman’s counsel did not respond.

He filed a motion for sanctions, also not 
properly served.

The hearing on sanctions proceeded. 



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman’s counsel moved orally for an 
order setting aside the judgment and for 
refund of all garnishment proceeds.

Trial court entered an order granting 
that oral motion.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Huffman then brought a new lawsuit 
claiming violation of the Fair Debt 
Collection Practices Act and claiming 
conversion.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

JHPDE removed that new case to 
federal court.

JHPDE sought a writ of prohibition with 
the COA in the old case.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

COA held: trial court lacked particular 
case jurisdiction after May 29, 2023.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

“Once lost, jurisdiction must be invoked 
anew, independently of the previous 
action that has achieved finality.” 
    Pavkovich v. Shenouda, 280 
S.W.3d 584, 588 (Ky. App. 2009)
 



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

“Subject matter jurisdiction of a 
particular case can be ‘invoked anew’ if 
the law says it can.”



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Whatever “residual jurisdiction remain[s] in 
the trial court under these circumstances is 
limited in scope to consideration of only 
specifically authorized matters.” Young v. 
Richardson, 267 S.W.3d 690, 696 (Ky. App. 
2008).



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Examples include CR 60.01 and CR 60.02.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

“[T]here are statutes in Kentucky that 
specifically grant a trial court continuing 
jurisdiction over a particular case after a final 
judgment . . . such as in child custody and 
certain probationary matters.” Buster v. 
Commonwealth, 381 S.W.3d 294, 304 (Ky. 
2012).



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

JHPDE invoked the trial court’s jurisdiction 
anew pursuant to Title XXXIX.

But the trial “court's subject matter jurisdiction 
is limited to the express authority granted in 
the legislative scheme of Title XXXIX.”



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

Nothing in Title XXXIX authorized the trial court 
to set aside the summary judgment in a prior 
case that achieved finality.  

The trial court erred by entertaining Huffman’s 
collateral attack.  



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

To be clear, Huffman did not pursue CR 60.02 
relief.  However, he remains free to pursue 
that relief to the extent it is available.



 JHPDE Finance I, LLC v. Gibson
 (writ, on appeal)

JHPDE’s writ petition was granted.

The trial court is prohibited from enforcing its 
order setting aside the judgment and refund 
of the satisfaction of the judgment by lawful 
garnishment.



The Court’s patience is not boundless
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