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ZAHRA, P.J. (concurring in part and dissenting in part).

| concur in al aspects of the majority opinion except the conclusion that there was
sufficient evidence to hold Delegrange Homes, Inc., liable for the actions of Delegrange
Remodeling, Inc., on a piercing of the corporate veil theory (section VI of the majority opinion).
The trial court erred in concluding that Delegrange Remodeling, Inc., was a subsidiary of
Delegrange Homes, Inc. Delegrange Homes, Inc., did not own stock in Delegrange Remodeling,
Inc. Thus, the lack of corporate formality, the lack of capital, and the failure of Delegrange
Remodeling, Inc., to obtain licensing to construct residential homes in Michigan cannot form a
basis on which to impose liability against Delegrange Homes, Inc. See Seasword v Hilti, Inc
After Remand), 449 Mich 542, 547; 537 NW2d 221 (1995) (“It is a well-recognized principle
that separate corporate entities will be respected.”) Plaintiffs contracted with Delegrange
Remodeling, Inc. Plaintiffs did not assert a separate cause of action for fraud, misdealing, or
misrepresentation against Delegrange Homes, Inc. Thus, assuming there are sufficient facts to
pierce the corporate veil of Delegrange Remodeling, Inc., plaintiffs’ remedy islimited to the



stockholders of Delegrange Remodeling, Inc.—defendants Dalman and Yoder. Plaintiffs have
no remedy against Delegrange Homes, Inc. | would vacate the judgment entered against
Delegrange Homes, Inc.

/! Brian K. Zahra



