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SUMMARY

The Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed dismissal of a negligence complaint against homeowners
arising from injuries caused by an intoxicated minor social guest who later drove a vehicle. The court
held that the complaint failed to allege facts indicating that the homeowners provided or knew alcohol
was provided, knew the minor became intoxicated, and knew or should have known he would soon
drive. The court also affirmed denial of leave to amend because the plaintiff's oral motion was
unsupported by facts justifying amendment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Wyoming law imposed a duty on the Carpenters to protect Daniels from harm caused by an
intoxicated minor social guest under the facts alleged.

2. Whether the district court abused its discretion by denying Daniels's motion for leave to amend the
complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. A mere allegation that parents or homeowners failed to supervise minor social guests does not, without
more, create a duty to protect third parties from harm caused by an intoxicated minor driver. At
minimum, the complaint must allege facts supporting that the defendants provided alcohol to the minor,
or knew or should have known that alcohol was being provided; knew or should have known that the
minor was drinking to the point of intoxication; and knew or should have known that the minor would
soon drive an automobile.

2. The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Daniels's oral motion for leave to amend
because the motion did not identify proposed factual amendments and was an attempt to investigate and
develop a possible claim after the limitations period, rather than a definite request to add allegations that
would state a cause of action.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In other words, the mere failure of parents/homeowners to supervise the minors does not, without more,
create a duty to protect third parties from harm caused by an intoxicated minor driver under these
circumstances.” (564)

“We affirm here because the motion to amend the complaint was not so much a legitimate request to add
allegations that might establish a cause of action as it was an attempt to avoid the statute of limitations while
the appellant belatedly commenced a basic investigation of his own case.” (566)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Teenagers spent the night in a trailer or camper on property owned and occupied by Marilyn and David
Carpenter. Michael Jefferson became highly intoxicated, and he later left the property with other teenagers,
borrowed a car, and drove it at high speed before wrecking; Daniels was injured and Jefferson was killed.
Daniels alleged that the Carpenters negligently failed to control and supervise Jefferson, allowed him to drink
alcohol, and allowed him to leave and drive while intoxicated, but the complaint did not allege facts showing
who supplied the alcohol or that the Carpenters knew Jefferson would soon drive.
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