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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Wyoming affirmed a district court judgment concerning the scope and use of a

recorded access easement. The court rejected challenges based on res judicata, collateral estoppel,

judicial estoppel, and claim splitting, and held that the easement could not be unilaterally expanded or

restricted through a recorded affidavit, locked gates, or warning signs. The court also upheld injunctive

relief protecting the appellees' use of the easement.
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Appeal from a district court judgment granting the Delines declaratory
and injunctive relief concerning the scope and use of a recorded
easement, rejecting a recorded affidavit affecting title, and enjoining

interference with the easement.

Following a bench trial, factual findings are reviewed under the clearly
erroneous standard and legal conclusions de novo. Declaratory
judgment proceedings are reviewed as other civil actions; questions of

law are reviewed without deference and upheld only if correct.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Delines' claims were barred by claim splitting, judicial estoppel, collateral estoppel, or res

judicata based on earlier easement and private-road litigation.

2. Whether the district court improperly applied Lozier v. Blattland Investments, LL.C in interpreting the

scope of the 1979 easement.

3. Whether the Delines' use of the easement to reach adjoining fishing-club lands and to connect with the

private road impermissibly expanded the dominant estate.

4. Whether the district court properly granted declaratory and injunctive relief against Gray's recorded
affidavit, restrictive signs, and locking of easement gates.

HOLDINGS

1. The Delines' claims were not barred by collateral estoppel or res judicata because the prior litigation
concerned the validity and location of the easement, not the scope of the Delines' use of it to reach

adjoining fishing-club lands and related recreational areas.
2. The rule against splitting causes of action did not bar the Delines' action.
3. Judicial estoppel did not apply.

4. The district court properly considered the circumstances surrounding creation of the easement and
historical use to determine its scope, and properly concluded that the Delines' uses were reasonable and

consistent with the easement's language and purpose.

5. The Delines did not impermissibly expand the dominant estate because they used the easement to access

and enjoy the dominant estate, Lot 5, rather than to serve an additional dominant estate.

6. Unilateral relocation of an easement is not permitted absent an express provision in the granting

instrument.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The general rule, which we adopt here, is that unilateral relocation of an easement is not permitted, absent

an express provision in the granting instrument.” (190 P.3d at 147)

“The uses the Delines make of the easement are reasonable in every respect, given the language used in the
written conveyance.” (190 P.3d at 156)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Delines purchased the former Hill residence and thereby acquired the appurtenant benefits of a 1979
recorded easement across property owned by R.C.R. and Gray. The easement had historically been used to
access the residence and, consistent with the residence's purpose as part of a fishing club, to reach adjoining
fishing-club lands and related recreational areas. Gray disputed that use, recorded an affidavit limiting the

easement to the 150-by-150-foot residence lot, locked gates, and posted signs threatening to treat travel beyond



the lot as trespassing. The Delines sought declarations concerning the easement and private road and an

injunction against Gray's interference.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Delines filed an action for declaratory and injunctive relief after Jon Gray recorded an affidavit purporting
to restrict their use of a 1979 easement, locked gates, and posted restrictive signs. Following hearings and a
bench trial, the district court ruled that the Delines' historical use of the easement did not violate its terms, that
their use of the private road was permissible, that the affidavit was void and ineffective against their property
interests, and that Gray and R.C.R. were enjoined from interfering with the easement. The Wyoming Supreme
Court affirmed.
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