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Waldron, Doleac,Boynton, Scott, P.A.,Woodman & of Portsmouth
0Christopher E. on orally),Grant the brief and for the plaintiffs.

Devine, Branch, (DonaldP.A.,Millimet & of L.Manchester Smith on
the orally),brief and for the defendant.

Bassett, Kukesh,J. The plaintiffs, Scott Eric Kulberg, Jeremiah
Turner,Murphy, and Gregory appeal an order of the Superior Court

J.)(McHugh, dismissing defendant, Mutrie,their claim that Beverlythe P.
individually Trust,and as trustee of the P.Beverly Mutrie Revocable
engaged in reckless and wanton misconduct that resulted in beingtheir

injuredshot and herby plaintiffs argueson. The that the trial court erred
(1)by: allowing “reckless,not their claim to proceed under the wanton or

(2010) (amended 2013)willful of exceptionacts misconduct” to RSA 507:8-h
(the (2)Rule”); (3)writ;“Firefighter’s considering facts outside their

(4)denying them á full opportunity discovery;for and to holdfailing the
defendant liable as a owner forproperty allowing criminal conduct to occur
on her affirm.property. We



78

orders or arefrom the trial court’sfacts are derivedfollowingThe
four officerswhopoliceThe areplaintiffsdrawn from the record.otherwise

that thereportshad receivedpoliceThedrugserved on a task force.
activityin at aillegal drug29-year-old engagedson wasdefendant’s

thebyThe is ownedpropertywhere he lived.in Greenlandproperty
Trust, is the trustee.of which the defendantBeverly P. Mutrie Revocable

a warrantto serve search12,2012, attemptingthe wereApril plaintiffsOn
ofDuring the executionproperty.son at the Greenlandon the defendant’s

Hewarrant, injured plaintiffs.shot and thethe defendant’s sonthe search
then took his own life.

defendant, in asindividually capacityand hersued theplaintiffsThe
that was forinjuries, alleging responsiblesheto recover for theirtrustee

thatbecause, information and belief’knowledge,“with theinjuriestheir
recklessly wantonlyandactivity,in criminal she “didengagedher son was

subject propertyto take at theactivity placecriminal and conductallow...
wantonly recklessly sup­andindirectlyand anddirectlyand otherwise

subjectatactivity property.”criminal theported and facilitated [her son’s]
dismiss, claimasserting plaintiffs’to that thedefendant filed a motionThe

Firefighter’sRule. See RSA 507:8-h. Theby Firefighter’sis barred the
(1987),Tasker,Rule, preventsin v. 129N.H. 467adopted Englandwhich we

in a action when the officer’srecovering negligenceofficer frompolicea
officialrequiredconduct that the officer’sinjuries byare caused the same

Tasker, upon public policyat 468-72. The rule rests129 N.H.presence.
to confront crisesfirefighters paidand “areconsiderations: Police officers

citizenry,” and “it isby uncircumspectcreated anallay dangersand
acompensate public safetycitizen tofundamentally unfair to ask the

officer, injuriesa time fortaxpayer expense,at secondalready engaged
to undertakevery paidthe service which he isperformingsustained while

Found.,v. Eli & Bessie Cohen 166 N.H.for the citizen’s benefit.” Boulter
omitted).(2014)414, (quotations418-19

507:8-h;Rule in 1993. RSAFirefighter’scodified the SeelegislatureThe
Boulter, plaintiffsin effect at the time the166 N.H. at 419. The statute

provided:their claimbrought

technicians .. . officersFirefighters, emergency policemedical
action forofficers shall have no cause ofpublic safetyand other

which created theinjuries negligent particu-from conductarising
However, thisengagement.lar occasion for the officer’s official

of action for unrelateddoes not affect such officer’scausessection
engage-the officer’s officialoccurring duringconductnegligent

conduct, reckless,ment, oror for or for wantonnegligentother
willful acts of misconduct.
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507:8-h, that,RSA I. The defendant argued assumingeven that all of the
true,inallegations plaintiffs’the writ were didthey not establish that the

defendant’s conduct fit within the inexception the statute precluding
“reckless,application of the rule for orwanton willful acts of misconduct.”

Id. The defendant further that plaintiffscontended the could not show that
her injuries.conduct caused their plaintiffs objected,The thatarguing the
defendant’s conduct-fit exception.within the In objection,their the
plaintiffs additionalalleged writ,facts that had not been inreferenced their

that,including assertions thatdespite knowing her son was inengaged
conduct,illegal cars,the defendant himprovided housing,with financial

— —assistance theincluding payment legalof his defense costs and
weapons.

Ruling dismiss,on the motion to the trial court that ifnoted the plaintiffs
succeeded “in claimstating a for reckless and wanton conduct on the
defendant’s part... the Fire[fighter’s] Rule not be applicable.”[would] The

would,trial court decided that it “in judicialthe interest of economy,”
allegationsconsider the in the writ as well as the additional facts submitted

by the parties because the plaintiffs’ writ did not any“contain facts
indicating how” the defendant “recklessly and wantonly andsupported
facilitated” her son’s Accepting plaintiffs’activities. the allegations “as true
and viewing them in the light most favorable to the plaintiffs,” the trial

that,court concluded although the plaintiffs’ “allegations sufficiently estab-
thelished] defendant’s of herknowledge son’s criminal activities and

behavior,”potentially violent they could not thatestablish she acted
recklessly. The trial court thatexplained allegationsthe that the defendant

provided cars,had her son housing, assistance,with and financial and also
paid his legal defense costs were insufficient to asupport finding of reckless
or wanton conduct because that assistance did not “enable to[her son]
shoot the norpolice,” Therefore,did it “contribute to his decision to do so.”

concluded,the trial court the defendant could “reasonablynot be consid-
ered to have unjustifiablecreated or contributed to an risk of harm to
others.”

In regard allegationto the that providedthe defendant her son with
weapons despite knowing that he was in criminalengaged activity, the trial

that,court explained thisalthough allegation potentially“could establish a
behavior,”claim for reckless and wanton plaintiffs “affirmativelythe did not

allege that the defendant withprovided weapons that were used[her son]
Rather,injureto the plaintiffs.” “they several speculativema[d]e claims

that maythe defendant provided weaponshave her son with that he in turn
may injurehave used to the trialpolice.” The court observed that these
claims were merely“not facts” but “assumptions.”
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plaintiffsto theevidentiary hearing provideanThe trial court scheduled
affirmative evidence to demon-presentan to “sufficientopportunitywith

providedthat the defendant owned andprobabilitystrate with reasonable
son], injure plaintiffs.”then those to the Theguns gunsto who used[her

and was not rescheduled.plaintiffs’ request,was continued at thehearing
the trialUltimately,motion to dismiss.The defendant twice renewed her

that,motion, concluding plain-because thegrantedcourt the defendant’s
andany evidence that the defendant had ownedidentifytiffs had failed to

them,injure plaintiffsto the could notthe that her son usedprovided gun
reckless, wanton, misconduct,in or willfulengagedthat the defendantshow

Rule. ThisFirefighter’s appealto avoid dismissal under therequiredas
followed.

frompreventedthat the trial court themplaintiffs argueThe first
nature of the knowl-“developing [defendant’s]the evidence of the entire

facilitation,information, and communicationsprotectionedge, support,
activity [property”to the criminal at therelating long-termwith [her son]

(1) of the defendant’s bankcompel discoverywhen it: denied their motion to
records, of for her son’spaymentaccount documentation the defendant’s
defense, son’s health care providers;criminal and information about her

(2) a for thequash subpoenaand the defendant’s motion togranted
responds plaintiffsrecords. The defendant that “thetelephonedefendant’s

case,”in thatdiscoveryto conduct this and theample opportunityhad
to leadby plaintiffs reasonablyinformation the “was not calculatedsought

evidence, the trial court’s ...discovery especially givento the of admissible
nothousing,that cars and financial assistance couldfinding providing

reckless, or willful misconduct.”support findinga of wanton
ofmanagement discoverya trial court’s decisions on the and“Wereview

an exercise of discretionadmissibilitythe of evidence under unsustainable
(2013).735,165 738 ‘We will notStompor,standard.” Petition N.H.of

trial court’s order absent an unsustainable exercise of discre-disturb the
standard, thatplaintiffstion.” Id. To meet this the must demonstrate the

to theruling clearly prejudicetrial court’s was untenable or unreasonable
of their case. Id.

fail to this Neither theplaintiffsWe conclude that the meet burden.
sought by plaintiffsnor the information thesubpoenaed telephone records

reasonablyin motion to can be found to be calculated to leadcompeltheir
discoveryto of admissible evidence the narrow issue then beforegiventhe

— affirmativeprovidethe trial court whether the could “sufficientplaintiffs
the that herprovided gunevidence” to show that the defendant owned and

Jackson,BearingsN.H. Ball v. 158injure plaintiffs.son used to the See
(2009)421, 429 to a and(“Although discovery givenN.H. rules are be broad



81

liberal the trial court has discretion tointerpretation, determine the limits
discovery.”).of we cannot thatAccordingly, conclude the trial court

unsustainably exercised its discretion when it plaintiffs’denied the motion
compel,to or when it the motiongranted quash plaintiffs’defendant’s to the

subpoena for telephone records.

The plaintiffs next contend that the trial court improperly converted
the defendant’s motion to dismiss into a motion for summary judgment by
considering disagree.facts outside the writ. We The plaintiffs themselves
submitted additional facts that were not incontained their writ. Conse­
quently, plaintiffs’the to the trialchallenge court’s treatment of the
pleadings is inconsistent with intheir submission of facts addition to their

Eastman, (1986).807,writ. See Chasam v. DistrictVillage 128 N.H. 813of
in“Having acquiesced the procedure employed, plaintiffsthe cannot now

object Moreover,to the form of the trialproceeding.” Id. the court did not
treat the dismissal motion as a summary judgment motion. It simply

noted,considered additional factual allegations. Finally, as the trial court it
accepted the plaintiffs’ allegationsaffirmative “as true and inthemview[ed]

light Thus,the most plaintiffs.”favorable to the the plaintiffs received the
benefit of the presumption theyto which were entitled. See Plaisted v.

(2013)LaBrie, 194, 195165 N.H. (stating standard of review for motion to
dismiss). we inAccordingly, find no error the trial court’s consideration of
facts outside of the writ.

plaintiffsThe next that trialargue the court erred when it dismissed
claim,their that itconcluding did not fit within the toexception the

reckless, wanton,Rule forFirefighter’s or willful misconduct. See RSA
In dismiss,507:8-h. trialreviewing grantthe court’s of a motion to we

— here,plaintiffs’consider whether the allegations supplemented byas
—additional facts are reasonably susceptible of a construction that would

(2011).permit 362,recovery. Brady,Chatman v. 162 N.H. 365 We review
the trial applicationcourt’s of the law to the facts de novo. Id.

The that inplaintiffs contend our decision Amica Mutual Insurance Co.
Mutrie, (2014),v. 167 N.H. 108 is dispositive of whether their claim fits

“reckless,within exceptionthe to the Rule for orFirefighter’s wanton
that,willful acts.” See RSA 507:8-h.The assert when concludedplaintiffs we

reckless,in Arnica that the defendant’s and wanton“alleged knowing,
support and facilitation of her criminal . . . wasdrug activityson’s

Amica, 114,we, effect,inherently injurious,” 167N.H. at in also determined
that the acts of inalleged the defendant the instant case were reckless. The
defendant counters that Arnica onbearinghas no the outcome here

—because it a plaintiffs’ allegedaddressed distinct issue whether the writ
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policiesof the insurancecoverage languagethat fit theconduct within
with the defendant.agreethe Weby defendant.purchased

hadArnica, only question plaintiffsthe of whether theIn we considered
requiredto be an “occurrence” as wasfacts that could be construedalleged

subject policies.terms of the insurance Seecoverageto under thetrigger
“andefined an “occurrence” as accident.”policiesid. at 111.The insurance

omitted). thatplaintiffs allegedIn their the hadpleadings,Id. (quotations
activity,in drugof her son’s involvement dangerousthe defendant knew

indirectly wantonly recklessly sup­and and“directlyand that she and
omitted). the truth(quotation Assumingfacilitated” it. Id. at 113ported and

determining coverage,for of wepurposeof the in the writ theallegations
in positiona person [the defendant’s]concluded that “because reasonable

alleged knowing,harm would result from herwould know that some
reckless, drugfacilitation of her son’s criminalsupportand wanton and

and, therefore,inherently injurious,activity, conduct was[the defendant’s]
Therefore,Id. at 114. we held thatbe considered accidental.”not][could

necessary triggeran ‘occurrence’as is to“her conduct not constitute[did]
Moreover, ruling, specificallyId. in so wecoverage [policies.”under the

ofthe facts relevant to the “ultimate determination [thestated that
to the narrow issue before theliability” were “irrelevantdefendant’s]

Co., 257,Id.; 131 N.H.Fidelity Guarantycourt.” see v. U.S. &Jespersen
(1988) in isliability underlyingthat insured’s ultimate suit(concluding261

defend). Thus,duty to in Arnica wedeterminingirrelevant to insurer’s
indi­“directlythe that the defendant andaccepted plaintiffs’ allegation
drugfacilitated”rectly wantonly recklessly supported illegaland and and

omitted).Amica,activity. (quotation167 N.H. at 113

contrast, here, whether, uponIn are asked to determine based thewe
cars,weapons, housing,that her son withprovidedassertion the defendant

reckless, wanton,assistance, in orengagedand financial the defendant
Co.,507:8-h;willful acts of misconduct. see Beane v.Dana S. Beane &RSA

(2010) dismiss,708, to(stating'that deciding160 711 when motion theN.H.
merelyin writ thataccept allegations“trial court need not the are

—omitted)). Arnica,In did not decide(quotationconclusions of law” we
— now us: whether theimplicitly questioneither or the beforeexplicitly

conduct, if to fit within the to thealleged proven, exceptioncould be deemed
Rule, claimallowing plaintiffs pursue againstthus the to theirFirefighter’s

the defendant. See RSA 507:8-h.
“reckless,in orengagedThe that the defendant wantonplaintiffs argue

when, that inknowing engagedwillful acts of misconduct” her son was
cars,him andactivity, provided housing, weapons,criminal she with

argument,financial 507:8-h. In of their thesupportassistance. RSA



(1989). case,plaintiffs rely Migdalon v. 132 N.H. 171 In that aStamp,
15-year-old child who lived with his wasparents involuntarily hospitalized
after he ransacked and vandalized family Migdal,the home. 132 N.H. at

day173. The after he was from the hospital parents’released into his
custody, he took “approximately eight guns and 500rounds of ammunition”
from an unsecured cabinet ingun throughoutthe home and fired them the

injuredhouse. Id. He then shot and a police respondedofficer who to the
scene. Id. The officer sued the forparents failing properly superviseto
their child. Id. at 173-74. The moved forparents summary judgment,
asserting the Rule as a Id. atFirefighter’s defense. 174.

In we thatMigdal, Firefighter’sobserved the Rule does not bar police
—officers from pursuing claims of reckless conduct “conduct evincing

of or‘disregard consequencesindifference to under circumstances involving
”others,todanger safetylife or of no harm was atalthough intended.’ Id.

(5th 1979)).176 (quoting BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY 1142-43 ed. We
concluded that allegationsthe officer’s that the toparents “failed seek
recommended medical treatment” for their son and allowed him access to

ammunition,”array“an of firearms and despite knowledgetheir that their
instabilities,”sufferingson “was from mental and emotional had “exhibited

dangerous propensities,” and had ransacked and vandalized the house the
before,day were “sufficient to establish a claim of orreckless wanton

held, therefore,conduct.” Id. We that the Rule did notFirefighter’s bar the
claim against parents.officer’s the Id.

plaintiffs case, that,The contend that Migdal “veryis similar” to this and
therefore, the trial court iterred when concluded that the defendant’s
conduct did not fit within the exception Firefighter’sto the Rule. The
plaintiffs also assert that the trial court iterred when used the 2009Black’s
Law definition of inDictionary analysis,“reckless” its rather than the
standard for in Migdal.recklessness set forth BLACK’S LAWCompare
Dictionary (9th 2009)1385 ed. “reckless” as(defining conduct “[charac-

by unjustifiableterized the creation of a substantial and risk of harm to
by risk”),and a . . . disregardothers conscious for or indifference to that

Migdal,with 132N.H. at 176.We are not convincedthat there is a material
definitions; however,difference the two aassumingbetween even that

exists,meaningful consequencedifference it is of no because we conclude
that, definition, fitallegedunder either the defendant’s conduct does not

exception Firefighter’swithin the to the Rule.
The factual in the presentdifferences between the circumstances case

and those in are the inMigdal readily apparent. parents MigdalUnlike
home,whose minor son lived in their the defendant did not live with her

son,29-year-old and there is no that the defendant exercisedallegation
Further,control over his actions. id. at 173. in theMigdal, parents’See
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alone in the houseemotionallyto their unstable minor sondecision leave
in access to thedirectly gainingresulted their sonwith unsecured firearms

Thus,at 176. there wasinjure plaintiff.that used to the See id.weapon was
of or to“disregardthe indifferenceparents’a causal connection between

injuries.actions and the officer’s See id.of theirconsequences”[the]
omitted).(quotation

contrast,Here, in that the defendant knew of her son’sassumingeven
anyin have not identifiedactivity, plaintiffsinvolvement criminal the

indirectly indirectlythat the defendant’s actions or resulted theirevidence
identify supportsfailed to evidence that theirinjuries. plaintiffsThe have

provided any weapons duringthat the defendant her son withallegation
weaponsthat he at the Greenland let alone the thatproperty,the time lived

Nonetheless, theshooting.had in his at the time of thepossessionhe
maintain that the fact that the confiscated andplaintiffs police weapons

yearstwoapproximatelyammunition from the defendant’s residence
thatthe occurred is sufficient to show the defendantshootingbefore

Instead,persuaded. agreeher son with We are not weprovided weapons.
weaponswith the trial court that the “seizure does not allow the Court to

inany weapon possessionconclude that the of the defendant’s sonlogically
Indeed,byto him her.” theyears suppliedtwo later must have been

weaponnow concede that “the used to shoot was not”plaintiffs [them]
byowned the defendant.

ifAdditionally, plaintiffs’ remaining allegations, proven,the factual even
insufficient to that the defendant’s conduct caused theare establish

observed,trial court the conductplaintiffs’ injuries: correctly allegedas the
itpolice,“did not enable defendant’s to shoot the nor did[the son]

Indeed,to do so.” that the togiven plaintiffscontribute to his decision went
a result of their that the defendant’sproperty suspicionthe Greenland as

in criminal and in his itengaged activity weapons possession,son was had
that the defendant could have thespeculation prevented plaintiffs’is sheer

cars,injuries housing,had she refused to and financial assistance toprovide
her son.

in that were toruling Migdal plaintiffs’ allegationsOur the “sufficient
a claim and wanton conduct” the alsoagainst parents,establish of reckless

dutyturned on the fact that the owed a of care to theimplicitly parents
176; Helms, 222, 224Migdal, 132 N.H. at see Macie v. 156 N.H.plaintiff.

(2007) (“The closelyof and causation are andconcepts duty legal related
omitted)).together.” (quotationmust be considered and brackets Because

thatthey responsiblewere for their minor son’s care and knew he “was
from and exhibitedsuffering dangerousmental emotional instabilities and

176,N.H. at had a topropensities,” Migdal, parents duty prevent132 the
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(SECOND)causing bodilytheir son from harm. See RESTATEMENT OF TORTS

(1965)§ 316 (parents dutyhave to “exercise inreasonable care” controlling
child); §minor at (Dutyid. 319 of Those in Charge of Person Having

Dangerous Propensities). The ofscope parents’ dutythe of care was
by risks,defined what if any, were reasonably foreseeable under the

particular Macie, Thus,circumstances. See 156N.H. at 224. because it was
reasonably that leavingforeseeable their emotionally unstable minor son

inalone the house with “access to an ofarray dangerous firearms and
ammunition” would inresult their son shooting person,another the parents

dutyowed a of care to the plaintiff. Migdal, 132 N.H. at 173 (quotation
omitted).

Here, however, the defendant did not owe a duty of care to the
plaintiffs. Her son was an adult at Moreover,the time of the shooting. when
the provided cars,defendant her son housing, assistance,with financialand
she reasonably“could not perceivedhave that the series of events would
occur that did,”and [her would take the actions causingson] he the
plaintiffs’ Macie,injury. 226;eventual 156 N.H. at see Palsgraf Longv.

(N.Y.Co., 1928)99, 100Island R. 162 N.E. (stating personthat a only has
a duty preventto harm resulting from risks that “reasonable vigilance”

perceive).could Accordingly, given the differences between the circum­
in here,stances Migdal and the circumstances disagreewe with the

plaintiffs that Migdal requires us to conclude that their claim fits within the
exception to the Firefighter’s Rule.

plaintiffsThe next argue that the arisingdefendant’s duties out of her
ownership of the propertyGreenland compel the conclusion that her
alleged reckless, wanton,conduct fits within the or willful acts toexception
the Firefighter’s disagree.Rule. We

We have recognized three limited exceptions generalto the thatrule
private citizens are not responsible for the unanticipated criminal acts of

“(1)third parties: where there is a special betweenrelationship parties;the
(2) where special circumstances exist including situations where the
defendant’s acts ancreate especial temptation and for theopportunity

(3)misconduct;criminal or where duty voluntarilythe is Berryassumed.”
v. York,Inc.,Watchtower Bible and Tract Society 407, 412New 152N.H.of
(2005) omitted).(quotation plaintiffs, citingThe and v.Berry Iannelli
Burger King Corp., (2000),145 argueN.H. 190 that “specialthe circum­

exception appliesstances” here.
In weBerry, explicitly observed that the “special circumstances” excep-

tion does not give rise to individual in thatliability situations the individual
“did not create and over which no control.” 152Berry,[she] exercise[s]
N.H. at 415. ‘Without sufficient control that would rise to a agive duty,
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failure toliability preventimmune from civil forcitizen should beprivate
Iannelli, that a restaurant hadacts of others.” Id. In we heldcriminal[the]

itan assault on its becausepatrons premisesa to fromduty protect
over the andproperty,and affirmative controlindependentexercised

Iannelli,harm. 145to alleviate” a foreseeable risk of“unreasonably failed
N.H. at 194-95.

here, injuriescontrolling: plaintiffs’are not theBerry and Iannelli
no that theproperty, allegationon residential and there isoccurred

Further,over her son’s behavior. as wedefendant exercised control
cars,above, andalleged provision housing,the defendant’s ofobserved

defendants,to son the norshootingfinancial assistance neither led her
not thatAccordingly, persuadedto his decision to do so. we arecontributed

propertyrole as the owner of the where her son livedthe defendant’s
give dutya circumstance” sufficient to rise to a to“specialconstituted

her son’s criminal act.prevent
Thus, injured inplaintiffs responding [their]because the were “while

[theyof for whichcapacity very typeto the situationprofessional were]
Boulter, omitted),166N.H. at 420 andcope,” (quotationand trained topaid
to facts sufficient to establish that thethey allegebecause have failed

“reckless, willful,”wanton or we hold thatallegeddefendant’s conduct was
it that the claim wasplaintiffs’the trial court did not err when concluded

507:8-h.by Firefighter’sbarred the Rule. RSA

improvidentlythat we would andFinally, significantlywe observe
ifliabilitythe of for the acts of their adult children we wereexpand parents

Generally, parents arearguments by plaintiffs.to the advanced theadopt
See, Marnell,v.e.g., Aliotonot for the acts of their adult children. 520liable

(Mass. 1988)1284, 1286 duty superviseno to and(finding parentalN.E.2d
Dolezel,with Reinert v.“emancipated parents);control adult son” who lived

1985)(Mich.148, duty to control childApp. (parents’383 N.W.2d 151 Ct.
adult); Hartsock, 512,an Hartsock v. 592N.Y.S.2dends when child becomes

1993) (“Inasmuch righthave no to controlparents legal513 Div. as(App.
activities, cannot be held liable for those activi­theytheir adult child’s

(Second) §....”); (statingof Torts 316 that “[a]ties Restatementcf.
a to reasonable care so to control his minordutyis under exerciseparent
added)). liability parents merely uponon based(emphasis Imposingchild”

adult childrenhousingof financial assistance or to theirprovisiontheir
an adult childeffectively supportingforce to choose betweenparentswould

liability by abandoningfromshieldingfor whatever reason and themselves
choosingthe of how and whereoptionthat child. “Families would lose

for, to riskthey willingadult child will be cared unless aretheir... troubled
Comment, When Doesliability Morgridge,full for their child’s actions.”
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Parental End?:Liability Holding Parents Liable the Acts Theirfor of
Loy.Children,Adult 335, (1990).22 U. Chi. L.J. 356 “The ofdanger

imposing liability on parentsthese is the possibility that society will punish
parents who are totrying care for their troubled adult children.” Id. We

plaintiffs’decline the invitation to expand parent’sa liability in asuch
manner.

Affirmed.

Dalianis, C.J., HICKS, CONBOY,and Lynn, JJ.,and concurred.
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