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SUMMARY

Darlette Mae Ridley was injured when a pit bull owned by Sioux Empire Pit Bull Rescue, Inc. and
temporarily cared for by Susan Tribble-Zacher and Harry Podhradsky escaped its tether and attacked
her at a South Dakota campground. The South Dakota Supreme Court held that the attack was not
foreseeable under the circumstances and affirmed summary judgment for the defendants. The court’s
majority opinion was accompanied by a special concurrence and a dissent.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the circuit court properly granted summary judgment when the evidence, viewed in Ridley's
favor, did not establish a genuine issue of material fact regarding foreseeability or breach of the
defendants' duty of reasonable care.

2. Whether Meadow's pit bull type breed, prior fight with another dog, temporary foster placement, failure
to undergo a two-week shutdown period, or tethering at the campground made an attack on Ridley
reasonably foreseeable.

3. Whether South Dakota law recognizes a breed-specific heightened standard of care for pit bull type
dogs.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was proper because, even viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to
Ridley, no genuine issue of material fact showed that the defendants could reasonably have foreseen
Meadow's attack on a human or otherwise breached their duty of reasonable care.

2. South Dakota law does not impose a breed-specific heightened standard of care based solely on a dog's
pit bull type breed or historical breeding for aggression toward other dogs.

3. The alleged failure to comply with SEPR's two-week shutdown policy did not create a genuine issue of
material fact because the record did not connect that policy violation to a foreseeable attack on a human.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In reviewing a grant or a denial of summary judgment under SDCL 15-6-56(c), we must determine whether
the moving party demonstrated the absence of any genuine issue of material fact and showed entitlement to
judgment on the merits as a matter of law.” (932 N.W.2d at 577)

“Before a defendant can be held liable for negligence, the defendant must have breached a duty of care owed
to the plaintiff.” (932 N.W.2d at 578)

“The law in South Dakota does not support any such breed-specific standard of care.” (932 N.W.2d at 582)

“Even when viewing the facts in a light most favorable to Ridley, there was no indication that it was
foreseeable that Meadow would have attacked Ridley on the morning of August 9, 2015.” (932 N.W.2d at
583)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On August 9, 2015, Darlette Mae Ridley was walking through Newton Hills State Park when Meadow, a pit bull
type dog owned by Sioux Empire Pit Bull Rescue, Inc. and being temporarily cared for by Susan Tribble-Zacher
and Harry Podhradsky, lunged at her. Meadow's collar broke while she was tethered to a tree, allowing her to
reach Ridley, knock her down, and bite her. Ridley sustained cuts, a fractured finger requiring stitches, pain,



medical expenses, and lost wages. Meadow had previously fought with another dog, but the record contained no
evidence that she had dangerous propensities toward humans or that the defendants should have anticipated the
collar's failure or the attack.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ridley sued Sioux Empire Pit Bull Rescue, Inc., Susan Tribble-Zacher, and Harry Podhradsky for injuries
sustained when a dog in their care escaped its tether and attacked her. The defendants separately moved for
summary judgment. After a hearing, the circuit court found no evidence of a lack of reasonable care and granted
all three motions. The South Dakota Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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