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Carson vs. Friday

The rule of law
The dog bit statutes make contemplation of three parties included in dogs' bite action, including the person bitten by the dog, the dog's principal owner. On some occasions, the secondary owner of the dog is harboring the dog. On these facts, the statutes are making prohibition against the dog's caretaker from making any act of suing against non-negligence major legal owners of dogs from suing the actual owner for any damage that will happen upon him.
Fact

Respondent by the name Friday owns two breeds of dogs, the German shepherd and retriever mixed dogs named Lady and Lucky. In January 2002, Friday employed the Hot dog Groomer to give bath the dogs nails cut by the contractor; the appellant Carlson in the month of march started working at Friday's place as a contractor. His role was to Groom dogs at the hot dog as per training done for three months grooming the dogs and muzzling them whenever they showed aggression. She learned to contract and transport the dogs to local centenarians when they required attention on medication.

June the same year, Friday went back to hot dogs, bathing them and have nails cut by Carlson, this time as the independent contractor. When they arrived, Carlson made kennels of dogs. When she completed grooming the other pets, Carlson started leading Lucky from the kennel to the bathing area. After bathing Lucky, Carlson placed him on the cart after finishing the grooming process (Richards & DeMicco, 2015). She used the towel to dry the dog, and Lucky enjoyed the services, but instantly Carlson started pulling his cart to the drying path. The dog made a bit on Carlson’s face, which caused stitching, which is extensive, and many scars were left on his face visible.
Issue
Could the district court have made a mistake as a matter of law in giving the respondent a motion summary judgment based on a legally drawn conclusion that Carlson was the secondary owner of the dog of the respondent’s dog under the statutes s 347.22?
Opinion and decision

The law states that when the dog's secondary owner has been attacked by the dog and has obtained the injury, it will not sue the primary owner for their misfortunes in mishandling the dogs. Therefore, in this case, we maintain that the dog kept for secondary ownership under the dog's statute biting accepted managing, controlling, and caring for the dog. It is an exercise like that of the primary legal owner then. In that situation, Carlson becomes the dog's secondary owner since he is an independent contractor taking care of the dogs. Carlson accepted that he was temporarily taking care of the dog and had agreed to bathe the dogs and even cut their nails; therefore, he made the charge to decide that Carlson was the legal secondary owner of the dogs. The appellant was in the custody of the respondent's dogs to be the secondary owner under the statutes s34722 (2004). The dog biting statutes; therefore, the district court did not make any error by granting the respondent the motion of a summary judgment and clearing that the district court was right without any biases and prejudice.
Effect on the business and society

 Under any situation, the employees should be educated on the legal laws. Ensure that after giving the employees education, there should be a written consent paper that will protect your businesses after understanding the law and the consequences. These educations will make society know how to handle their life and activities with their employees for their safety.
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