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Pets Put Their Trust in Us – 
Put Them in the Trust: 
Default Provisions that Protect Pets
By Rebecca Wrock

Estate planning attorneys have the opportunity to ensure that pets are protected when 
their owners pass away or become incapacitated. 

Some clients go to an attorney specifically with this objective or enthusiastically climb 
on board when it is suggested. There are many options available to these clients, includ-
ing pet trusts, powers of attorney for pet care, and pet care wallet cards. Other clients may 
not consider planning for their pet to be a priority, may not have any pets at the time of 
executing their estate plan, or may not believe that there is anyone who can care for their 
pet in the event that they are not able to do so themselves. This article will discuss what 
the estate planning attorney can do to protect pets in these situations. 

Default Provisions
For clients who love their pets but don’t consider planning to be a priority, or for 

clients who do not have pets at the time of executing their estate plan but who could have 
pets subsequently, default provisions can offer extra protections for pets. These provisions 
may be added to trustee powers in the clients’ trust, personal representative powers in the 
clients’ wills, and agent powers in the clients’ durable power of attorney for both finances 
and healthcare. 

The provisions relating to trusts and wills, examples of which are included in the boxes 
within this article, are designed to give basic protections to pets who haven’t otherwise 
been expressly provided for. These protections include the power of the trustee or personal 
representative to arrange for temporary care of any pets until they can be placed with a 
permanent caretaker, to arrange for a veterinary exam in order to assess health and return 
any pets to a healthy condition at the expense of the trust or residuary estate, to pay for 
the cost of food and other necessities at the expense of the trust or residuary estate, to 
ensure that multiple pets stay together whenever possible, and to ensure that the only 
instance in which a pet is euthanized is upon a determination by the pet’s regular veteri-
narian that continuation of life would only result in suffering for the pet. 

Similarly, the provision relating to financial durable powers of attorney is designed to 
allow the agent to ensure that pets are cared for during periods of the client’s incapacity, 
or, if the power of attorney is immediately effective, upon the client’s unavailability. 

The provision relating to healthcare powers of attorney is not as obviously related to 
pets, though it is easily applied for their benefit. Imagine a client taken to a hospital or 
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Co-Editor’s Note

Welcome to the first issue of the Newsletter for 2016 and our first issue in our 
20th Anniversary Year.  The Section had its organizational meeting at the 

1995 State Bar of Michigan Annual Meeting.
Our lead article is on default provisions of pet trusts and protecting pets in 

estate planning by Rebecca Wrock.  (Rebecca earned the Wanda Nash Award from 
the Animal Law Section in 2014.)  We have articles on many other topics such 
as an update on the Nonhuman Rights Project (which we have been covering in 
recent issues), pet related tax deductions, information about the new FBI report-
ing of animal abuse crimes, information about the Attorneys for Animals project to 
increase donations to the Michigan Pet Welfare Trust (Attorneys for Animals is our 
predecessor organization and the Section is supporting the project), recent Animal 
Law News, financial reports for the section, and reports of student activities at two 
of the law schools in Michigan. 

We continue to print the issue in all color including photographs and graphics.  
We are using better quality paper.  This greatly increases the visual appeal of the 
Newsletter.  The photographs are much clearer with this approach.

As always I will close with my standard request, please remember that this is 
your newsletter, too.  Helpful articles are always needed.  In fact, if we can get one 
good main article for each issue, we can do the rest.  Please consider writing an 
article that will be of interest to your fellow Section members.

I have had several members suggest or volunteer articles and I am looking for-
ward to these articles.  We will also continue our occasional articles about individu-
al member activities in animal law in the future.

Donald Garlit, Newsletter Co-Editor
donaldgarlit@yahoo.com 

similar care facility for an extended period, and a pet at home who is clueless as to 
where the client has gone and why he or she has been gone for so long. If the client 
uses the provided space to state his or her preference that the pet be allowed to visit 
the care facility, the care facility may be more likely to allow the pet to visit and 
spend time with the client. In writing such instructions, clients should understand 
that they are bound by the rules of their care facility, and such instructions are not 
determinative. However, knowing the express preferences of the client may tip the 
scales in the client’s favor if a decision maker at a care facility is on the fence about 
allowing such a request.  

Of course, these provisions may be modified to provide extra protection, for ex-
ample, to require a determination by two independent veterinarians, instead of one, 
before a pet may be euthanized. The modifications that can be made are endless, 
and you may want to increase the protections within your default provisions as you 
get a sense of what most of your clients with pets need, because after all, default 
provisions are meant to provide the most favorable outcome to the greatest number 
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of people.  Including these provisions for all clients, and not just those 
with pets, will provide a good foundation of protection for after-ac-
quired pets, as well as then-existing pets who haven’t been planned for. 

While the foregoing is not as favorable as defined provisions spe-
cifically set out by the client, either as a sub trust or as a completely 
separate pet trust, incorporating these provisions will protect all of 
your clients’ pets and will add to the completeness of your clients’ 
estate plans. Most clients who don’t take the time and expense of a 
separate pet trust will appreciate their attorney’s thoroughness and will 
appreciate that their attorney thought to offer their pet(s) minimum 
protections at no extra charge. After all, it only takes the time of add-
ing these provisions into a form bank once to offer these protections 
to every pet of every client. In some cases, clients may be so taken with 
the default provisions that they decide to personalize the provisions, or 
provide additional pet trust style protections after all. 

Counseling Clients
Separate pet trusts, default provisions, or a combination of the 

two, will cover almost every client you could encounter who has a 
pet. Yet, we’ve all seen stories in the news about the elderly widow 
who passes away and directs that her beloved dog be euthanized and 
buried with her. While this scenario is rare, which is perhaps why 
it makes the news when it happens, one has to wonder whether an 
attorney drafted that provision, whether the attorney tried to coun-
sel the client as to other options, and why, ultimately, the attorney 
would include such a wish. 

Fortunately, when such provisions do show up, judges consistently 
strike them out of estate plans as running afoul of public policy. This 
begs the question, why are these clauses still being drafted? After all, 
for most clients, estate planning is undertaken in the first instance 
to avoid probate court – so why draft a clause that is almost certain 
to wind up there? Instead, attorneys should counsel clients as to the 

Provisions to Add to Your 
Documents

(Add to Trustee Powers in Trusts)
“Pets. In the event that the last surviving 
settlor owns one or more pets at his or her 
death, to arrange for the following:

(a)  Temporary Care. Arrange for care of 
Settlor’s pet(s) until permanent arrange-
ments can be made;

(b)  Veterinary Care. Seek veterinary care for 
Settlor’s pet(s) to assess their health and 
return any unhealthy pet(s) to a healthy 
condition;

(c)  Expenses. Charge against the trust the 
reasonable cost of food, veterinary care, 
and other necessities for the pet(s) during 
the time period prior to when the pet(s) 
are placed with their permanent Care-
taker;

(d)  Multiple Pets. Ensure that, in the event 
that the last surviving settlor owns two 
or more pets at his or her death, all pets 
remain together whenever possible; 

(e) End of Life. A pet shall only be eutha-
nized upon the determination of the pet’s 
regular veterinarian that because of an 
incurable health condition, continuation 
of life would only result in suffering for 
the pet. Under no circumstances shall a 
pet be euthanized by reason of the last 
surviving settlor’s death.“

(Add to Agent Powers in Financial 
Durable Powers of Attorney)
“Pets. To arrange for temporary care of my 
pet(s) in my home, including the reason-
able cost of food, veterinary care, and other 
necessities for the pet(s).”
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reality of such a proposed plan and offer as solutions the endless 
alternatives that are available that allow a decedent’s pet to live 
out his or her full natural lifespan. Truly, while the relationship 
between the pet and a new caretaker can never be the same as 
the relationship with the deceased caretaker, it is still possible for 
the pet to find happiness and be well cared for in a new home. 
In most cases, impressing upon the client that the best route is to 
name at least one suitable caretaker followed by a rescue or shelter 
– that is both chosen by the client and willing to rehome the 
pet – as the “last stop” in the succession, will achieve a positive 
outcome for the pet.

In rare cases, our values as animal advocates may require us to 
refuse to draft a provision that puts a healthy pet’s life in jeop-
ardy. We are able to refuse to draft such clauses based upon our 
values pursuant to the Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct 
(MRPC) 1.16(3), which states that a lawyer may withdraw from 
representation if “the client insists upon pursuing an objective 
that the lawyer considers repugnant or imprudent.” Certainly, 
sentencing healthy pets to death falls within this category for 
those of us concerned for their welfare. While we should always 
try to counsel the client as to the many alternatives first, we do 
have MRPC 1.16(3) in the toolbox if the client is insistent upon 
such a course. 

Conclusion
In sum, pet trusts, powers of attorney for pet care, and other 

pet-specific documents should be used whenever possible to 
ensure maximum protection and the most complete estate plan. 
Such documents provide the greatest protection for pets and 
greatest peace of mind for clients. However, at the minimum, de-
fault provisions like those set forth in this article provide certain 
protections for all of your clients’ pets whether they have been 
otherwise provided for or not. These minimum protections are 
not only a great service to your client as an attorney, but a great 
act of kindness to your clients’ pets as an advocate for animals. 

Finally, we have a responsibility not only to refuse to draft 
clauses that would sentence healthy animals to death, but to edu-
cate our colleagues as to why they should refuse, too. 

About the Author
Rebecca Wrock concentrates her practice in estate planning and 

taxation in both Michigan and Florida. She holds a B.S. from the 
University of Michigan, a J.D. from Wayne State University Law 
School, and is currently earning her LL.M. in tax from the Univer-
sity of Alabama School of Law. 

Pets Put Their Trust  ... continued from page 3

(Add to Personal Representative 
Powers in Wills)
“To arrange for the following for any pets I 
may own at my death:
(a)  Temporary care of my pet(s) until perma-

nent arrangements can be made;
(b)  Veterinary care for my pet(s) to assess 

their health and return any unhealthy 
pet(s) to a healthy condition;

(c)  Payment of expenses from my residuary 
estate for the reasonable cost of food, 
veterinary care, and other necessities 
for the pet(s) during the time period prior 
to when the pet(s) are placed with their 
permanent Caretaker;

(d)  For all pets to remain together whenever 
possible, in the event that I own two or 
more pets on the date of my death; 

(e)  Only upon the determination of the pet’s 
regular veterinarian that because of an 
incurable health condition, continuation 
of life would only be sufferable for the 
pet, may my personal representative ar-
range for euthanasia of my pet. Under no 
circumstances shall a pet be euthanized 
by reason of my death.”

(Add to “Instructions to Agent” 
clauses in Healthcare Powers of 
Attorney)
“Without limiting subsequent instructions, oral 
or written, the following shall be considered 
instructions and provisions of this instrument:
____________________________________
____________________________________
____________________________________
____________________________________
___________________________________
____________________________________”
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The Animal Law Section Newsletter has featured ongo-
ing updates regarding the Nonhuman Rights Project 

(NhRP) and its efforts to secure freedom for Leo and Her-
cules, two nine-year-old chimpanzees who have been kept 
since their infancy in a research lab in miserable conditions, 
and Tommy, a chimpanzee who has been kept in a cage for 
decades at a used trailer lot.

Hercules and Leo
Hercules and Leo have been the subjects of invasive 

research at Stony Brook University on Long Island in New 
York since they were three years old.  They were leased to 
Stony Brook University by the University of Louisiana New 
Iberia Research Center.  A researcher in the Stony Brook 
University Anatomy Department has been using Hercules 
and Leo as subjects in a study to determine how humans 
developed straight legs.  The research has involved putting 
wire probes in their muscles and subjecting them to general 
anesthesia numerous times.  They are deprived of the com-
pany of other chimpanzees.  The NhRP filed suit seeking an 
Order to Show Cause pursuant to New York’s habeas corpus 
statute, which was granted by a New York trial court.

At trial, the NhRP prevailed on a number of critical 
arguments, including standing, but ultimately, the court 
dismissed the case because of an adverse New York Third De-
partment intermediate appellate court decision.  The NhRP’s 
appeal has been pending since August 5, 2015.   Even before 
the trial court’s decision, the NhRP has been negotiating 
with the involved parties to rehome the chimps to Save the 
Chimps, a sanctuary in St. Pierce, Florida, which has agreed 
to take them at no charge.

While Stony Brook University announced in late July 
2015 that it would discontinue experiments on Hercules and 
Leo, the New Iberia Research Center has refused to allow 
them to be transferred to the sanctuary.  In November 2015, 
the NhRP wrote an open letter to Louisiana Governor Bobby 
Jindal and University of Louisiana System President Dr. 
Sandra Woodley requesting their assistance and also started a 
petition calling for freedom for Hercules and Leo.

The open letter, petition, and information about how 
to contact Governor Jindal and Dr. Woodley may be found 
here: http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/2015/11/24/

open-letter-and-petition-demand-sanctuary-for-hercules-and-
leo/#comments.

Source: http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/
courtfilings/hercules-and-leo-case/

Tommy
On December 2, 2015, the NhRP filed a new lawsuit 

and request for an Order to Show Cause on Tommy’s behalf 
with the New York County Supreme Court.  The request was 
denied on December 23, 2015 by Justice Barbara Jaffe, the 
same justice who decided the Hercules and Leo case.  Justice 
Jaffe deferred to the Third Department intermediate appel-
late court’s prior decision in Tommy’s case and noted that the 
new suit did not raise any sufficiently distinct allegations or 
grounds than those included in the first petition.  The NhRP 
has appealed the decision.

The NhRP posted an update on its website on Febru-
ary 12, 2016 indicating that it had learned that Tommy had 
been moved “some months ago” to a roadside zoo in Michi-
gan.  The NhRP legal team is currently evaluating options for 
securing Tommy’s transfer to the Save the Chimps sanctuary.

Source: http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/
courtfilings/tommy-case/ 

Update on Nonhuman Rights Project’s Efforts to 
Free Chimpanzees Leo, Hercules, and Tommy

By Ann Griffin

http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/courtfilings/hercules-and-leo-case/
http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/courtfilings/hercules-and-leo-case/
http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/courtfilings/tommy-case/
http://www.nonhumanrightsproject.org/category/courtfilings/tommy-case/
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Pet Related Tax Deductions

By David B. Mammel & Rebecca K. Wrock

While only California has begun a movement to treat 
pets as dependents, there are a number of deductions 

already available within the federal tax code that can be appli-
cable to pets in certain situations. Do any of these scenarios 
apply to you and your pet?

Fostering
Thanks to Van Dusen v. Commissioner, the expenses 

of fostering a pet from a qualified charity are deductible. 
The deduction may include the pet’s food, veterinary, and 
maintenance expenses (crates, litter, bedding, etc.), your 
mileage relating to the pet, cleaning supplies, and a portion 
of expenses for utilities if there is a measurable area of your 
home dedicated to caring for the pet. Of course, to the extent 
any of these qualifying items are provided by the charity, the 
foster may not deduct those costs. Records are also extremely 
important when claiming an expense where the relation to 
pet care is not obvious, and if you have foster pets in addi-
tion to your own pets, you need to be able to separate which 
expenses relate to which animals. Finally, if your fostering 
expenses for the year are more than $250, be sure to request a 
letter from the qualified organization formalizing your status 
as a foster or volunteer.

Adoption Fees
If you adopt a pet from a qualified charity and the adop-

tion fee is considered a donation, then the adoption fee 
can be considered a charitable deduction. However, if the 
adoption fee is instead considered payment for the pet, it 
is not deductible. Check your adoption agreement and 
invoice to find out whether the fee is listed as a dona-
tion.

Moving Expenses
If you move across coun-

try and need to have 
your pet fly on 
a plane to 
get 

to your new home, the expenses are considered to be normal 
moving expenses of the household on Form 3903. Be sure 
to check the other requirements for a household moving ex-
pense deduction to be sure that you qualify. There are several 
requirements relating to distance, purpose, and frequency of 
moving.

Working Dogs
If you have a working dog, the cost of buying, training, 

and maintaining the dog is deductible. For these purposes, 
dogs who qualify are: (1) seeing-eye dogs, (2) dogs trained 
to find bed bugs, (3) medical alert dogs who require special 
training, such as dogs trained to detect impending seizures 
or low blood sugar and dogs trained to aid the hearing 
impaired, and (4) security dogs used for a place of business. 
If you believe you might qualify for a working dog deduc-
tion, be sure to consult your tax preparer. There are special 
licensing and documentation requirements for medical alert 
dogs, and special breed and business record requirements for 
business security dogs.

Therapy Dogs
Therapy dogs are not technically service animals under 

the Internal Revenue Service Code, so they fall into a dif-
ferent category than working dogs. If the 

dog’s group or therapy team is a registered 
non-profit, you may be able to write off 

mileage related to the therapy visits as 
a charitable contribution.

Show Dogs (Hobby)
Show dogs, or 

performance 
dogs, are 

dogs 



Spring 2016

7

who are entered into competitions where prize money can 
be earned. Such competitions may include dog shows, agil-
ity trials, and nose work trials. These all may be considered 
a hobby, and hobby losses are deductible to the extent of 
any hobby winnings. That is, if your dog wins $1,000 in 
prize money for winning a competition, you can deduct up 
to $1,000 of the cost of training and showing your dog. In 
order to take this deduction, you must be able to file Sched-
ule A on your tax return.

Breeding and Show Dogs (Business)
If breeding and/or showing dogs is your business, and not 

just a hobby, the expenses are likely deductible. Because busi-
nesses have a goal of making a profit, losses may be deducted 
beyond the point of profit, but meticulous record keeping is 
important to show that the breeding or showing activities are 
truly a business and not a hobby.

Sales Tax for Pet Items
If you choose to deduct state and local sales tax in lieu of 

state and local income tax on Schedule A, the sales tax paid 
on pet items, including food, may be deductible.

If you think you might qualify for a pet related tax deduc-
tion, be sure to talk to your tax preparer. For more informa-
tion, contact Mammel Law at 248-644-6326.

This article is printed through the courtesy and with the 
permission of Mammel Law specializing in estate and business 
planning.  The article is available on the firm’s website at www.
dmammellaw.com along with other articles on aspects of estate 
and business planning.

Created by the Michigan legislature, PA 132 of 2007, the 
Animal Welfare Fund Act, §287.991 et seq., established 

an interest-bearing fund in the State Treasury that supports 
animal shelters throughout Michigan. Attorneys for Animals, 
a Michigan-based nonprofit is spearheading a program this 
tax season to increase contributions to the Animal Welfare 
Fund (AWF). 

The AWF is funded by Michigan taxpayers who complete 
Form 4642, Voluntary Contributions Schedule, and select 
Option 3. The form is referenced on line 22 of MI-1040. 
The AWF is administered by the Michigan Department of 
Agriculture and Rural Development (MDARD) through 
competitive grants awarded annually to animal control and 
protection shelters, which MDARD regulates. Since 2010, 
119 grants have been made to shelters throughout Michigan, 
totaling $904,541.

Grants may be used per §287.993(1) to:
• Promote sterilization and adoption of dogs and cats

• Improve knowledge of proper animal care pursuant 
to anticruelty laws through public education and 
training personnel

Michigan’s Animal Welfare Fund: 
“Saving Animals, One Tax Return at a Time”
By Bee Friedlander

Haze, a recipient of assistance through the Animal Welfare Fund. 
Photo from Becky Eichler of Woodhaven and Trenton Animal Shelter.

tel:2486446326
http://www.dmammellaw.com
http://www.dmammellaw.com
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Michigan’s Animal Welfare Fund. . . continued from page 7

• Support programs providing for 
care and protection of animals

• Purchase equipment and supplies

The project was born when Attorneys 
for Animals members realized that many 
people – even animal advocates – did not 
know about the AWF. Every dollar con-
tributed is used to fund these projects. 
Therefore, the more people who know 
about it, the more will be contributed, 
and the more animals (and shelters) will 
be helped. 

With the support of the Animal Law 
Section (which contributed $750), the 
MDARD and others, the program was 
developed. The Kenneth A. Scott Charitable Fund, a Key-
Bank Trust provided major funding and the program was 
launched in Fall 2015. 

Attorneys for Animals has developed fliers and brochures 
publicizing the fund and is making them available to shelters, 
rescue organizations, veterinarians, pet supply companies and 
others to post at shelters and businesses, as well as for use on 
websites and social media. It is asking Michigan animal orga-
nizations to promote the project among their supporters, and 
contacting tax preparers to remind them about the AWF. 

“Our message is that this is an opportunity to save 
animals one tax return at a time,” said AFA Vice-President 
(and Animal Law Section member) Brittany Mouzourakis.  
“It’s an easy sell when you tell people they can actually look 
forward to filing their state income tax, knowing that their 
contribution to the AWF will make a real difference in an 
animal’s life.”

Take Haze and Bella.  Haze, a Siberian Husky, lived near 
a busy intersection, and often roamed. Finally his owners, 
who had not had him neutered, surrendered him to the 
Woodhaven and Trenton Animal Shelter. Thanks to an AWF 
grant, Haze was “fixed” and was adopted into a loving home, 
where his family reports that he no longer tries to escape.

Another dog, Bella, was part of a large-scale investigation 
by Macomb County Animal Control. Thanks to an AWF 
grant, officers had attended rescue training sessions that 
prepared them for the worst. Their training paid off. In mid-
winter 2015, officers were called to a house with no running 
water or electricity. They rescued numerous cats, a horse, a 
goat, and Bella, a German shepherd. 

Some projects supported by the AWF include:
• 2,656 cat and dog sterilizations in 2013 alone

• Law Enforcement Training Acad-
emy to teach law enforcement officers 
in Michigan about animal behavior, 
animal law, dog fighting, and the link 
between animal cruelty and human 
violence

• Providing dog houses and straw for 
needy animals during harsh Michigan 
winters 

• Equipment for cruelty investiga-
tions: e.g., using photo evidence, devel-
oping animal abuser database, develop-
ing program for courts on how to care 
for animals and laws governing them

• Education campaign to increase 
community awareness regarding the value of steril-
ization and adoption, through posters, brochures, 
advertisements, billboards

MDARD officials hope to expand the grants to Michigan 
nonprofits that work to increase dog and cat sterilizations and 
adoptions, another category of potential recipients under the 
enabling legislation, §287.995(2)(b). MDARD also will accept 
grant applications for projects involving a partnership between 
a shelter (which would apply for the grant), and another non-
profit that would not currently qualify for funding on its own. 

In this current grant cycle, MDARD addressed the is-
sue of “court-hold animals” (animals who are the subject of 
court cases and who must given care by shelters who at best 
must wait for reimbursement). Shelters that routinely have 
court-hold animals included conditional requests for fund-
ing for the care of these animals, with the grant funds to be 
paid upon submission of the actual cost of care deficiencies 
incurred during the grant cycle. 

Attorneys for Animals is a Canton-based non-profit, 
tax-exempt organization connecting animal advocates 
to animal law. More information about the project can 
be found at the AFA website (http://www.attorneysfo-
ranimals.org/michigan-animal-welfare-fund/) and at 
the MDARD website  http://www.michigan.gov/mda
rd/0,4610,7-125-1569_16979_21260---,00.html.  AFA’s 
campaign is on FaceBook, Instagram and Twitter. 

[Note:  Attorneys for Animals is the predecessor organization 
to and the initial basis for the Animal Law Section.  Founded in 
1991, it remains active on animal related issues.  Membership is 
not restricted to attorneys and all are welcome as members.]

 
Source: Kristie Mouzourakis 

http://www.michigan.gov/mdard/0,4610,7-125-1569_16979_21260---,00.html
http://www.michigan.gov/mdard/0,4610,7-125-1569_16979_21260---,00.html
https://www.facebook.com/AttorneysForAnimals/
https://www.instagram.com/attorneysforanimals/
https://twitter.com/Attys4Animals
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As was originally reported in the Winter (December) 
2014 issue of the Animal Law Section Newsletter, “[a]s the 

result of the efforts of many animal welfare advocates and 
law enforcement groups, including the Animal Legal Defense 
Fund, the Animal Welfare Institute, the Association of Pros-
ecuting Attorneys, and the National Sheriffs’ Association, the 
FBI will now include data regarding crimes against animals 
in its Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) program.”  Before 
2016, crimes against animals were included under “All Other 
Offenses” in the FBI’s annual Crime in the United States 
report of data received through the UCR.

While this represented a significant step forward for those 
interested in more data regarding crimes against animals, 
the UCR program, which collects summary statistics, did 
not gather any details regarding the crimes reported.  The 
FBI is currently in the process of encouraging participat-
ing agencies to move from the UCR system to the National 
Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS), which collects 
information on all of the circumstances related to the crimes 
reported.  The FBI hopes to complete the transition from the 

UCR program, which has collected data in essentially the 
same way since 1930, to NIBRS reporting by 2021.

The NIBRS began collecting detailed information regard-
ing animal cruelty on January 1, 2016.  The first report will 
be available next year, and the FBI estimates that it will take 
three to five years before patterns can be gleaned from the 
data.  While only 31% of the country is currently represented 
by NIBRS, the FBI projects that the number will grow as 
other agencies opt in.

The FBI quoted John Thompson of the National Sheriffs’ 
Association, who urged people to reject the view that animal 
cruelty is a crime only against animals and encouraged law 
enforcement agencies to join NIBRS. “It’s a crime against 
society. By paying attention to [these crimes], we are benefit-
ing all of society.”

Tracking Animal Cruelty: FBI Collecting Data on Crimes 
Against Animals, Federal Bureau of Investigation, https://www.
fbi.gov/news/stories/2016/february/tracking-animal-cruelty (last 
visited February 22, 2016). 

FBI Database is Tracking Crimes Against Animals

By Ann Griffin

So-called “Ag-gag” laws have the intent of prohibiting or 
restricting undercover investigations of Concentrated 

Animal Farming Operations (CAFO’s or “factory farming”).  
These laws have been passed in six states (and proposed in 
others) although they have faced free speech and equal pro-
tection issues and challenges.

Section member Alicia Prygoski (3L at WMU-Cooley 
Law School in Lansing) has two articles which have been 
published at the Michigan State University College of Law 
Animal Legal & Historical Center’s website.

The first article is Brief Summary of Ag-gag Laws at : 
https://www.animallaw.info/article/brief-summary-ag-gag-laws

The second article is Overview of Ag-gag Laws at: https://
www.animallaw.info/article/overview-ag-gag-laws

These are excellent brief summaries for those interested in 
understanding the issues involved.  Note that Idaho’s law was 

struck down in Federal court in 2015.  A case challenging the 
Utah law is pending.

Section Member Alicia Prygoski Has Two Articles 
on “Ag-gag” Laws Published

https://www.fbi.gov/news/stories/2016/february/tracking-animal-cruelty
https://www.fbi.gov/news/stories/2016/february/tracking-animal-cruelty
https://www.animallaw.info/article/brief-summary-ag-gag-laws
https://www.animallaw.info/article/overview-ag-gag-laws
https://www.animallaw.info/article/overview-ag-gag-laws
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This is the 20th Anniversary year of the Animal Law 
Section of the State Bar of Michigan.  Our section 

was the first state-wide section in the country and began 
during 1995-1996.

This year’s conference was held October 9, 2015 during the 
State Bar of Michigan Annual Meeting in Novi.  The confer-
ence was titled “Animal Law: Past, Present, and Future.”  The 
Keynote Speaker was Joyce Tischler, founder of the Animal 
Legal Defense Fund and ALDF General Counsel.  Joyce has 
been called “The Mother of Animal Law” as she has been 
working in the field since the 1970’s.  She was especially 
interested in meeting and working with law students and 
participating in a panel with them during the conference.

Many of our Section’s members spoke at the conference, 
too.  These included Richard Angelo, Jr., Professor David 
Favre, and Raj Prasad.  The conference was well attended.

Consider this just a brief summary of the conference.  We 
will have more details and more photographs in the special 
upcoming 20th Anniversary issue.  
 

20th Anniversary Year of Animal Law Section – 
Conference and Annual Meeting
By Donald Garlit

(L-R) Janet Welch (Executive Director of the State Bar of 
Michigan), Thomas Rombach (Immediate Past President of the 

State Bar of Michigan), and Joyce Tischler (Keynote Speaker and 
Founder of the Animal Legal Defense Fund) at the 2015 Animal 

Law Section Conference.  Source: Chelsea Rider

The Animal Law Section has been involved in many events and conferences in the past 1+ year.  The summary below 
provides a list of the activities.

Event or Conference Date Location
“Making Your Case: Investigation and Prosecution of Animal Cruelty Crimes” 
Conference

October 9, 2014 Western Michigan Cooley Law School, 
Lansing

“The Ghosts in Our Machine” screening (no cost co-sponsor) January 24, 2015 Western Michigan Cooley Law School, 
Lansing

ABA-TIPS Humane Education Training (co-sponsor) March 22, 2015 Michigan State University College of Law
“The Ghosts in Our Machine” screening (no cost co-sponsor) April 2, 2015 Michigan State University College of Law
Wanda Nash Award Ceremony April 20, 2015 Michigan State University College of Law
Legislative Aide Luncheon May 12, 2015 SBM Building, Lansing
1st Annual National Animal Law Summit (Richard Angelo represented the 
Section)

July 24, 2015 Seattle, WA

Animal Law Section’s 20th Anniversary Conference: “The Past, Present, and 
Future”

October 9, 2015 During SBM Annual Meeting in Novi

Animal Law Section Events and Conferences: 
October 2014 through December 2015
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Kate Brindle, Christian Bucey, and Hailey Kimball from Michigan 
State University College of Law competed at the annual National 

Animal Law Competitions at Harvard Law School on February 19-21, 
2016. Kate and Christian advanced to the semi-finals in the moot 
court competition, and Hailey advanced to the finals in the closing 
argument competition.

The moot court topic involved an organizational standing issue 
and an issue about agency discretion under the Endangered Species 
Act.  The closing argument topic featured a veterinarian on trial for 
animal cruelty. The team had a wonderful time at Harvard and learned 
so much at the competition. They also enjoyed their time networking 
with other law students and animal law practitioners.

Kate and Christian were both nominated for best oral advocate 
during the competitions.  

MSU College of Law Team at 
National Animal Law Competitions
By Kate Brindle

(L-R) Christian Bucey, Kate Brindle, and Hailey 
Kimball at Harvard Law School during the 2016 

National Animal Law Competitions. 

Source: Kate Brindle

Recent Animal Law News

Detroit Man Sentenced to Probation in Recent 
Dog Mauling Case

Derick Felton pleaded guilty to harboring dangerous ani-
mals who caused injuries on September 3, 2015.  The dogs 
were involved in a brutal attack on Steve Constantine while 
he was helping Felton feed a pack of dogs.  The attack cost 
Constantine part of his left arm and left leg

Felton was sentenced on September 25 to 2 years pro-
bation, barred from owning animals, and $2,000 in fines 
and fees.

Judge Michael J. Callaghan who announced the sentence 
was critical of the Legislature stating that it “has seen fit to 
minimize this type of crime” and a more severe sentence was 
not possible.

Source is mLive at: http://www.mlive.com/news/detroit/in-
dex.ssf/2015/09/owner_of_pit_bulls_that_mauled.html

Branch County Ends Use of Gas Chamber 
Euthanasia – Final County in State to End 
Practice

Branch County ended the use of gas chamber euthanasia 
in January 2016 at the county animal shelter and was the 
final county in the state to abolish the practice.

However, the practice is still legal in Michigan and it 
could be reinstituted in any county in the future.  SB 403 
(called Grant’s Law in remembrance of a dog mistakenly 
killed in a gas chamber) has been proposed in the Michigan 
legislature to outlaw the practice in the state for various types 
of shelters. 

Source is WIN 98.5 FM in Battle Creek at: http://win-
country.com/news/articles/2016/jan/07/animal-gas-chamber-to-
be-shut-down-in-branch-county/
 

(Co-Editor’s Note:  The news below includes brief summaries of important or newsworthy items of interest.  We chose these as being of 
most interest to our members.  Many items are now appearing in the legal and national press and not all can be included.  Addition-
ally, we discuss several recent cases which have involved dog attacks and subsequent serious charges against the owner/guardian below.  
It appears that prosecutors are taking these situations much more seriously especially when there is a past pattern of dog aggression.)

Continued on next page

By Donald Garlit

http://www.mlive.com/news/detroit/index.ssf/2015/09/owner_of_pit_bulls_that_mauled.html
http://www.mlive.com/news/detroit/index.ssf/2015/09/owner_of_pit_bulls_that_mauled.html
http://wincountry.com/news/articles/2016/jan/07/animal-gas-chamber-to-be-shut-down-in-branch-county/
http://wincountry.com/news/articles/2016/jan/07/animal-gas-chamber-to-be-shut-down-in-branch-county/
http://wincountry.com/news/articles/2016/jan/07/animal-gas-chamber-to-be-shut-down-in-branch-county/


Animal Law Section Newsletter

12

Owner Who Shot Gemma the Dog (She Survived) 
Skips Sentencing

Christopher Scott of Lapeer County shot his dog, 
Gemma, with an arrow in an attempt to euthanize her.  She 
escaped and was found about 2 days latter with the arrow still 
in her head.  Veterinary help was provided and she survived.

Scott has claimed that his action was needed as Gemma 
had killed another dog in the family. 

Scott pleaded guilty December 2015 to a charge of aban-
doning or cruelty to an animal.  He faces up to 4 years in 
prison and up to a $5,000 fine.

He skipped his sentencing on January 6, 2016 and a war-
rant has been issued for his arrest.

Gemma is with an animal rescue group, Devoted Barn.  
She has recovered and is waiting for adoption. 

Source is CBS Detroit: http://detroit.cbslocal.
com/2016/01/07/man-who-shot-dog-in-head-with-crossbow-
skips-sentencing/

Colorado City Pays $262.5K to Dog Guardian 
after His Dog was Shot and Killed by Police

Chloe, a mixed breed therapy dog, was shot and killed by 
police after she inadvertently got loose in her neighborhood 
in 2012.  She roamed some and then returned to her house.  
She was not acting in a threatening manner when shot.  A 
neighbor had called police about a roaming dog.

The settlement was reached in mediation in January 2016 
after years of legal battles.

The police officer was acquitted at trial of animal cruelty 
charges in 2013.

Chloe’s guardian Gary Branson was represented by the 
Animal Law Center from Colorado which stated that this 
was the largest ever settlement of its kind.

Source is The Denver Post at: http://www.denverpost.
com/news/ci_29430145/commerce-city-pays-262-500-family-
whose-dog

Colorado Woman Receives $1 Million in 
Settlement Related to Dog Attack

Renee Legro was mauled during a mountain bike race in 
Colorado in 2008 suffering multiple injuries.  The dogs were 
Mountain Pyrenees which were euthanized 13 days after the 
attack.  The owners of the dogs were convicted of owning 
“dangerous animals” in 2009.

Legro brought a law suit against the dog owners in 2010.  
The case was dismissed at trial court stating that Legro was a 
“trespasser.”  (She appears to have been on public land.)  The 
Colorado Court of Appeals overturned the dismissal on Decem-
ber 31, 2015.  The settlement was announced in February 2016. 

Source is The Denver Post at: http://www.denverpost.
com/news/ci_29517124/woman-attacked-by-ranchers-dogs-
receives-1-million

United States Animal Protection Laws – 2015 
Rankings – Michigan is #5

The Animal Legal Defense Fund issued animal protection 
laws rankings for 2015 in December 2015.

Michigan ranked #5 with the #1 ranking going to Illinois 
and the #50 ranking going to Kentucky.

Source is Animal Legal defense Fund at: http://aldf.org/
press-room/press-releases/2015-report-released-best-worst-animal-
protection-laws-by-state-ranked-1-50/

The full report shows much progress in animal protec-
tion laws over the last 10 years and is available from ALDF 
at: http://aldf.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Rankings-Re-
port-2015.pdf

New York City Police Officers Buy Escaped Goat 
for $40 and Send Him to Sanctuary

A goat in New York City escaped from a slaughter house.  
NYC police “apprehended” the goat.  The officers paid for 
the goat rather than send him back to the slaughter house.  
He is now at a Long Island sanctuary.

Source is NBC New York (Channel 4) at: http://www.
nbcnewyork.com/news/local/New-York-City-Goat-Rescued-Cops-
Pay-40-Dollars-Rescue-Escape-366218401.html

Indiana Man Keeps over 600 Animals in Poor 
Conditions – Plea Bargains to Littering Charge

Daniel A. Garonzik, 52, of Muncie was charged with 
animal cruelty, a Class A misdemeanor in Indiana, when over 
600 animals (90% were mice) were found in a store front in 
which he appears to have been living.  Many animals were 
dead.  He claimed that he was trying to set-up a wholesale 
mouse selling operation.

He was a first-time offender and allowed to plea bargain 
to a littering charge which apparently is not uncommon for 

http://detroit.cbslocal.com/2016/01/07/man-who-shot-dog-in-head-with-crossbow-skips-sentencing/
http://detroit.cbslocal.com/2016/01/07/man-who-shot-dog-in-head-with-crossbow-skips-sentencing/
http://detroit.cbslocal.com/2016/01/07/man-who-shot-dog-in-head-with-crossbow-skips-sentencing/
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29430145/commerce-city-pays-262-500-family-whose-dog
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29430145/commerce-city-pays-262-500-family-whose-dog
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29430145/commerce-city-pays-262-500-family-whose-dog
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29517124/woman-attacked-by-ranchers-dogs-receives-1-million
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29517124/woman-attacked-by-ranchers-dogs-receives-1-million
http://www.denverpost.com/news/ci_29517124/woman-attacked-by-ranchers-dogs-receives-1-million
http://aldf.org/press-room/press-releases/2015-report-released-best-worst-animal-protection-laws-by-state-ranked-1-50/
http://aldf.org/press-room/press-releases/2015-report-released-best-worst-animal-protection-laws-by-state-ranked-1-50/
http://aldf.org/press-room/press-releases/2015-report-released-best-worst-animal-protection-laws-by-state-ranked-1-50/
http://aldf.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Rankings-Report-2015.pdf
http://aldf.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Rankings-Report-2015.pdf
http://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/New-York-City-Goat-Rescued-Cops-Pay-40-Dollars-Rescue-Escape-366218401.html
http://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/New-York-City-Goat-Rescued-Cops-Pay-40-Dollars-Rescue-Escape-366218401.html
http://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/local/New-York-City-Goat-Rescued-Cops-Pay-40-Dollars-Rescue-Escape-366218401.html
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first-time offenders.  He was fined $1 and ordered to pay 
$133 in court costs.

Animal advocates were outraged and there were/are online 
petitions against the plea bargain agreement.

Source is the Muncie StarPress at: http://www.thestarpress.
com/story/news/crime/2016/02/03/animal-cruelty-case-ends-
littering-plea/79742658/

Detroit Dog Owner to Face Murder Charges in 
Dog Attack of 4 Year Old Boy

Xavier Strickland, 4 years old, was attacked and killed by 
4 dogs (described as pit bulls) while walking with his mother 
in December 2015.  His mother, Lucille Strickland, was in-
jured while defending her son before the dogs dragged Xavier 
away.  Three of the dogs were killed by responding police and 
the fourth was euthanized.

Geneke Lyons is the dogs’ owner/guardian.  He is now 
to proceed to trial after a preliminary examination in Janu-
ary 2016.  He is charged with 2nd degree murder and other 
charges at this time.  

Source is the Detroit Free press at:  http://www.freep.com/
story/news/local/michigan/detroit/2016/01/07/dog-mauling-
exam-detroit/78368456/

Georgia Supreme Court Will Decide Dog’s Value
Lola, an eight year old Dachshund, allegedly was given 

improper medicine while boarded at a Georgia kennel.  She 
suffered from acute kidney failure and required dialysis which 
cost about $67,000 until her death.  Her guardians have sued 
the kennel.

The kennel claimed that recovery should be limited to 
the replacement value of Lola (a traditional common law 
view) in arguments in January 2016.  Lola was a rescue dog.  
Plaintiffs seek to recover their medical expenses related to 
Lola’s medical treatment.  The lower courts issue contradic-
tory findings.

Additional sources have stated that there may be a deci-
sion in May-July 2016.

Source is WMAZ (Channel 13) in Macon at: http://
www.13wmaz.com/story/news/local/georgia/2016/01/19/kennel-
attorneys-dead-dogs-value-non-existent-or-nominal/79029596/

Queens District Attorney Establishes New York 
City’s First Animal Cruelty Prosecutions Unit

Richard Brown, the Queens District Attorney, has estab-
lished an Animal Cruelty Prosecutions Unit, a first for New 
York City, the nation’s largest city.  Nicoletta Cafferi will lead 
the unit.

Source is Time Warner Cable News (NY 1) in New York 
City at: http://www.ny1.com/nyc/queens/news/2016/01/12/
queens-da-opens-animal-cruelty-prosecutions-unit.html

Man’s Sentence for Animal Cruelty in Canada 
Raises Privacy Issues to Some People

Michael Hill of Amherstburg, Ontario was convicted of 
animal abuse in February 2016 after he bound the snout, 
neck, and legs of a 7-year old small breed dog and abandoned 
him at a shopping center in Windsor.  The dog now named 
Justice survived the ordeal.

Hill was sentenced to 2 years in prison, 3 years proba-
tion, a 25 year ban on owning animals, and required to give a 
DNA sample.

Some Canadian legal authorities are questioning the 
DNA sample requirement on right to privacy grounds.

Source is CBC News, Windsor at: http://www.cbc.ca/news/
canada/windsor/windsor-justice-dog-abuse-1.3433980

Federal Judge Allows Dog Guardians to Pursue 
Non-Economic Damages after Their Dog Shot 
by Michigan Department of Corrections Officer – 
Chloe the Dog Survived

A law enforcement task force went to a wrong house in 
Flint while searching for a fugitive. While in the back yard, a 
Michigan Department of Corrections officer shot Chloe the 
dog as she approached him apparently in a non-threatening 
manner.  She survived with severe facial injuries although 
endured several surgeries.

The State of Michigan argued that the guardians should 
only be entitled to economic damages during a hearing.  
Plaintiffs have argued that the shooting was an unreason-
able search and seizure and noneconomic damages should 
be allowed.

The judge ruled that noneconomic damages are possible 
under Federal civil rights law violations given the apparent 
“unreasonable search and seizure” alleged by plaintiffs.  The 
judge also ruled that a jury could award punitive damages if 
it can be proven that the officer acted unconstitutionally.

Source is Great Lakes Echo at: http://greatlakesecho.org/
2016/02/03/owner-can-sue-for-emotional-damages-over-shot-dog/

The complete ruling can be read at Leagle.com at:  http://
www.leagle.com/decision/In%20FDCO%2020160120A57/
MORENO%20v.%20HUGHES

Ohio Judge Sentences Woman to Garage Dump 
for Animal Neglect

Judge Michael Cicconetti of Painesville, Ohio is known 
for unusual sentences in an effort to deter repeat offenses.  
He has received international attention as a result.

Alyssa Morrow left her dog Moose in an extremely dirty 
house with no food for a week. He was eventually rescued 
and put up for adoption.  

Continued on next page
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Judge Cicconetti gave Morrow the option of 90 days in 
jail for animal neglect or working in the local garbage dump’s 
smelliest area for 8 hours.  She chose the garbage dump.

Source is Lifewithdogs.com at: http://www.lifewithdogs.
tv/2016/02/woman-who-let-dog-live-in-squalor-sentenced-to-
work-at-a-landfill/

Note that the link includes a video about the judge from 
ABC News Nightline with correspondent JuJu Chang.

Crush Video “Film Maker” Sentenced to 50 Years 
in Texas Case

(Note that we reported on this case previously in the 
Spring 2015 and Summer 2014 issues.)

Defendant “film maker” Brent Justice was sentenced to 50 
years in prison on Texas charges for making and distributing 
animal “crush” videos in Houston in mid-February 2016.  He 
was found guilty after a trial in which he represented himself.

Defendant Ashley Richards who performed in the videos 
was earlier sentenced to 10 years in prison on Texas charges 
after she pleaded guilty to crush video charges.

Now, Richards had pleaded guilty to similar Federal 
charges.  She was sentenced to serve 33 months on February 
26, 2016.  However, US District Judge Sim Lake credited her 
with time already served for the Texas conviction so she will 
serve no additional time after her Texas sentence is complete.    

Justice still faces Federal charges.

Source is KHOU Houston at: http://www.khou.com/story/
news/crime/2016/02/15/man-sentenced-50-years-tortuing-
animals/80434690/

And Animals 24-7 at: http://www.animals24-7.
org/2016/03/09/perp-to-serve-no-time-for-first-u-s-federal-crush-
video-conviction/

Federal Judge in Iowa Orders Roadside Zoo to 
Surrender Tigers and Lemurs under Endangered 
Species Act

The Cricket Hollow Zoo outside Manchester, Iowa was 
ordered to surrender three lemurs and four tigers as the con-
ditions under which they were held violated the Endangered 
Species Act.  The ruling by Federal Chief Magistrate Judge 
Jon Scoles does not pertain to other animals at the zoo.

The judge mentioned that the 300+ plus animals at the 
zoo and their farm appeared to have overwhelmed Defen-
dants Tom and Pan Sellner.

The Animal Legal Defense Fund (ALDF) states that this 
is the first law suit that prevailed on behalf of captive endan-
gered animals covered by the Endangered Species Act. 

Source is USA Today at: http://www.usatoday.com/story/
news/nation-now/2016/02/11/judge-troubled-zoo-must-give-
tigers-lemurs/80263052/

The Animal Legal Defense Fund participated in proceed-
ings with Iowa plaintiffs and the ALDF press release can be 
found at: http://aldf.org/press-room/press-releases/aldf-scores-
first-victory-in-an-endangered-species-act-lawsuit-on-behalf-of-
endangered-animals-in-captivity/

Federal Judge Ends Warrantless Searches for 
Vicious Animals in Detoit

US District Judge Nancy Edmonds issued a temporary 
injunction on February 22, 2016 that prohibits Detroit Ani-
mal Control from searching homes for vicious or dangerous 
dogs without a warrant.  The practice had been permitted by 
Detroit ordinance since 2004.

Source is Detroit Free Press at:  http://www.freep.com/story/
news/local/michigan/detroit/2016/02/22/judge-ends-warrantless-
pet-searches-detroit-now/80773310/

Dog Guardian Awarded $100K after His Chained 
Dog was Shot and Killed by Police

Police arrived at Darryl Lindsay’s house in Detroit to 
question him.  His dog, Babycakes, was tethered to a 10 foot 
chain when police arrived.  An officer walked up and shot 
and killed her.

Access to the yard was available elsewhere on the property.  
Apparently there was no search warrant and the officers were 
not threatened by Babycakes.

The City of Detroit settled with Lindsay for $100K late 
in November 2015 and the settlement was announced in late 
February 2016.

Darryl Lindsay was never charged and the exact reason for 
the police arrival at his house is still unclear.  Chris Olsen of 
Royal Oak is Lindsay’s attorney.

Source is Detroit Free Press at:  http://www.freep.com/story/
news/local/michigan/detroit/2016/02/25/detroit-police-pay-
100000-shooting-dog/80946756/

Harvard Magazine Feature Article: “Are Animals 
‘Things’?”

The March 2016 issue of Harvard Magazine has a feature 
article by Cara Feinberg titled “Are Animals ‘Things’?”  The 
article is comprehensive and discusses the concept of animals 
as property, different views of the concept, the animal law 
classes of Harvard professors Chris Green and Kristen Stilt, the 
Nonhuman Rights Project, some actual examples of treat-
ing animals as property, and the teaching of other animal law 
professors.

The article is recommended to read and consider.

Source is Harvard Magazine at: http://harvardmagazine.
com/2016/03/are-animals-things#   
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Treasurer’s Report 
2014-2015 FY (12 Months Ended September 30, 2015)

This is a summary of the 
Animal Law Section’s 

financial status as of Septem-
ber 30, 2015.  The purpose 
of this summary is to report 
on our financial results, assure 
the members that the Animal 
Law Section is operating and 
maintaining a sound financial 
status, and confirm that your 
Section dues are being spent 
responsibly and for appropriate 
purposes.

Membership at the end of 
the Fiscal Year on September 30, 2015 was 287 members.    
We are not a large section although far from the smallest 
within the State Bar of Michigan.  Note that in the 2014-
2015 FY, 54% of State Bar of Michigan sections had less 
than 800 members.

Revenue for the year was $4,610.
Expenses for the year totaled $6,710.  Expenses included 

3 issues of the Newsletter for $2,731, section representative 
travel to 1st Annual National Animal Law Summit of $1,206, 
Wanda Nash Award ceremony expenses of $639 (includes 

honorarium to award recipient 
of $250), prosecutor’s confer-
ence expenses of $616, legisla-
tive aide luncheon expenses of 
$300, Listerv expenses of $480 
(cancelled at end of November 
2015), conference call 
expenses of $278 (for Council 
and legislative committee calls), 
annual meeting expenses of 
$165 incurred in September 
2015 for October 2015 meet-
ing, and various other expenses 
of $295 (ABA-TIPS training 

handouts, legislative handouts, Sadie Award certificate, and 
postage).

The year end fund balance is $12,125; a decrease of 
$2,100 from the prior year end balance of $14,225.  

Respectfully submitted,

Donald Garlit, Treasurer 
February 2016

This is a summary of the Animal Law Section’s financial 
status as of February 29, 2016 (first 5 months of the 

Fiscal Year).  The purpose of this summary is to report on our 
financial results, assure the members that the Animal Law 
Section is operating and maintaining a sound financial status, 
and confirm that your Section dues are being spent responsi-
bly and for appropriate purposes.

Membership now totals 240 members.  We are not a large 
section although far from the smallest within the State Bar of 
Michigan.  Note that in the 2014-2015 FY, 54% of State Bar 
of Michigan sections had less than 800 members.  

Revenue through December is $4,695.
Expenses through January totaled $1,999.  The primary 

expense was the 20th Anniversary Annual Meeting and 
Conference of $889 (total expenses of $1,054 with expenses 
incurred in the prior FY) which included room rental, food, 

and conference-call capable telephone.  Other expenses 
included $80 for the Listserv (service now ended and trans-
ferred to SBM Connect as of the end of November), com-
mittee conference calls of $30, Sadie Award honorarium of 
$250 to SASHA Farm, and a $750 grant for a display table 
(at the Great Lakes Animal Welfare Conference) for Attor-
neys for Animals (our Section’s predecessor organization) and 
their Animal Welfare Fund Project (see details of the project 
elsewhere in the Newsletter).  

The present fund balance is $14,821; an increase of 
$2,696 from the prior FY yearend balance of $12,125.  

Respectfully submitted,

Donald Garlit, Treasurer
March 2016

Treasurer’s Report – 2015-2016 FYTD 
(5 Months ended February 29, 2016)




Animal Legal Lifeline Toll-free Number for Referrals: (866) 211-6257

Upcoming Events
April or May, 2016 (Exact Date and Location TBD)  
Wanda Nash Award Ceremony for student from law school in Michigan

September 23, 2016 
Time TBD (probably afternoon) in Grand Rapids (during State Bar of Michigan Annual Meeting) 
Animal Law Section Annual Meeting 


