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What’s the difference between a dog and a TV?

Under Michigan divorce law – not much.

Laws on the division of property in a divorce or annulment treat “companion animals”–
a/k/a pets1–the same as any other property: the living room sofa, the family china, or the 
70” TV.

While Michigan’s criminal law requires owners of dogs and cats (and other animals) to 
provide adequate care for their pets and punishes owners who treat their animals cruelly 
or allow them to suffer “unnecessary neglect, torture, or pain,”2 concerns for pets’ welfare 
form no part of Michigan divorce law.  A pet’s fate in a divorce is largely decided by to 
whom it belonged to before marriage, or which party paid for its acquisition, and spent the 
most time on its care. The pet’s preference is not considered.

As one court noted, there is an “obvious dissonance between the emotional investment 
at the heart of the human-pet relationship and the current legal system, which identifies [a 
much-loved pet] as ‘property’ … identified in terms of her economic worth.”3 A Texas court 
succinctly summed up the situation: “A dog, for all its admirable and unique qualities, is not 
a human being and is not treated in the law as such. A dog is personal property, ownership of 
which is recognized under the law.”4 

And, as property, a dog may be the subject of property division.

Division of Marital Property
Approaches to property division in America fall into two camps.
First, Michigan, and the majority of states in the country, follow the “equitable division 

doctrine,” which uses principles of fairness and equity to divide marital property based on 
the facts of the particular marriage.5  Under this doctrine, equitable is not always equal, 
although there is a presumption that the division of marital property will be roughly fair.6



Animal Law Section Newsletter

2

Chairperson
Katherine Brindle, Owosso

Chairperson-Elect
Erin Morgan Klug, Pontiac

Secretary
Donald R. Garlit, Canton

Treasurer
Steven M Bieda, Lansing

  
Term Expires 2022

Ann M. Griffin, Bingham Farms

Jennifer L. Pierce, Warren

Margaret M. Sadoff, Ann Arbor

Anna M. Scott, East Lansing

Term Expires 2023
Joshua C. Holman, Detroit

Meredith R. Sharp, Okemos

Kimberley A. Ward, Detroit

Term Expires 2024
Celeste M. Dunn, Clarkston

Sara J. Sturing, West Bloomfield

Rebecca K. Wrock, Ann Arbor

Immediate Past Chair
Allie A. Phillips, Lansing

Animal Law Section Council
2021-2022

Newsletter Co-Editors

Donald R. Garlit
(734) 451-9950

donaldgarlit@yahoo.com

Margaret Sadoff
(734) 276-5072

maggiesadoff@gmail.com

Co-Editor’s Note

Welcome to the first issue of the Newsletter for 2022. We are now in our 27th 
year as a section. The Section had its initial official meeting at the 1995 

State Bar of Michigan Annual Meeting. Our Section is the first state-wide animal 
law section in the United States; something that we can all take pride in.

Animal Law and Family Law Sections member William Berlin and Dena Ber-
lin wrote this issue’s lead article on animals in divorce proceedings. 

Other articles include “Recent Animal Law News,” an update of the legal 
events impacting Happy the elephant, the Section’s financial reports for the 
2020-21 fiscal year as well as the new fiscal year, the Section Council Nominat-
ing Committee Report, a list of Upcoming Events with a link to past webinars, 
and information about the Section’s “Coping with COVID” webinars and how 
to access them if you missed any.

I recently counted the pages and issues published by the Section since we were 
founded in 1995. Our first Newsletter was in 1997. Since that time, we have 
published 45 issues of the Newsletter (this issue is number 45) and have been 
the featured section in two issues of the SBM’s Michigan Bar Journal. We have 
published over 600 pages of content over the years! 

Co-Editor Maggie Sadoff and I welcome new authors and articles. Please con-
sider writing an article that will be of interest to your fellow Section members. 
We only ask that you talk with us first so that we can discuss general article pa-
rameters and publication timing.

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

Ginny Mikita presented with the Brandi Award by 
Section Council Secretary Donald Garlit

Ginny Mikita, a founding 
member of the Section, was 

honored with the Brandi Award 
on March 18. She designated the 
Humane Society of Huron Val-
ley to receive an honorarium to 
support their farmed animal pro-
grams. Ginny is an animal law at-
torney, but her advocacy extends 
to other areas. Read more about 
her work at Animal Blessings, 
https://www.animalblessings.
love/  

Ginny Mikita Earns Brandi Award

https://www.animalblessings.love/ 
https://www.animalblessings.love/ 
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Second, a minority of states approach marital property 
from a “community property” perspective, under which mari-
tal assets and property, including earnings, are divided equally 
between the spouses. Assets bought by one spouse during the 
marriage with funds earned during marriage – a category that 
could include Rover or Fido -- would be divided equally.7

Under either theory of property division, the court must 
first determine what property is marital and subject to divi-
sion, and what property is non-marital or separate and there-
fore should be distributed to the spouse who owns it without 
division.8  In some circumstances, even separate property 
may be viewed as marital property. For example, when the 
spouse who does not own the property shows that he/she 
“contributed to its acquisition, improvement, or accumula-
tion,” the property may become marital property”9 -- a fac-
tor that could lead to a finding that the Golden Retriever 
purchased by the husband, but walked daily by the wife, is 
marital property to be divided.10 

Michigan law does not strictly define marital property, but 
case law suggests it includes property that has “accumulated 
through the joint efforts of the parties during their marriage,”11 
as well as property “that came to either party by reason of the 
marriage.”12 As in most states, separate property is usually dis-
tributed to the spouse who can document ownership.13

When dividing marital property, Michigan law instructs 
courts to consider the following: (1) the length of the mar-
riage; (2) the needs of the parties; (3) the needs of the children; 
(4) the earning power of the parties; (5) the source of the prop-
erty; (6) where the contributions toward property acquisitions 
came from; and (7) the cause of the divorce, including fault in 
the breakdown of the marriage.14 Case law, however, provides 
little guidance on who should get Lassie. Statutes similarly 
provide little assistance on this issue, but family law attorneys 
working on a divorce where a pet is involved might consider: 

• MCL 552.19  The court may restore to either party prop-
erty that has come to the other “by reason of the marriage” 
or may make a money award in lieu of restoration.

• MCL 552.401 The court may award to one spouse 
property owned by the other if it appears “equitable un-
der all of the circumstances of the case” and the claiming 
spouse contributed to its “acquisition, improvement, or 
accumulation.”

• MCL 552.23  A court may award one spouse a “just 
and reasonable” share of the other spouse’s separate 
property if the marital property awarded to the recipient 
is “insufficient for the suitable support” of that party and 
any children in his or her custody.

• MCL 700.2807  A divorce or an annulment revokes a 
will provision naming the former spouse as a beneficiary, 
personal representative, trustee, or holder of a special 
power of appointment unless the will specifically pro-
vides otherwise. Remarriage to the same spouse revives 
these provisions.

• MCL 552.22  The court may require either party to dis-
close his or her property interests under oath.

Michigan’s legal community has not been eager to change 
the status quo and add a special status for pets.

In 2007, then-Rep. Michael Sak (D-Grand Rapids) intro-
duced a bill that would have required parties in a divorce or 
annulment to disclose, inter alia, when a pet was acquired, and 
whether the parties had “a written agreement for the place-
ment of the pet.”  If the parties did not have an agreement, or 
were unable to arrive at an agreement, the court could order 
that the pet be “surrendered to a local humane society.”  Under 
the proposed law, the court could enforce the parties’ agree-
ment to “shared placement” of the pet. 2007 HB 5598.15

On February 2, 2008, the Family Law Section of the State 
Bar of Michigan expressed its firm opposition to the bill. 
Comments like “lacks judicial economy,” and “Judges don’t 
grant visitation of television sets in divorce” were used to reject 
the notion of attaching any type of special property status to 
pets in divorce. 

The bill was referred to committee but never emerged 
from it.

It has been argued that a statute like HB 5598 might 
open the divorce law floodgates to requests to share cus-
tody of sentimental property such as a wedding gift from 
a deceased parent, or a fourth-generation engagement ring 
smuggled out of Nazi Germany.  But no matter how much 
the parties to a divorce may litigate for possession of such 
treasured items, these objects do not have the same emotion-
al status as pets. As a Texas court recognized, “People do not 
plan memorial services, or invest in serious medical treat-
ment for their books or lawnmowers [as they do for their 
dogs]. They don’t plan to pay more in insurance premiums 
than the purchase price or replacement cost of the property 
they seek to protect. Individuals do not ... seek visitation ar-
rangements for their televisions upon the termination of their 
marriages.”16

Whether a change in law would open such floodgates is 
debatable. What is not contested is that courts in Michigan are 
increasingly being asked to bend the law when assigning rights 
to animals in divorce.

 

Do You Have a Dog in the Fight?
Continued from page 1
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A Look at Other States: Pets as Property
Michigan courts are not alone in holding firm to the law 

that treats pets as property, despite requests from the parties 
for orders that include custody rights and visitation agree-
ments for an animal they view as part of the family.

In Florida, for example,17 an appeals court rejected a lower 
court’s visitation order for a dog. The husband there had chal-
lenged a trial court’s ruling that (1) awarded the former wife 
visitation with the parties’ dog, Roddy, and (2) modified the 
final judgment to increase the former wife’s visitation rights 
with the dog. The trial court’s modified order stated: 

7. Dog, Roddy: The former Husband, RONALD 
GREGORY BENNETT, shall have custody of the 
parties’ dog “Roddy” and the former Wife, KATH-
RYN R. BENNETT n/k/a KATHRYN R. ROGERS 
shall have visitation every other month beginning Oc-
tober 1, 1993. The visitation shall begin on the first 
day of the month and end on the last day of the month.

Instead of denying the wife visitation, Florida’s District 
Court of Appeals, First District, ruled that the trial court 
lacked authority to order visitation at all. The court reversed 
the order and remanded so that Roddy could be awarded to 
one or the other of the parties, in accord with the state’s equi-
table distribution statute. “Under Florida law,” the court held, 
“animals are considered to be personal property … There is no 
authority which provides for a trial court to grant custody or 
visitation pertaining to personal property.”18

A Pennsylvania Superior court similarly dismissed a hus-
band’s complaint that asked the court to enforce a settlement 
agreement that awarded custody of the couple’s dog, Barney, 
to the wife, but granted the husband visitation rights.19 Un-
fortunately for the husband, the agreement found no favor 
with the court: 

In seeking “shared custody” and a “visitation” arrange-
ment, Appellant appears to treat Barney, a dog, as a child. 
Despite the status owners bestow on their pets, Pennsyl-
vania law considers dogs to be personal property.20

The court found that any terms in the agreement that at-
tempted “to award custodial visitation with or shared custody 
of personal property” were void. The husband’s request was 
analogous to “a visitation schedule for a table or a lamp.” With 
the visitation provisions of the agreement voided, Barney was 
awarded to the wife. 

Alabama also rejects the idea that pets should be treated 
as more than property. To determine which party should be 
awarded a pet in a property division in a divorce action, the 
court considers “evidence of ownership.”21 This evidence could 
come from documentary title, such as a dog license or registra-
tion, or from possession. In a 2014 case, a wife who moved out 

of the marital home without the dog she had brought with 
her into the marriage, or a second dog acquired during the 
marriage, lost the right to both animals. The court gave special 
consideration to husband’s possession of the pets after the par-
ties separated and noted that ownership of a pet is presumed 
to be in the person who possesses it.22 

Iowa similarly takes a traditional approach to pets as chat-
tel in divorce. When a lower court considered an animal’s in-
terests in awarding custody, the appeals court upheld the deci-
sion, but rejected the reasoning. 23 The district court in that 
case based its decision to award the dog to the wife on the fact 
she was more available to care for it. The husband appealed, 
arguing that it would be equitable for the court to award him 
the dog as the wife owned another dog. He argued that the 
couple’s eldest son, who lived with him, was very attached to 
the dog. Affirming the award to the wife, the appeals court 
relied on objective evidence to determine ownership, noting 
that the dog’s license and tracker registration were both in the 
name of the wife, and that the wife took the dog, Max, for 
medical attention when needed. “While a family pet should 
not be put in a position of being neglected or abused, courts 
do not have to determine a pet’s best interests when making a 
property division,” the court stated.24 

In another Iowa case, the court held to the rule that pos-
session of the pet should be given great weight when de-
termining ownership. There, the court awarded the family 
dog, who had been given to the divorcing wife as a Christ-
mas gift, to the husband, a veterinarian, who had posses-
sion of the pet. “A dog is personal property,” the court 
stated. “[W]hile courts should not put a family pet in a 
position of being abused or uncared-for, we do not have to 
determine the best interests of a pet.”25

A Montana court reached the same conclusion in a 2008 
case, where it declined to use the “best interest of the child” 
standard for the distribution of pets, concluding that they are 
marital property.26 
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Other States: Pets as Property -- Plus
On the other hand, several states have found companion 

animals to be more than mere chattel. Some judges have begun 
to create new standards for division of pets and pet custody in 
divorce that differ from a typical property division analysis.

The New Jersey Superior Court discussed the “special sub-
jective value” of pet dogs in Houseman v Dare, a 2009 case.27 
There, an engaged, live-in couple purchased a dog together 
and registered both of their names as owners of the dog. After 
a trial, the lower court found that the dog had been promised 
to the female plaintiff, Houseman, a promise the defendant 
had violated by refusing to return the dog after a visit. The 
court ordered the defendant to pay $1,500 to the plaintiff – 
the purchase price of the dog — but allowed him to keep the 
dog. The appellate court reversed:

[T]he special subjective value of the dog to House-
man can be inferred from her testimony about its 
importance to her and her prompt effort to enforce 
her right of possession when [Defendant] Dare 
took action adverse to her enjoyment of that right. 
Her stipulation to the dog’s intrinsic monetary val-
ue cannot be viewed as a concession that the stipu-
lated value was adequate to compensate her for loss 
of the special value given her efforts to pursue her 
claim for specific performance at trial…assuming an 
oral agreement that [Defendant] breached by keep-
ing the dog after a visit, an order awarding him pos-
session because he had the dog at the time of trial 
would reward him for his breach.” (Emphasis added). 

In Arrington v Arrington, supra, the Texas appellate court 
honored the idea of dogs as property in its text but recognized 
in its order that they are often much more than that.28  In that 
case, the parties had agreed to visitation with their pet dog; the 
lower court had even named the wife “managing conservator” 
of the dog, a title generally bestowed on a parent in custody 
cases. When the husband appealed, the appellate court affirmed 
that dogs are personal property, and the office of managing con-
servator had been created for human children. Based on testi-
mony that the dog, Bonnie Lou, had been a gift to the wife, she 
was awarded custody. The court, however, did not disturb the 
couple’s custody and visitation agreement. “We are sure there is 
enough love in that little canine heart to ‘go around,’” the court 
stated. “Love is not a commodity that can be bought and sold or 
decreed. It should be shared and not argued about.”29

‘Best For All Concerned’ and 
Best Interest’ Standards

Some courts have embraced some of the language of child 
custody decisions, considering, in one form or another, the “best 
interests” of the pet and the parties when awarding ownership.

In a New York case,30 the court acknowledged that the tra-

ditional approach would be to consider which party “has the 
superior possessory right to the dog,” but noted that over the 
years, courts had recognized that, “unlike other types of prop-
erty, companion animals are treated as a special category of 
property, which is consistent with underlying public policy to 
protect the welfare of animals.”31 The court considered an ex-
tensive list of factors including not only possession and which 
party was named on the dog’s license or receipt for its purchase, 
but also “why each party would benefit from having the dog in 
his or her life,” “why the dog has a better chance of prospering, 
loving and being loved,” and “who is in the best position to 
meet the dog’s daily physical and emotional needs.”32 Based on 
the “totality of evidence,” the court awarded the dog, Django, 
to the Defendant: 

[I]t is best for all concerned for Defendant to retain 
sole possession of Django. Django has lived at the 
same location with Defendant without incident for 
4½ years, except during the year when the parties al-
ternated caring for him. Django has thrived and pros-
pered without Plaintiff in his life for almost two years. 
To suddenly uproot Django and send him across the 
country to live with Plaintiff would disrupt the dog’s 
daily routine, healthy and energetic lifestyle and lov-
ing and happy home. The current environment ap-
pears to enhance the chances of both Django and 
Defendant living a long and prosperous life together.

This “best for all concerned” standard had appeared three 
years earlier in a seminal case from the New York Superior 
Court, in which the court rejected adopting wholesale appli-
cation of the child custody “best interest” standard to ques-
tions involving pets, stating to do so would be “unworkable 
and unwarranted.”33 However, the court found it appropriate, 
when deciding ownership of a “treasured pet,” to give the par-
ties a full hearing, not to exceed one day, to argue the issue 
under a “best for all concerned” standard.34 

Consideration of the pet’s interests was sufficient to over-
come proof of ownership in a Connecticut case, where the 
dog was indisputably a gift from the wife to the husband, and 
was registered to the husband.35 Awarding the dog to the wife, 
the court considered testimony that the dog, a Rottweiler who 
had trouble dealing with children, would – if awarded to the 
husband --  live in a place “where scrap metal abounds, there is 
a 5-year-old child and strangers come regularly to those prem-
ises.” Worse, there was testimony that the husband had threat-
ened to shoot the dog.36 

A Vermont court similarly stepped outside the typical 
guidelines for deciding property division of a dog by con-
sidering “the welfare of the animal and the emotional con-
nection between the animal and each spouse.”37 Although 15 
V.S.A. Sec. 751(b), the Vermont statute listing the factors 
a court may consider in making a property settlement in a 
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divorce action, does not include “the welfare of the animal 
and the emotional connection between the animal and each 
spouse,” the Supreme Court of Vermont permitted this factor 
to be considered in awarding ownership of the pet. The court 
found authority for the decision in the statute’s instruction 
that courts consider “all relevant factors” when making an eq-
uitable division of marital property.38

Despite this determination, the Vermont court ruled that 
the trial court could not enforce a visitation or shared custody 
order for pets, even if entered into voluntarily. The court stated 
that although it was “not uncommon for divorcing couples to 
share time with their pets voluntarily,” it could not agree with 
the wife’s argument that the court had authority to impose an 
enforceable visitation order for the dog.

An order of property division is final and not subject 
to modification.39 In contrast to enforcement of other 
kinds of property division orders, enforcement of an 
order requiring ongoing sharing of a family compan-
ion animal would require the power of modification, 
since the animal’s well-being in the context of chang-
ing circumstances could be a substantial factor in the 
analysis. Unlike child custody matters, there is no leg-
islative authority for the court to play a continuing 
role in the supervision of the parties with respect to 
the care and sharing of a companion animal.  Divorce 
has few concrete advantages for the parties, but one of 
the greatest is that they are no longer compelled to be 
in contact over the care and use of their property or the 
way they spend their time. Accordingly, we agree with 
the court below that even if submitted by stipulation, 
an agreement to share custody of the family dog or oth-
er pet would be unenforceable in the family division.

Even when courts grant a pet visitation/custody clause ar-
rangement, judicial follow-through on such orders may be 
problematic. Attorneys might win the trial court’s approval of 
a custody agreement only to have the same judge who signed 
the judgment or order refuse to enforce this provision as a vio-
lation of judicial economy or improper use of court resources, 
which should be reserved for human visitation, custody, or 
parenting time. 

A Delaware court, for ex-
ample, refused to sign a stipu-
lated order for the divorcing 
couple to have visitation with 
the dog.40 Although the court 
had sympathy for the divorc-
ing couple, the court declined 
to “get into the flora and fau-
na of the visitation business.” 
It had jurisdiction to award 
the dog, in its entirety, to one 
party or the other. “[T]hese 

parties should be mature enough to realize that Zach means 
a great deal to each of them and that even though their mar-
riage may not have succeeded, at one point or other they did 
presumably respect and care about each other. I would hope 
that they could resolve this issue peacefully and with regard for 
each other’s positions, but if they cannot, the Court is power-
less to come to their aid.”41

Legislative Action
Faced with a public that increasingly treats pets – especially 

dogs – as “furry babies,”42 some states have revised laws on the 
division of marital property. 

Alaska became the first state in the union to allow a “wellbe-
ing of the animal” review.43 HB 147, signed into law in October 
2016 and effective in January 2017, provides, in pertinent part:

(I)n a judgment in an action for divorce or action 
declaring a marriage void or at any time after judg-
ment, the court may provide...(5) if an animal is 
owned, for the ownership or joint ownership of the 
animal, considering the well-being of the animal.44

Just over a year after passage of Alaska’s law, an amend-
ment to Illinois’ Marriage and Dissolution of Marriage Act 
went into effect, requiring a court to consider an animal’s 
wellbeing when deciding a petition for sole or joint possession 
of a pet or when considering the terms of a settlement agree-
ment. 45 Another 2018 amendment to the law allows the par-
ties to enter into an agreement “allocating ownership of and 
responsibility for any companion animals”46 and, if a “simpli-
fied dissolution” (amicable divorce) is sought, requires such an 
agreement.47 

In October, New York joined the club, revising its law on 
the division of marital assets in divorce to allow consideration 
of a pet’s best interest. The amendment to section 236 of the 
state’s domestic relations law states:48

(15) in awarding the possession of a companion ani-
mal, the court shall consider the best interest of such 
animal. “Companion animal”, as used in this sub-
paragraph, shall have the same meaning as in subdi-
vision five of section three hundred fifty of the agri-
culture and markets law [which defines a companion 
animal as a pet] and (16) any other factor which 
the court shall expressly find to be just and proper.

Commenting on the new law, Judge Matthew Cooper, 
whose 2013 opinion in Travis v Murray49 served as a blueprint 
for the amendment, stated his hope that it “doesn’t open Pan-
dora’s box of drawn-out hearings, proceeding, and testimony 
about cockapoodles.”50  Cooper, who owns a Pit Bull mix, 
noted, “People may stop loving their spouse at some point, 
but they never stop loving their dogs.”
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Factors to Consider when Dealing with Disputes 
Over Pets in a Michigan Divorce

As any family lawyer knows, many clients will fight almost 
as hard for the dog they “never stop loving” as they will for a 
child. In a “pets-as-property state,” like Michigan, ensuring an 
equitable distribution of marital assets, including the family pet, 
may depend on knowing where your judge falls on the animal 
rights spectrum and on a well-crafted prenuptial agreement. 

Other Considerations
If clients present with potential pet issues when preparing 

a prenuptial agreement, or if clients are thoughtful enough 
to address these issues early on in their relationship, a pos-
sible strategy is a pet custody agreement such as the example 
attached as Attachment 1.51 For enforcement purposes it is 
vital that an appropriate Arbitrator is chosen who is willing to 
enforce the terms of a pet custody/visitation agreement.

If you are preparing to argue pet ownership/custody in 
a family law matter, a good strategy is to establish and show 
evidence of indicia of ownership. If the judge assigned to your 
case refuses to treat pets any different than other chattel, the 
parties should consider binding arbitration with an arbitrator 
willing to deal with, and who is familiar with, these issues. The 
arbitrator should also continue his jurisdiction post-judgment 
to enforce visitation/custody of pets. Again, knowing the poli-
cies of your chosen arbitrator is vital.

Conclusion
Despite this trend in state courts and legislatures to treat 

pets in a divorce increasingly like children, with awards of 
custody and visitation and regard for the animal’s wellbeing, 
courts’ willingness to consider a pet’s interests is still constrained. 
Whether a dog or other pet is viewed as property or as a sentient 
being whose wellbeing should be considered, courts have indi-
cated they will not allocate extensive time and resources to liti-
gating who gets the dog. Dogs may be sentient beings, worthy 
of being treated differently from marital assets like furnishings, 
houses and cars, but they still aren’t sentient enough. Without a 
change in the laws regarding the disposition of marital assets in 
divorce, even the most beloved family pet is still, in Michigan as 
in most states, the equivalent of a big screen TV.  

Questions for the Judge
Some of the following questions may be helpful in gauging 

your judge’s attitude toward pets as assets:

1. Should “living property” be treated differently than oth-
er marital property in divorce (i.e., is a couch different 
than a pet dog)?

2. Should companion animals be treated differently than 
other pets in divorce for purposes of property division, 
and if so, how?

3. Will you enter a Consent Judgment of Divorce that con-
tains a provision for:

• Pet custody;

• Pet visitation;

• Splitting of veterinary and other expenses related to 
the pet;

• “Petimony.”

4. Will you enforce agreements regarding:

• Pet custody;

• Pet visitation;

• Splitting of veterinary and other expenses related to 
the pet;

• “Petimony.”

5. Will you conduct an evidentiary hearing/motion regarding:

• Pet custody;

• Pet visitation;

• Splitting of veterinary and other expenses related to 
the pet;

• “Petimony.”

6. If you are willing to conduct a hearing/motion regarding 
pet related issues in divorce, would you consider any of 
the following issues, and if so, which issues and in what 
order of priority:

	Attachment of the pet to a party 

	Fitness of the parties to care for the pet

	Primary caretaker for the pet 

	Multiple pets and separation of pets

	How pet ownership, pet custody, and pet visitation 
effect the best interests of a minor child in the divorc-
ing family

7. On a scale of 1-5, 5 being very satisfied, and 1 being very 
dissatisfied, how would you rank the current state of the 
law regarding pet ownership in divorce actions in the State 
of Michigan?

8. Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding law, 
protocol and/or procedures for division/access/expenses 
for pets in divorce proceedings in Michigan?

9. In considering which party should be awarded ownership 
of a pet in divorce, rate the following factors/consider-
ations in order of importance from most important to 
least important:
	Who bought the pet?

	Who took the pet to the veterinarian?
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	Who paid the veterinarian and insurance bills for the 
pet?

	Which person purchased pet supplies such as toys, 
food, litter, etc.?

	Who fed the pet on a daily basis?

	Who had the main responsibility for brushing, wash-
ing, and trimming the pet?

	Whether either party paid for any special training?

	Who walked the pet and cleaned up after it?

	Who bonded with the pet the most?

	Who has the financial means to take care of the pet 
over its lifetime?

	Whether either party neglected the pet or abused it in 
any other way?

	If either party works, whether his or her work sched-
ule is flexible enough to allow him or her to take care 
of the pet or whether he or she is able to find a person 
who will do so?

	Whether the pet, as applicable, will live where there is 
enough room to exercise and play?

	Consideration of written agreements between the 
parties regarding pets (i.e., prenuptial agreements).

10. Are there any other factors/considerations you evaluate 
in determining pet ownership in an action for divorce? If 
so, please indicate other factors/considerations you would 
consider?

11. Do you live with any animal companions?

12. Do you believe that animals feel sadness, pain, joy, and 
love?  
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Happy is the sole remaining elephant at the Bronx Zoo 
where she has been kept for over four decades. Sixteen of 

those years have been spent in solitary confinement. For a social, 
sentient being like Happy, this seems especially cruel. The Non-
human Rights Project (NhRP) filed a writ of habeas corpus to 
free Happy to a sanctuary where she can live out her days with 
ample space to roam among her kin. The case, which began in 
2018, has made its way up to New York’s highest court, the New 
York Court of Appeals, which granted leave to appeal in May 
2021. NhRP filed a motion for oral argument in January 2021. 
Oral argument in Happy’s case was not scheduled at the time of 
this writing but is expected to occur in 2022. This will be the first 
time a high court in any English-speaking jurisdiction will hear a 
habeas corpus case on behalf of a nonhuman being. 

NhRP continues the fight for bodily liberty on behalf of its 
clients on all fronts – litigation, legislation, grass-roots advocacy, and education – both nationally and internationally. You can 
find more information about upcoming cases and other initiatives at nonhumanrights.org  

The Case for Bodily Liberty for Happy the 
Elephant Reaches a Historic Milestone

Photo: Happy, Nonhuman Rights Project

By Maggie Sadoff
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Co-Editor’s Note: The news below includes brief summaries of 
important and newsworthy items of interest.  We chose these as be-
ing of most interest to our members.  Many items are now appearing 
in the legal and national press and not all can be included.

You will see that some items cover situations in countries 
other than the United States. Improving conditions for animals is 
achieving worldwide interest.

Normally we only cover cases that have been fully adjudicated 
or legislation that has been signed into law.  We are not always 
following those approaches in all updates as there are several situ-
ations in the early stages that present interesting legal or legislative 
approaches that may be discussed below.

Additionally, we will continue to discuss recent cases which 
have involved dog attacks and animal cruelty which have re-
sulted in serious charges against the owner/guardian.  It appears 
that prosecutors are taking these situations much more seriously 
especially when there is a past pattern of dog aggression or ani-
mal cruelty.

Italy Adds Protection of the “Environment, 
Ecosystem, and Biodiversity” to the Constitution 

The Italian Parliament voted in February to add protec-
tion of the “environment, ecosystem, and biodiversity” in the 
“interest of future generations.”  As expected, the wording is 
vague as it is an amendment to the country’s constitution.

Groups involved with animals hailed the amendment 
as did other interested groups.  However, reporting on the 
change is unclear.  Some reports mention that the amendment 
explicitly calls out animals although it appears the amendment 
covers biodiversity.  What this all means for animal compan-
ions, farmed animals, captive animals, etc. will need to be de-
fined over time. 

 Sources are CGTN at: https://newseu.cgtn.com/
news/2022-02-10/Ecological-and-biodiversity-protection-
added-to-Italy-s-constitution-17wkCvdfGrm/index.html

and

Jurist Legal News and Commentary (a collaboration 
with the University of Pittsburgh) at: https://www.jurist.org/
news/2022/02/italian-parliament-votes-to-inlcude-environ-
mental-protections-in-constitution/

Dog and Cat “Bill of Rights” Proposed
in California

Assembly Bill 1881 was introduced in California by As-
sembly Member Miquel Santiago of Los Angeles in February 
2022.  The bill’s stated rights of cats and dogs include the right 

to be free of exploitation and cruelty, daily mental stimulation, 
nutritious food and sanitary water as well as shelter, health-
care, and other rights.  The preamble to the proposed bill rec-
ognizes dogs and cats as sentient beings.

The bill has not been assigned to a committee at this point.  
We will provide updates on the proposed bill if it proceeds in 
the assembly.

Sources are WHNT of Huntsville, Alabama at: https://
whnt.com/news/california-lawmaker-introduces-bill-of-
rights-for-cats-dogs/

and
California Legislative Information (official website of Cali-

fornia Legislature) at:    https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1881 

Courthouse Dogs at Multiple Courts 
Help Soothe Trauma

Courthouse dogs across the United States are helping 
soothe victim trauma especially for young people.  The dogs 
work in a variety of settings including legal hearings outside a 
courtroom, in courtrooms, and other settings.

The Courthouse Dogs Foundation states that there are 272 
“courthouse facility dogs” working in 41 states.  These are not 
“therapy dogs.”   

More information can be found at the links below.
Source of a good summary about the dogs and their work 

is from WHTR of Indianapolis at: https://www.wthr.com/
article/news/nation-world/courthouse-comfort-dogs-aid-
witnesses/507-4b0c8838-7560-4f63-a187-9ddefad120f2

and
General overview is at Courthouse Dogs Foundation web-

site at: https://courthousedogs.org/ 

EU Countries Italy, France, and Estonia Enact 
Legislation in late 2021 to Ban Fur Farming 

Fur farming bans continue to be implemented: Italy (be-
ginning in 2022), France (beginning immediately during the 
4th Quarter of 2021) and Estonia (beginning in 2026). 

Recent Animal Law News
By Donald Garlit
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The first EU country to ban fur faming was the United 
Kingdom in 2000 (an EU member at the time).  Bosnia and 
Herzegovina enacted a ban to begin in 2028.  However the 
last Bosnian farm closed in 2020 given recent declines in the 
industry.  Other EU countries are considering ban legislation.

Source and more details are from Fur Free Alliance at: 
https://www.furfreealliance.com/fur-bans/

Mississippi Supreme Court Upholds Dog Fighting 
Conviction.  Case Involved More than 50 Dogs.  
Conditions were so Egregious that Legislature 
Passed Ani-Cruelty Law in Response. 

Defendant was arrested in 2017 and convicted of 3 of 9 
counts of dog fighting.  Each count resulted in a 3 year sen-
tence and sentences were consecutive.

Defendant appealed claiming that the Humane Society 
of the United States investigator involved in the case was not 
an expert witness, lack of evidence, and that the trial judge 
should have recused himself.  The Mississippi Supreme Court 
ruled in September 2021 that no errors could be found and 
upheld defendant’s convictions and sentences.

State Senator Bob Dearing introduced legislation to in-
crease penalties for dog fighting including those who stage, 
promote, or bet on dog fights.  Punishments and fines were 
increased, too.  The law went into effect in 2018.  Defendant 
above was tried under old law as his arrest was in 2017.  For-
mer State Senator Dearing died in 2020. 

Source is the Natchez Democrat at: https://www.magno-
liastatelive.com/2021/09/30/mississippi-supreme-court-up-
holds-sentence-for-mississippi-man-convicted-for-dogfight-
ing-his-case-changed-animal-laws-in-state/

Four More States Enact Bans on Sale of Animal-
Tested Cosmetics in 2021 since Last Newsletter 
Issue.  Total States with Bans is Now Eight

In the last issue we reported that Governor Ralph Northam 
of Virginia signed a bill in March 2021 
that bans the testing of cosmetics on 
animals beginning January 1, 2022.  
The sale of cosmetics tested on animals 
is banned beginning on July 1, 2022.  
That action made Virginia the 4th state 
to ban cosmetics testing on animals.  
California, Nevada, and Illinois have 

previously enacted similar laws.
Since that time, four other states have passed bills banning 

sale of animal-tested cosmetics.  They are Maryland (passed in 
May), Maine (passed in June), Hawaii (passed in July), and 
New Jersey (passed in November).  Implementation dates vary 
across the states.

Source is the Humane Society of the United States at: 
https://www.humanesociety.org/resources/timeline-cosmet-
ics-testing-animals

Mexico Bans Sales of Cosmetics Tested on 
Animals – Includes Imported Cosmetics

The Senate of Mexico passed the ban in early September 
2021.  The vote was unanimous for the 103 Senators voting.  
This makes Mexico the 41st country in the world to initiate 
such a ban and the first in North America.  The bill was passed 
earlier in the Chamber of Deputies.

Sources are Business of Fashion at: https://www.busines-
soffashion.com/news/global-markets/mexico-bans-animal-
testing-for-cosmetics/

and
LiveKindly at: https://www.livekindly.co/mexicos-senate-

ban-animal-testing/

Israel becomes First Country to Ban Fur Sales for 
Fashion Purposes 

The Minister of Environment Protection approved the 
amendment to existing regulations in mid-2021, with the ban 
effective December 2021.  Some exemptions are allowed.

Source is SGS (a global testing, inspection, and certifica-
tion company) at: https://www.sgs.com/en/news/2021/06/
safeguards-08221-israel-bans-fur-sale-in-the-fashion-industry 

San Francisco Fur Sale Ban Appeal is Dismissed 
by 9th Circuit Court of Appeals

The International Fur Trade Federation (IFTF) challenged 
the ban which went into effect at the beginning of 2020.  The 
IFTF agreed to dismiss the appeal with prejudice ending the 
challenge.  The IFTF’s challenge was based on the ban violat-
ing the Commerce Clause of the US Constitution.

Since the ban in San Francisco went into effect, a state-
wide ban in California was passed to take effect in 2023.

Sources are Animal Legal Defense Fund at: https://aldf.org/
article/san-francisco-fur-ban-stands-after-appeal-is-dropped/

and
CNN at: https://www.cnn.com/2019/10/13/us/california-

bans-fur-products-trnd/index.html

Ann Arbor Bans Fur Sales
The City Council voted in August 2021 to ban the sale of 

fur within the city.  There is a one year phase-in for the effec-
tive date.  Some exemptions apply.

Source is MSN at: https://www.msn.com/en-us/news/us/
ann-arbor-retailers-banned-from-selling-new-fur-a-first-for-
michigan/ar-AANpNpn  
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Spanish Court Says a Dog is More than Property
The court ruled in a divorce case that their dog would 

spend time with both parties and called them “co-carers” not 
“co-owners.”  MSU College of Law Professor David Favre dis-
cusses the issue in a 4 minute audio segment with host Marco 
Werman.

Source is the public radio show, The World, at: https://
theworld.org/media/2021-10-27/spanish-court-says-pet-dog-
more-property 

Spain Recognizes Animals as Sentient Beings 
in Civil Code

The Spanish Parliament 
revised the Civil Code to rec-
ognize animals as sentient be-
ings in December 2021.  The 
Civil Code basically applies to 
property, family, and obliga-
tions.  Animals were already 
recognized as sentient beings 
within the Criminal Code.

It is believed that this will have a major impact on divorce 
and separation agreements although details will need to be 
worked out.  The new law should mean that the interests of 
animals will be taken into account in such agreements.

The law was first proposed in 2017.
Source is El Pais at: https://english.elpais.com/soci-

ety/2021-12-03/spain-approves-new-law-recognizing-ani-
mals-as-sentient-beings.html

Prominent Animal Attorney Sentenced to 10 Years 
– Plea Agreement Related to “Murder for Hire” Plot

 Jennifer Edwards Emmi (now known as Jennifer Ed-
wards), founder of the Animal Law Center in Colorado, was 
sentenced to 10 years after a plea bargain agreement involv-
ing nine separate counts.  The most serious charge that she 
pleaded to appears to be solicitation to commit second-degree 
murder.  Eleven other felony and twelve misdemeanor charges 
were dropped in the plea bargain agreement.  She was origi-
nally arrested in January 2021.

She purportedly tried to hire someone to murder her hus-
band’s girlfriend although some details are conflicting.  The 
couple has since divorced.  She blamed medication she was 
taking for mental and other health issues had altered her state 
of mind and resulted in her actions.

She had represented clients in many animal law cases over 
the years including helping to overturn the Denver pit bull ban 
and numerous defendants accused of animal neglect or cruelty.

Sources are CBS Denver at: https://denver.cbslocal.
com/2021/08/17/jennifer-emmi-years-prison-murder-for-
hire-case/

and
Animals 24-7 has more details including information 

about cases where Edwards represented clients in animal-re-
lated matters at: https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/08/17/
jen-gets-10-colorado-pit-bull-defense-lawyer-sentenced-for-
hit-plot/

Ban on Sale of Dogs and Cats at Pet Stores Goes 
in Effect in Illinois from February 2022

Governor Pritzker signed a law ending the sale of dogs and 
cats sourced from breeders at pet stores in August 2021 which 
went into effect 180 days later.  The law affects 21 pet stores in 
the state selling dogs or cats.  There is no prohibition against 
direct sales from breeders, adoption events by a rescue group at 
a pet store, or sales of cats or dogs sourced from animal control 
or a shelter.

Illinois becomes the fifth state to put such a prohibition 
into place.  California, Maine, Maryland, and Washington 
have such bans already in place.  Challenges to the Illinois le-
gistarion have been mounted or are expected. None have been 
successful at this point.

Sources are Illinois Delivered at: https://illinoisdelivered.
com/2021/08/27/gov-pritzker-signs-state-rep-chesneys-pup-
py-mill-ban-bill/

and
Humane Society of the United States blog (combined 

information and op-ed) at: https://blog.humanesociety.
org/2021/09/massive-blow-to-puppy-mills-illinois-ends-sale-
puppies-pet-stores.html

and 
Language of the bill as signed into law can be found at:  

https://legiscan.com/IL/bill/HB1711/2021

Jury Awards $20.8 Million in Dog Attack Case 
in California – One Person Killed and Another 
Severely Injured

Dog owner and former Exeter police officer Alex Geiger 
had bought the dog from the Exeter police department at the 
time of moving to and joining the Grove City police depart-
ment.  The Belgian Malinois named Neo escaped from his 
yard in December 2016 and attacked two neighbors.  Earlier 
in the day he had chased a mailman.

David Fear, 64, was attacked, fatally injured while defend-
ing Betty Long, and died three days later.  Neighbor Betty 
Long, 86, was severely injured.  Neo was euthanized shortly 
after the attack.

Geiger was charged with involuntary manslaughter (he 
had failed to secure the dog) and other charges although he 
was acquitted in 2019.  The dog was never part of the Grove 
City Police Department and Geiger has since resigned from 
the Grove City PD.

https://theworld.org/media/2021-10-27/spanish-court-says-pet-dog-more-property
https://theworld.org/media/2021-10-27/spanish-court-says-pet-dog-more-property
https://theworld.org/media/2021-10-27/spanish-court-says-pet-dog-more-property
https://english.elpais.com/society/2021-12-03/spain-approves-new-law-recognizing-animals-as-sentient-beings.html
https://english.elpais.com/society/2021-12-03/spain-approves-new-law-recognizing-animals-as-sentient-beings.html
https://english.elpais.com/society/2021-12-03/spain-approves-new-law-recognizing-animals-as-sentient-beings.html
https://denver.cbslocal.com/2021/08/17/jennifer-emmi-years-prison-murder-for-hire-case/
https://denver.cbslocal.com/2021/08/17/jennifer-emmi-years-prison-murder-for-hire-case/
https://denver.cbslocal.com/2021/08/17/jennifer-emmi-years-prison-murder-for-hire-case/
https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/08/17/jen-gets-10-colorado-pit-bull-defense-lawyer-sentenced-for-hit-plot/
https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/08/17/jen-gets-10-colorado-pit-bull-defense-lawyer-sentenced-for-hit-plot/
https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/08/17/jen-gets-10-colorado-pit-bull-defense-lawyer-sentenced-for-hit-plot/
https://illinoisdelivered.com/2021/08/27/gov-pritzker-signs-state-rep-chesneys-puppy-mill-ban-bill/
https://illinoisdelivered.com/2021/08/27/gov-pritzker-signs-state-rep-chesneys-puppy-mill-ban-bill/
https://illinoisdelivered.com/2021/08/27/gov-pritzker-signs-state-rep-chesneys-puppy-mill-ban-bill/
https://blog.humanesociety.org/2021/09/massive-blow-to-puppy-mills-illinois-ends-sale-puppies-pet-stores.html
https://blog.humanesociety.org/2021/09/massive-blow-to-puppy-mills-illinois-ends-sale-puppies-pet-stores.html
https://blog.humanesociety.org/2021/09/massive-blow-to-puppy-mills-illinois-ends-sale-puppies-pet-stores.html
https://legiscan.com/IL/bill/HB1711/2021
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Plaintiffs, Fear’s family and Betty Long, sued claiming 
among other assertions that the Exeter PD had not instructed 
Geiger about the need to secure the dog nor provided ade-
quate training regarding a police dog becoming a domestic 
pet.  While claims against Grove City were dropped (Neo was 
not part of Grove City PD) claims against the city of Exeter 
went to trial.  Exeter appears to not have attempted a realistic 
settlement offer.

Eventually the jury awarded $7 million to the family of 
David Fear and $13.8 million to Betty Long.

Sources are US News & World Report at: https://www.
usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2021-
07-29/20-million-awarded-in-deadly-california-dog-attack

and
Animals 24-7 which has many details regarding the case 

at: https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/07/31/20-8-million-
jury-award-for-california-dog-attack/

Grey Wolf Added Back to Endangered List in 
Recent Ruling in Most Areas

US District Court Judge Jeffrey White issued a lengthy 
ruling in early February 2022 that restores the grey wolf to 

endangered status un-
der the Endangered 
Species Act in all areas 
outside the Northern 
Rockies.  This means 
wolves in the North-
ern Great Lakes area 
are again classified as 
endangered. 

The US Fish & 
Wildlife Service had 
removed them from ESA protection in October 2020, with 
the rule final in January 2021. Challenges to the ruling are 
expected.

Sources are Denver Post at: https://www.denverpost.
com/2022/02/10/gray-wolf-federal-endangered-species-colo-
rado/

and
Center for Biological Diversity at: https://biologicaldiver-

sity.org/w/news/press-releases/federal-court-restores-gray-
wolfs-endangered-species-act-protection-2022-02-10/   

The Animal Law Section’s “Coping with COVID” series 
of four webinars is available on the Animal Law Section’s 

channel at: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCAjEZqFk-
FlYz0Pj7kIYd9zQ 

The webinars are: 

• “Lawyer & Advocate Professional Responsibilities 
in a Pandemic” presented by Russ Meade of Lewis & 
Clark Law School 

• “How to Avoid Zoom Fatigue in Hearings” present-
ed by Court of Appeals Judge Amy Ronayne Krause 
and District Court Judge Kristen Simmons

• “Compassion Fatigue & Work/Life Balance” pre-
sented by Lindsay Hamrick and Hilary Hager of the 
Humane Society of the United States

• “Overcoming Procrastination and Perfectionism” 
presented by empowerment and productivity consul-
tant Hillary Rettig  

Section’s “Coping with COVID” Webinar Series 
is on the ALS YouTube Channel

https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2021-07-29/20-million-awarded-in-deadly-california-dog-attack
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2021-07-29/20-million-awarded-in-deadly-california-dog-attack
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/california/articles/2021-07-29/20-million-awarded-in-deadly-california-dog-attack
https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/07/31/20-8-million-jury-award-for-california-dog-attack/
https://www.animals24-7.org/2021/07/31/20-8-million-jury-award-for-california-dog-attack/
https://www.denverpost.com/2022/02/10/gray-wolf-federal-endangered-species-colorado/
https://www.denverpost.com/2022/02/10/gray-wolf-federal-endangered-species-colorado/
https://www.denverpost.com/2022/02/10/gray-wolf-federal-endangered-species-colorado/
https://biologicaldiversity.org/w/news/press-releases/federal-court-restores-gray-wolfs-endangered-species-act-protection-2022-02-10/%20%20%20%20%20
https://biologicaldiversity.org/w/news/press-releases/federal-court-restores-gray-wolfs-endangered-species-act-protection-2022-02-10/%20%20%20%20%20
https://biologicaldiversity.org/w/news/press-releases/federal-court-restores-gray-wolfs-endangered-species-act-protection-2022-02-10/%20%20%20%20%20
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCAjEZqFkFlYz0Pj7kIYd9zQ%20%20
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCAjEZqFkFlYz0Pj7kIYd9zQ%20%20
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M E M O R A N D U M  

To:     Allie Phillips, Chair, Animal Law Section, State Bar of Michigan 

From:     Nominating Committee: Jennifer Pierce and Bee Friedlander

Subject:   2021 Nominating Committee Report (for the period October 1, 2021 through September 30, 2022) 

Dated:    July 29, 2021, updated August 11, 2021
   
Pursuant to the updated Section bylaws (Article III, Sections 1-6), officers are to be elected for a two-year term, after which they 
are term limited. This year, the Chair Elect becomes Chair and the Chair becomes Immediate Past Chair; and the Chair Elect, 
Secretary and Treasurer positions are open. Council members are elected for 3-year terms and there are 3 positions open this year. 
In addition, there is a vacant Council seat resulting from a Council member being nominated for an officer position, and that 
unexpired seat is to be filled, will be elected at the annual meeting (“Special Election”, Section 6). 

The annual meeting is September 29.

Officers
The committee is pleased to recommend the following slate of officers: 
Chair: Katherine Brindle (current Chair Elect) 
Chair Elect: Erin Klug (new to Council)
Secretary: Donald Garlit 
Treasurer: Steven Bieda 
Immediate Past Chair: Allie Phillips

Term expiring 2024: 
Celeste M. Dunn, Clarkston (current member, term expiring, eligible for another term)
Rebecca Kristen Wrock, Ann Arbor (current member, term expiring, eligible for another term)
Sara Sturing, West Bloomfield (new to Council)

Term Ending: 2022
Ann Griffin, Bingham Farms (fills Bieda’s unexpired term)

The Committee recognizes and thanks Tricia Smith, who took on the job of secretary but whose family and work situation do 
not give her time to serve another term; and to Donna Lassa, whose term is expiring and who offered to serve a second term but 
said she would defer to give another member the opportunity to serve, particularly since Donna no longer lives in MI.

A nominee who has not served before is required to submit the following information:
1. Resume
2. Date admitted to the bar
3. Amount of time as an Animal Law Section member
4. List the involvement in animal advocacy activities, committee participation, authored articles both as an individual and as 

a member of the Animal Law Section
5. Short explanation of interest in the Council position (100 words maximum)

Advisory Committee
This committee was created several years ago, comprised of council members who were term limited, to act as mentor/advisors 
to Officers and Council members who had not served in Section leadership previously. This year the Committee will become 
active. Current members are:

Tom Boven, Raj Prasad, Richard Angelo, Kieran Marion, Bee Friedlander 

Plans are that each committee member will be assigned a new member and will be in contact with that person before the term 
starts and as needed throughout the year.
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This is a summary of the Animal Law Section’s financial 
status as of September 30, 2021 (12 months of the FY).  

Paid membership has increased about 7% over the prior 
Fiscal Year.  

Revenue for the year to date is $5,210.

Expenses for the year to date are $3,546.

Net income is $1,664.

The major expenses for the year include two issues of the 
Newsletter ($2,352), honorariums for presenters at the webi-
nar series ($550), Wanda Nash Award recipient honorarium 
and related recognition plaques ($383), and other miscella-

neous expenses including postage, conference calls, eBlast thru 
SBM, and credit card fees from the SBM related to member 
payments of SBM annual dues ($261).

The funds balance at the end of September was $18,020; 
an increase of $1,664 compared with the prior FY year-end 
balance of $16,356.  

Respectfully submitted,

Donald Garlit 
2020-2021 Treasurer
November 2021

Treasurer’s Report – 2020-2021 FY
(12 Months through September 30, 2021)

This is a summary of the Animal Law Section’s financial 
status as of January 31, 2022 (4 months of the FY).  

     Paid membership is about 230 and has increased about 7% 
over the prior Fiscal Year.  

Revenue for the year to date is $3,365.  This is the first year 
of the attorney dues reduction to $15 from $25 where dues 
have been since the Section was formed in 1995.

Expenses for the year to date are $0.

Net income is $3,365.

There have been no expenses for the fiscal year to date.  
Upcoming expenses include this Newsletter and a charitable 

donation to an animal-related group in honor of the Brandi 
Award recipient at an award ceremony on March 18, 2022.

The funds balance at the end of January 2022 is $21,385; 
an increase of $3,365 compared with the prior FY year-end 
balance of $18,020 on September 30, 2021.  

Respectfully submitted,

Steven Bieda
Treasurer
(assisted by Donald Garlit)
March 2022

Treasurer’s Report – 2021-2022 FYTD
(4 Months through January 31, 2022)
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Upcoming Events
April 29-30, 2022, Virtual Animal Law Symposium: Wildlife sponsored by the Animal 
Legal Defense Fund which is free and open to public.  Register at: https://aldf.org/article/
animal-law-symposium/?

November 4-6, 2022 in Portland, Oregon, 30th Annual Animal Law Conference 
sponsored by Lewis & Clark Law School and the Animal Legal Defense Fund.  Agenda is 
not available yet although early registration starts in June and general registration begins 
in August.  Website is: https://www.animallawconference.org/

Webinars
April 14, 2022 at 12:15 PM (EDT), Convention on Animal Protection: A 
Global Treaty for Animal Welfare, Public Health, and the Environment 
from the Law, Ethics, and Animal Protection (LEAP) program at Yale Law 
School.  David Favre of the Michigan State University College of Law will be 
one of the presenters.  Sign-up at: https://yale.zoom.us/meeting/register/
tJMkdu6spzsjHdeam23KFUyZ8QxCZl641_SF

Past presentations in the LEAP Speakers series are at: https://www.
youtube.com/channel/UC5SdRqP2mDXXFVLKF8lDuXg/videos

The Animal Law Academy of the Animal Legal Defense Fund has a 
series of animal law webinars (many of which are available for viewing 
On Demand). These webinars are at: https://aldf.org/article/webinars/

The Brooks McCormick Jr. Animal Law and Policy Program at 
Harvard Law School has more than 50 animal law presentations from 
2015 to the present at: https://animal.law.harvard.edu/videos/
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