
Are Dogs People Too? A Discussion of Issues Relating to the Changing Legal Status of 
Animals in New Jersey and Beyond 

Animal Law Track (Central Meeting Room 4) 

From legal challenges asserting personhood of an elephant, to statutes requiring Courts to 
consider the "best interest" of dogs in divorce matters, the landscape of animal law 
continues to rapidly evolve in many different forums. The panelists will address animal 
legal status in wildlife protection efforts, animal cruelty statutes, possession of domestic 
companion animals, and other substantive legal issues, both in New Jersey and across the 
United States. This will include a discussion of animal rights as they have evolved over 
history, and a review of the present status – and present challenges – being brought in the 
Judiciary and Legislature.  
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THE CURRENT & CHANGING 
LEGAL STATUS OF PETS

Emerald E. Sheay, Esq.
Volunteer Lawyers for Justice
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OUTLINE

1. Overview of the 
significance of pets 

2. Pets in Family Court

3. Pets in the Civil Division 

4. Challenges and Pushback 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF PETS

• To many Americans, a pet is a family member.

• According to a 2023 survey, nearly half of New Jersey households 
have pets (WorldPopulationReview.com).

• Pets may provide stability, companionship and emotional support 
not only to a member of the couple seeking dissolution, but also 
to the child or children.

• Despite this, pets often get overlooked in the dissolution 
process.
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INCREASE IN PET OWNERSHIP

• As of 2024, 66% of U.S. households (86.9 million 
homes) own a pet. That’s up from 56% in 1988. 

• Millennials make up the largest percentage of current 
pet owners (33%), followed by Gen X (25%) and baby 
boomers (24%).

• In 2022, Americans spent $136.8 billion on their pets, 
up nearly 11% from 2021 ($123.6 billion).

Per Forbes, January 2, 2025
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IN FAMILY COURT

Divorce & Domestic Violence
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CURRENT TRENDS

- Decreased fertility:

- The nation's fertility rate has declined since 1957: data for 2023 
puts the current fertility rate at less than half the 1957 rate. 
(USA Facts).  More couples are bringing pets into the home. 
This causes increasing disputes between married couples over 
pets upon separation. 

- Decreased marriage:

- All time-low in marriage statistics in 2022. In 2024, 47.1% of 
households were headed by married couples. In1949, it was 
78.8%. 
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WHERE DO WE FILE?

• R. 4:3-1(a)(4)(E) Personal Possessions: If ownership interest or 
monetary damages pertaining to personal property, including 
pets, is the only relief sought, the matter shall be filed and 
heard in the Law Division, Civil Part or Law Division, 
Special Civil Part. If any other form of relief is sought that 
affects the family or family-type relationship, including but not 
limited to divorce, termination of domestic partnership, 
dissolution of civil union, spousal support, child support, custody, 
parenting time, property distribution or palimony, the matter 
shall be filed and heard in the Chancery Division, Family Part.
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HOUSEMAN V. DARE
405 NJ SUPER 538 (APP. DIV. 2009)

Eric Dare bought a purebred puppy called Dexter 
while cohabiting with Doreen Houseman in a 
jointly owned house .The couple broke up, but 
exchanged possession of Dexter twice a week for 
several months.  Eric refused to exchange him one 
day, and Doreen filed in Family Part seeking 
specific performance of oral agreement to share 
dog.
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HOUSEMAN V. DARE: OUTCOME

• Trial Court: Excluded all evidence regarding alleged 
agreement for possession of Dexter.  Provided Doreen 
with $1,500 as Dexter’s stipulated value.

• Appellate Division: Reversed and ordered trial court on 
remand to determine whether a dog sharing agreement 
existed.

• Remand: Court found both parties equally sincere in love 
and attachment for Dexter. Declined to find enforceable 
agreement – Crafted its own shared possession 
schedule – alternating 5 weeks to minimize 
contact between the parties
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PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS

• Court must determine: Does a valid 
agreement exist?

• Is the parties’ attachment sincere and 
grounded in facts and circumstances which 
give the chattel special value?  Is it worthy of 
protection of a court of equity?

• Craft a solution based on specific facts of 
the case
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CHANGE ON THE HORIZON: NATIONAL 
TRENDS

• Several states have codified pet custody and possession 
into law.

• Effective 2017, Alaska became the first state to require 
courts to address the “well-being of the animal” in deciding 
how to assign ownership in dissolution proceedings.  This 
was followed by similar adoptions in Illinois, California, 
New Hampshire, Maine and New York.
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NEW YORK: BEST INTERESTS OF THE 
DOG?

NY Dom Rel L § 236 (2024):  “In awarding the possession of a companion animal, the court shall 
consider the best interest of such animal.” Interpreted by the Courts as a “totality of the 
circumstances” test:

L.B. v. C.C.B., 175 N.Y.S.3d 705 (Sup. Ct. 2022)” Salient factors for a court to consider include: 

1. the involvement, or absence, of each party in the companion animal's day-to-day life; 

2. the availability and willingness of each party to care for the companion animal; 

3. each party's involvement in health and veterinary care decisions; 

4. the quality of each party's respective home environment; 

5. the care and affection shown towards the companion animal; 

6. and each party's fitness and caretaking abilities. 

No single factor is dispositive.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE & PETS

“The Link”: The Massachusetts Society for the 
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals undertook the 
first major study on this subject in 1997 in 
which they examined 80,000 case files involving 
animal cruelty between 1975 and 1996.  Their 
research revealed that people who abused 
animals were five times more likely also to 
commit violent crimes against humans. 
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RESTRAINING ORDERS

• NJSA 2C:25-28 – TRO reliefs – Relief may include “an order directing the 
possession of any animal owned, possessed, leased, kept, or held by either party 
or a minor child residing in the household and providing that the animal not be 
disposed of prior to entry of a final order…”

• NJSA 2C:25-29 – FRO reliefs – Court may enter “an order directing the 
possession of any animal owned, possessed, leased, kept, or held by either party 
or a minor child residing in the household.”

• “Where a person has abused or threatened to abuse such animal, there shall 
be a presumption of that possession of the animal shall be awarded to the non-
abusive party.”
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POSITIVE TREND FOR ANIMAL 
PROTECTION

• As of 2024, 41 out of 50 states allow for courts to include animals in 
protection orders.

• NJ A3836: Establishes Domestic Violence Shelter Pet Grant Program to 
provide funds to house pets in shelters with their owners.

• “ There is established in the Department of Human Services the Domestic Violence 
Shelter Pet Grant Program to provide funds to domestic violence shelters to allow 
the pets of victims of domestic violence to reside concurrently with their owners 
within domestic violence shelters. The program shall award grants to domestic 
violence shelters to defray the costs of purchasing food, medication, toys, cat litter, 
leashes, and other supplies necessary for the health and well-being of domesticated 
animals, as well as for needed veterinary care during the residency of a victim of 
domestic violence at a domestic violence shelter.”



18

IN THE CIVIL DIVISION 

Pet Custody Disputes between Unmarried Couples and beyond
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WHAT KINDS OF CASES ARE HEARD?

- Non-married couples

- Rescues and 
adopters/fosters

- “Inherited” pets

- Breeding rights contracts

- Misc.
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CURRENT CASELAW: DISPUTES 
BETWEEN COUPLES 

• Houseman v. Dare, 405 N.J. Super. 538 (App. Div. 2009) – agreements to 
share a pet between cohabitants are enforceable; courts can fashion pet 
sharing remedy. Rejected “best interests” standard 

• Cases do not necessarily turn on legal ownership papers or who 
purchased, but on “sincere affection for and attachment to” the pet 
(Houseman 405 N.J. Super. at 544) and who bears the “benefits and 
burdens” of pet ownership. Pippin v Fink 350 N.J. 270 (App. Div. 2002)

• Otherwise, standard breach of contract may apply.
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RELEVANT EVIDENCE

•Pet insurance

•Social Media

•Pedigree, AKC registration 

•Gifts – 3d party or between parties

•Birthday, Mother’s Day and Father’s Day cards

•Family portraits and photos

•Microchip registration:
AKC/CAR 

•Veterinary records

•Local authority license

•Purchase or adoption records

•Source of funds for acquisition and/or care of animal
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OWNERSHIP DISPUTES BETWEEN NON-
COUPLES

• Arguello v. Behmke, 2006 N.J. Super. Unpub. 
LEXIS 2977

• Plaintiff was forced to evacuate Louisiana during Hurricane Katrina, 
and left her great Dane, “Chopper”, at a local shelter.

• Two weeks later, Chopper was adopted out without any further 
notice to Plaintiff, Plaintiff searched adamantly for her dogs and 
located them two months later.

• Defendant had adopted Chopper, and refused to return him. 
Plaintiff filed a writ of replevin for Chopper’s return. 

• HELD:  Defendant was ordered to return Chopper to the 
Plaintiff. 
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“Chopper is considered a chattel under the law, but is
also the pet of a grieved owner who has been denied
possession of a companion animal by Defendant. It is
clear that Plaintiff never intended to abandon
Chopper or give up ownership. … Defendant does
not have the right to keep Chopper as Plaintiff is the
true owner.”

ROSEMARIE RUGGIERO WILLIAMS J.S.C. 
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WHAT IS THE VALUE OF A PET?

$5,000: McDougall v. Lamm, 211 N.J. 203, 227 (N.J. 2012) – pet owners sued after witnessing 

their maltipoo be attacked and killed by another dog. NJ Supreme Court affirmed $5,000 award – in 
excess of value of dog, but limited. (Value of tricks?)

$2,850.58: Harabes v. The Barkery, 348 N. J. Super 366 (Law Div. 2001). No emotional distress 

damages for death of a dog who died due to extreme heat at the groomers. Awarded $2,850.58 via 
default. 

$2,500: Hyland v. Borras, 316 NJ Super. 22, 25 (App. Div. 1998). Pet owners witnessed shih tzu be 

attacked and injured. They were awarded $2,500, when market value was $500, Family pet has “no 
calculable value” except arising from “the length and strength of the owner’s attachment.” 
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EMOTIONAL DISTRESS DAMAGES

•Negligent Infliction of Emotional 
Distress:

•Bystander: Generally not allowed for pets. 
(see McDougall & Harabes). Why? Public 
policy concerns. 

•Direct: Maybe! Quesada v. Compassion 
First Pet Hospitals, 2021 WL 1235136 
(App. Div. 2021). 

•Intentional Infliction of Emotional 
Distress: ???

As a result of the decapitation, plaintiff 
"developed a suite of severe mental health 
problems . . . such as . . . the need for 
ongoing professional counseling and 
medications, insomnia, the inability to 
work, outbursts of anger, flashbacks, 
hypervigilance, panic attacks, nightmares, 
depression and anxiety, suicidal ideation, 
and impulses toward self-harm," among 
other health issues.
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CHALLENGES & PUSH BACK
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FLORIDA REJECTS BEST INTERESTS 
STANDARD

• Bennett v. Bennett 655 So. 2d 109 (District Court 
of Appeal Florida, 1995:

• “Our courts are overwhelmed with the 
supervision of custody, visitation and support 
matters related to the protection of our children. 
We cannot undertake the same responsibility as 
to animals.”
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PUSHBACK FROM NYSBA

“Expansion into a full blown mandatory “best interests of the pet” 
standard is unworkable and foolish. That it must be applied in principle 
to all forms of defined “companion animals” compounds the foolishness 
and is an inordinate waste of precious resources which must be devoted 
to other issues in our cases. As divorcing parties become more and more 
litigious (and they are) and our pets become viewed more and more as 
close and important family members (and they are), the level of 
emotional turmoil as well as tactical positioning to be created by this 
proposed mandate will encourage even more litigation.”

“Best Interests of the Hamster?” A False Equivalency and Absurdity in Proposed Pet Custody Legislation
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TAKE-AWAYS
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Wild 
Animals as 
Property

Doris Lin, Esq.

Legal Director
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Wild Animals as Property
• What is wildlife?

• What is the public trust doctrine?

• Definitions of “take”

• Legal taking of wildlife in NJ

• NJ Black Bears v. LaTourette

• Feral Cats
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Earl v. Van Alstine, 

8 Barb. 630 (N.Y. Gen. 
Term. 1850)

What is wildlife?
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Earl v. Van Alstine, 

8 Barb. 630 (N.Y. Gen. Term. 
1850)

“the distinction is based upon the 

extent to which they can be 

domesticated or brought under the 

control and dominion of man, and not 

at all upon the ferocity of their 

disposition, or their proneness to 

mischief.”

Dog: domitae naturae, even though 

they can be “savage and ferocious”

Hare, rabbit, and dove: ferae naturae, 

“although comparatively harmless” Id 

at 31.

What is wildlife?
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N.J.S.A. 23:1-1 "Wildlife" means 
any wild mammal, bird, reptile, 
amphibian, fish , mollusk, 
crustacean, or other wild animal 
or any part, product, egg, or 
offspring or the dead body or 
parts thereof.

What is wildlife?
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Lacey Act 
16 U.S.C. 3371(b)
The term “fish or 
wildlife” means any wild 
animal, whether alive 
or dead, including 
without limitation any 
wild mammal, bird, 
reptile, amphibian, fish, 
mollusk, crustacean, 
arthropod, coelenterate, 
or other invertebrate, 
whether or not bred, 
hatched, or born in 
captivity, and includes 
any part, product, egg, 
or offspring thereof.

What is wildlife?
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50 CFR 10.12
Animal means an organism 
of the animal kingdom, as 
distinguished from the 
plant kingdom; including 
any part, product, egg, or 
offspring thereof, or the 
dead body or parts thereof 
(excluding fossils), 
whether or not included in 
a manufactured product or 
in a processed food 
product. 
(See, e.g., US v. One 
Fossilized Tyrannosaurus 
Bataar Skull, 2018 U.S. Dist. 
LEXIS 234837 (N.D. Tex., Mar. 
16, 2018)

What is wildlife?
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Arnold v. Mundy
6 N.J.L. 1 (1821) 

The Public Trust Doctrine
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Arnold v. Mundy
6 N.J.L. 1 (1821) 
• Private property: Things divided 
among individuals

• Public property: Things not divided 
among individuals

• Common property: Things common 
to all citizens who take them and use 
them according to his necessities: 
“the air, the running water, the sea, 
the fish, and the wild beasts.” Arnold, 
6 N.J.L. at 71

The Public Trust Doctrine
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Arnold v. Mundy
6 N.J.L. 1 (1821) 
“the navigable rivers in which the tide 

ebbs and flows, the ports, the bays, the 
coasts of the sea, including both the 
water and the land under the water, for 
the purpose of passing and repassing,
navigation, fishing, fowling, sustenance, 
and all the other uses of the water and 
its products (a few things excepted)

are common to all the citizens” Arnold, 
6 N.J.L. at 76-77

The Public Trust Doctrine
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Arnold v. Mundy
6 N.J.L. 1 (1821) 

“Deer put into a park, 
rabbits in a warren, fish in 
a pond, become private 
property by caption and 
detention.” Arnold, 6 N.J.L. 
at 46

The Public Trust Doctrine
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Public Trust statute: 
N.J.S.A.13:1D-150 et seq.

“The common property 
consisted of the air, tidally 
flowed waters, fish, and wild 
animals”

N.J.S.A.13:1D-150c

The Public Trust Doctrine
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N.J.S.A. 23:13-1 
Interstate Wildlife Violator 
Compact.

“Wildlife resources are managed 
in trust by the respective states 
for the benefit of all residents 
and visitors”

The Public Trust Doctrine
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Definitions of “take”

Pierson v. Post

3 Cai.Cas. 175 (N.Y.1805)
• “It is admitted that a fox is an 
animal ferae naturae, and that 
property in such animals is 
acquired by occupancy only.”

• “deprive them of their natural 
liberty, and subject them to the 
control of their pursuer”

• “possession and occupancy”

• Cited by State v. Schmidt, 110 
N.J. 258 (1988) and State v. 
Rosenbruch-Decker, Nos. A-
13867, A-13868, 2025 Alas. App. 
LEXIS 32 (Ct. App. Mar. 28, 2025) 
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Marine Mammal Protection Act 16 U.S.C. 1361 et. seq.

Take: “harass, hunt, capture, collect, or kill, or attempt 
to harass, hunt, capture, collect, or kill” 16 U.S.C. 
1362(13)

Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.

Take: “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, 
trap, capture, or collect” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(19)

Definitions of “take”
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N.J.S.A. 13:1B-28 

Fish and Game Council

• “formulate comprehensive policies 

for the protection and propagation 

of fish , birds, and game animals 

and for the propagation and 

distribution of food fish and for the 

keeping up of the supply thereof in 

the waters of the State.”

• “subject to the approval of the 

commissioner” 

Legal taking of wildlife in NJ
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Composition of the NJ Fish & 
Game Council: N.J.S.A.13:1B-24

11 members, appointed by the 
Governor, with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

• 3 farmers

• 6 sportsmen

• Chair of the endangered and 
nongame species committee

• One person knowledgeable in land 
use management and soil 
conservation practices

Legal taking of wildlife in NJ
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NJ Black Bears v. LaTourette

A-000672-23 

Legal taking of wildlife in NJ
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Feral Cats

S261
Provides for spaying and 
neutering stray or feral cats 
and establishes fund therefor; 
designated as “Compassion 
for Community Cats Law.”

Definition of “owner” includes 
the text, “and shall not include 
a community cat caregiver.”
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

Legal Personhood for 
Animals

Paul Tartanella, Esq. 
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

• Legal Personhood, not biological, 

e.g. corporations

• Group entitled to legal rights

• Reflects a society’s history and values 

• For many Native Americans there were 

no “animals”, only different people 

known as Raven, Deer, Wren, Wolf, 

Eagle, Bear, Loon, etc.

Alfie & Me by Carl Safina (2023) What 

Owls Know, What Humans Believe, page 30.

Principles of Legal Personhood 
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

Legal personhood as applied in Nonhuman Rights Project v. 
Breheny seeking the transfer of Happy the elephant from the 
Bronx Zoo to The Elephant Sanctuary under the writ of 
habeus corpus (action for false imprisonment)
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

Should Happy  be a Legal Person and entitled to live a more natural life?

• Elephants live in matriarchal families, females form lifelong attachments 

• Happy was captured as a baby with six other calves that were dispersed among various       

zoos and circuses  

• Happy has lived at the Bronx Zoo for the last 45 years and alone for the last 18 years
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

• Their emotional bonds start very early in life. 

• Elephants communicate with one another 
over miles through their stomach rumblings 
(either heard or sensed though the pads of 
their feet).

• Elephants  give names to other by unique 
rumblings in their stomachs; usually from the 
mother to their children.

“Every Elephant Has Its Own Name, Study Suggests,”
NYT 6/10/2024
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

• Loss of family causes psychological 

harm. 

• Young male calves raised without their 

families become unusually aggressive 

as they get older. 

• Young elephants that witness the 

deaths of their parents often suffer from 

PTSD or nightmares. 

Wild Justice -The Moral Lives of Animals by 
Marc Bekoff and Jessica Pierce (2009)

Drawing from When Animals Dream by 
David Pena-Guzman (2022) 
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

• Elephants may understand the 
concept of death

• Females carry baby elephants that 
have died with their trunks

• Elephants’ response  to death 
included touching and standing 
guard over the body

• Some place dirt and vegetation on 
the body. 

Elephants in Mourning Spotted on YouTube 
by Scientists, NY Times May 17, 2022 

When Eleanor collapsed, Grace tried to 
help her stand; after she died, her 
daughter, Maya came often to the body to 
mourn – showing both empathy and grief

Playing Possum: How Animals understand 
Death by Susana Monso
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

As described by Lawrence Anthony, elephants may be more 
sensitive than humans (in ways we do not understand) .
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

Happy’s enclosure at the Bronx Zoo

Elephant Sanctuary
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
• Happy lost at the Court of Appeals in NY in a 5-2 decision (2022).  

• The court feared that a win "would have an enormous destabilizing 

impact on modern society…"  and could open the door for more 
legal actions on behalf for zoo animals, pets and farm animals

• Two judges dissented in separate opinions, writing: 

• An animal may have legal rights. 

• Judge Rivera noted the impact of keeping Happy captive: 

“Happy is being held in "an environment that is unnatural to her 
and that does not allow her to live her life. Her captivity is inherently 
unjust and inhumane. It is an affront to a civilized society, and every 
day she remains a captive — a spectacle for humans — we, too, 
are diminished”

Does animal personhood have an “enormous destabilizing 
impact”?
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
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
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 Pig on Trial

France (1457)
State v. Sow and Piglets
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



15

 Pig on Trial

India (2000)
Animals had standing  as persons under the 

Indian Constitution as “beings entitled to 
dignified existence and humane treatment …”

Nair v. Union of India
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

India, in 2013, bans captivity of dolphins for public 
entertainment because confinement can cause 

extreme distress considering dolphins as “nonhuman 
persons”.
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
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 Pig on Trial

Ohio and Colombia (2021)
US District Court for the Southern District of Ohio in 
2021, found that hippos were legal persons applying 

Columbian law that grant animals standing
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
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

The first non-human legal person
Judge Elena Amanda Liberatori (2015)

Sandra
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

Cecilia
Granted habeas corpus, 2016

“…it will not be Cecilia who will be in debt to us, but rather us who should thank 
her for allowing us to grow as a community and feel a little more human.”
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
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

Estrellita
Granted habeas corpus, 2022

In applying Ecuador’s constitutional rights of nature, the Constitutional Court of 
Ecuador found habeas corpus could extend to animals in the appropriate case; 

recognizing the rights of wild animals to behave according to their instincts  
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
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

Asian elephant living in a zoo in Pakistan

Kaavan
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

Free the Wild, Cher’s animal protection NGO sued.
Judge ruled that Kaavan is not mere property, but subject of rights and 

should be sent to the Cambodian Wildlife Sanctuary (2020)
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

Kaavan and Cher
Cher and the Loneliest Elephant
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
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

Freed by the High Court of Bombay after Paul 
McCartney brought attention to her plight –

Gods in Shackles by Sangita Iyer

Sundar
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
• “Personhood” for animals has not 

destabilized societies 

• Legal personhood reflects our values 

• Truth and  compassion are the basis for non-
human personhood – and animal rights 

• “Non-human person” is an unusual term -
but a better description of an elephant than 
“property” 
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

Happy’s enclosure at the Bronx Zoo

“Property”

Elephant Sanctuary 
“Non-human person”
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

Questions?



Are Dogs People Too? A Discussion of Issues Relating to the 
Changing Legal Status of Animals in New Jersey and Beyond 

NJSBA Animal Welfare Committee 

Wednesday, May 14, 2025 

Doris Lin, Esq., Legal Director, Animal Protection League of NJ 

Earl v. Van Alstine, 8 Barb. 630, 631 (N.Y. Gen. Term. 1850) wild v. domestic 
animals 

Lacey Act 16 U.S.C. § 3371, et seq.  

Definition of “animal” under the Lacey Act 50 CFR 10.12 

US v. One Fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234837 
(N.D. Tex., Mar. 16, 2018), dismissed on other grounds, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
223352 (N.D. Tex., Nov. 26, 2018) Definition of  “fish and wildlife” 

Interstate Wildlife Violator Compact N.J.S.A. 23:13-1 et seq. 

Public Trust statute: N.J.S.A.13:1D-150 et seq. 

Arnold v Mundy, 6 N.J.L. 1 (1821)  public trust 

Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.  

New Jersey Endangered and Nongame Species Conservation Act N.J.S.A. 23:2A-1 
et seq.   

Pierson v. Post, 3 Cai.Cas. 175 (N.Y.1805) taking of wild animal 

State v. Schmidt, 110 N.J. 258 (1988) cites the “elusive fox” from Pierson v. Post 

State v. Rosenbruch-Decker, Nos. A-13867, A-13868, 2025 Alas. App. LEXIS 32 
(Ct. App. Mar. 28, 2025) “taking” of animal, citing Pierson 

Marine Mammal Protection Act 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq. 

Endangered Species Act 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. 
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Composition of the NJ Fish & Game Council: N.J.S.A.13:1B-24 

Fish & Game Council to formulate policies: N.J.S.A, 13:1B-28 

State Fish and Game Code N.J.S.A. 13:1B-30  

S261 Provides for spaying and neutering stray or feral cats and establishes fund 
therefor; designated as “Compassion for Community Cats Law.” 
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United States v. One Fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull

United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas, Wichita Falls Division

March 16, 2018, Decided; March 16, 2018, Filed

Civil Action No. 7:17-cv-00106-O

Reporter
2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234837 *

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Plaintiff, v. ONE FOSSILIZED TYRANNOSAURUS BATAAR SKULL, Defendant.

Subsequent History: Motion denied by, Motion denied by, As moot United States v. One Fossilized 
Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 228514 (N.D. Tex., Apr. 20, 2018)

Counsel:  [*1] For USA, Plaintiff: Dimitri Narciso Rocha, LEAD ATTORNEY, United States Attorney's Office, 
Dallas, TX; Bar Status: Not Admitted; Richard J Guiltinan, United States Attorney's Office, Dallas, TX; Bar Status: 
Admitted/In Good Standing, Bar Status: Admitted/In Good Standing.

For One Fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull, Defendant: Michael Anthony Villa, LEAD ATTORNEY, Jr, Aaron P 
Borden, Mark McMillan, Meadows Collier Reed Cousins Crouch & Ungerman LLP, Dallas, TX.

Judges: Reed O'Connpor, UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE.

Opinion by: Reed O'Connpor

Opinion

ORDER

Before the Court are Claimant Dr. James W. Godwin's Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 6), filed September 20, 2017; 
Plaintiff United States of America's Response (ECF No. 8), filed October 11, 2017; and Claimant's Reply (ECF No. 
9), filed October 25, 2017. Having considered the motion, briefing, and applicable law, the Court finds that 
Claimant's Motion should be and is hereby GRANTED, and that Plaintiff's Complaint (ECF No. 1) should be and is 
hereby DISMISSED without prejudice.

I. BACKGROUND

This in rem action concerns Defendant One Fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull (the "Bataar Skull"), the skull 
fossil of the dinosaur species Tyrannosaurus Bataar, or Tarbosaurus, [*2]  a relative of the well-known 
Tyrannosaurus Rex, and of the Gallimimus, an ostrich-like animal. Compl. 2, ECF No. 1. The Tyrannosaurus Bataar 
lived 70 million years ago in present-day Mongolia. Id. In 1946, a joint Soviet-Mongolian expedition into the Gobi 
Desert in the Mongolian Ömnögovi Province discovered Bataar fossils buried in the desert's Nemegt Basin. Id. The 
specific soil composition of the Nemegt Formation preserved the Bataar fossils with a particularized coloring. Id. at 
2-3.1 To date, all known Bataar fossils originate from this small area of the Gobi Desert in Mongolia. Id. at 2.

Since 1924, Bataar fossils have been public property of the Mongolian state. Article 3, Section 1 of the 1924 
Mongolian Constitution stated,

1 [ILLEGIBLE FOOTNOTE]
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[A]ll lands and resources within their subsoil, forests, water and the natural resources within them, as well as 
the culture and characteristics of Mongolia which have been in possession of the people since ancient times . . 
. shall be under the possession of the people, thus making private property of them prohibited.

Id. at 3. In 1940, the Mongolian government enacted a new constitution, which stated in Article 5 that "all lands and 
resources within them and their subsoil . . . and the resources [*3]  within them . . . are the property of the state, in 
other words, the asset of the people." Id. The Mongolian government amended its constitution in 1960, restating in 
Article 10 the language from Article 5 of the 1940 Constitution. Id. at 3-4. Finally, the Mongolian government 
adopted a new constitution in 1992, which states in Article 7, "Historical, cultural, scientific and intellectual heritages 
of the Mongolian People shall be under State protection." Id. at 4.

In addition to the Mongolian Constitution, Article 1 of the 1924 Mongolian Rules to Protect the Antiquities provides 
that "all antique items and relics of the past found within the territory of Mongolia shall be owned by Mongolia." Id. 
Article 2 defines "antiques and relics" as "[p]aleonthological items such as remnants of ancient plants and animals 
as well as archeological findings that ought to be preserved in museums." Id. Further, Article 9 provides that "one-
of-the-kind rare items are prohibited to be transported abroad." Id. Article 11 makes violations of Article 9 
punishable by a criminal penalty. Id. Finally, the 2001 Mongolian Law on Cultural Heritage provides that "[t]he 
territory and land bowels where historically, culturally and scientifically significant objects exist shall be under 
state [*4]  protection and any such findings shall be a state property." Id. at 4-5.

On or about June 11, 2012, the United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement Homeland Security 
Investigations ("HSI") Resident Agent Office in Casper, Wyoming, received a tip that a By Nature Gallery, Inc. ("By 
Nature") retail store in Jackson, Wyoming was selling a fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar skull for $320,000.00. Id. 
at 7. On or about June 19, 2012, HSI Special Agent James Hasskamp ("Hasskamp"), acting undercover, spoke with 
Kelly Bradstreet ("Bradstreet"), a clerk at the By Nature store, who confirmed that the skull was a Bataar fossil 
excavated in Mongolia in the 1980s. Id. at 7-8.

On or about June 26, 2012, HSI agents arrived at the By Nature store and executed a seizure warrant for the 
Bataar skull. Id. at 8. Kelly Bradstreet informed the agents that she and her husband were storing the fossil at their 
home. Id. Bradstreet explained to the agents that By Nature's co-owner, John Richard Rolater ("Rolater") instructed 
the Bradstreets to remove the Bataar skull and store it in their home. Id. at 8-9. The agents then visited the 
Bradstreet residence and seized the fossil. Id. at 9. That same day, HSI agents interviewed Rolater at his residence 
in Eagle, Colorado. Id. at 9-10. Rolater [*5]  told the agents that he had sold five or six Bataar skulls in the past six 
years, and that he did not currently possess any additional Bataar fossils, other than the skull the agents had seized 
in Jackson, Wyoming. Id. at 10.

Sometime after HSI's interview with Rolater, Rolater's attorney informed Special Agent Hasskamp that Rolater 
possessed another Bataar skull at his residence. Id. Upon receiving this information, HSI agents obtained a search 
warrant for Rolater's residence and executed it on August 1, 2012. Id. The search revealed two illegally imported 
fossils. Id. That same day, Rolater told Hasskamp that he had purchased another Bataar fossil—Defendant Bataar 
Skull in this action—and in May 2012 had transferred it to Claimant, Dr. James W. Godwin ("Godwin") of Wichita 
Falls, Texas. Id. at 11.

On July 12, 2013, HSI agents obtained a seizure warrant for Defendant Bataar Skull. Id. On July 23, 2013, HSI 
agents executed the warrant and seized the Bataar Skull from Godwin's residence. Id. at 12. Plaintiff is now storing 
the fossil at the Museum of the Rockies in Bozeman, Montana, pursuant to an agreement with the United States 
Customs and Border Protection agency. Id. at 2. On August 1, 2017, Plaintiff filed this in [*6]  rem asset forfeiture 
proceeding against Defendant Bataar Skull under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure G. Id. at 1. Pursuant to Rule 
G(2)(e), Plaintiff requests an order of forfeiture under 19 U.S.C. § 1595a(c)(1)-(2), authorizing the United States to 
dispose of the property in accordance with law. Id. at 12-14.

2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234837, *2
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I. LEGAL STANDARD

A. Rule 12(b)(6)—Motion to Dismiss for Failure to State a Claim

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 8(a) requires a claim for relief to contain "a short and plain statement of the claim 
showing that the pleader is entitled to relief." FED. R. CIV. P. 8(a)(2). Rule 8 does not require detailed factual 
allegations, but "it demands more than an unadorned, the-defendant-unlawfully-harmed-me accusation." Iqbal, 556 
U.S. at 678 (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555, 127 S. Ct. 1955, 167 L. Ed. 2d 929 (2007)). If a 
plaintiff fails to satisfy Rule 8(a), the defendant may file a motion to dismiss the plaintiff's claims under Federal Rule 
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) for "failure to state a claim upon which relief may be granted." FED. R. CIV. P. 12(b)(6).

To defeat a motion to dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), a plaintiff must plead "enough facts to state a claim to relief 
that is plausible on its face." Twombly, 550 U.S. at 570. "A claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads 
factual content that allows the court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct 
alleged." Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 663 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556). "The plausibility standard is not akin to a 
'probability requirement,' but [*7]  it asks for more than a sheer possibility that a defendant has acted unlawfully." Id. 
(quoting Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556). "Where a complaint pleads facts that are 'merely consistent with' a defendant's 
liability, it 'stops short of the line between possibility and plausibility of entitlement to relief.'" Id. (quoting Twombly, 
550 U.S. at 557).

In reviewing a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the Court must accept all well-pleaded facts in the complaint as true and view 
them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff. Sonnier v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 509 F.3d 673, 675 (5th 
Cir. 2007). The Court is not bound to accept legal conclusions as true, and only a complaint that states a plausible 
claim for relief survives a motion to dismiss. Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678-79. When there are well-pleaded factual 
allegations, the Court assumes their veracity and then determines whether they plausibly give rise to an entitlement 
to relief. Id.

"Generally, a court ruling on a 12(b)(6) motion may rely on the complaint, its proper attachments, documents 
incorporated into the complaint by reference, and matters of which a court may take judicial notice." Randall D. 
Wolcott, M.D., P.A. v. Sebelius, 635 F.3d 757, 763 (5th Cir. 2011) (citations omitted). A court may also consider 
documents that a defendant attaches to a motion to dismiss if the plaintiff refers to them in the complaint and they 
are central to the plaintiff's claims. Collins v. Morgan Stanley Dean Witter, 224 F.3d 496, 498-99 (5th Cir. 2000).

II. ANALYSIS [*8] 

Plaintiff brings this suit under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure G, which governs "forfeiture action(s) in rem arising 
from a federal statute." FED. R. CIV. P. G(1). Plaintiff asserts two forfeiture claims against Defendant Bataar Skull 
under 19 U.S.C. § 1595a, a federal forfeiture statute. Compl. 12-14, ECF No. 1. Plaintiff brings its first forfeiture 
claim under Section 1595a(c)(1)(A) and its second forfeiture claim under Section 1595a(c)(2)(A). Id. These statutory 
provisions empower the Government to seize and pursue forfeiture of merchandise introduced into the United 
States "contrary to [United States] law." 19 U.S.C. § 1595a; see United States v. One Gates Learjet Serial No. 
28004, 861 F.2d 868, 873 (5th Cir. 1988) (holding that merchandise may be seized and forfeited under 19 U.S.C. § 
1595a if it was introduced "into the United States in violation of the law of the United States").

2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234837, *6
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Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Bataar Skull was introduced2 into the United States "contrary to [United States] law" 
because its introduction violated the Lacey Act, currently codified at 16 U.S.C. § 3371, et seq. The Lacey Act 
provides,

It is unlawful for any person . . . . (2) to import, export, transport, sell, receive, acquire, or purchase in interstate 
or foreign commerce—(A) any fish or wildlife taken, possessed, transported, or sold in violation of any law or 
regulation of any State or in violation [*9]  of any foreign law . . . .

16 U.S.C. § 3372(a) (emphasis added). Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Bataar Skull is "fish or wildlife" under the 
Lacey Act "taken, possessed, transported, or sold" in violation of Mongolian law. Compl. 12-14, ECF No. 1. 
Claimant moves to dismiss, arguing inter alia that the Lacey Act's definition of "fish or wildlife" does not include 
fossils. Mot. Dismiss 16, ECF No. 6.

According to the Lacey Act,

The term "fish or wildlife" means any wild animal, whether alive or dead, including without limitation any wild 
mammal, bird, reptile, amphibian, fish, mollusk, crustacean, arthropod, coelenterate, or other invertebrate, 
whether or not bred, hatched, or born in captivity, and includes any part, product, egg, or offspring thereof.

Lacey Act Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. 97-79, 95 Stat. 1073 (1981) (emphasis added). A United States 
Department of the Interior ("DOI") regulation interpreting the Lacey Act, 50 C.F.R. § 10.12 [hereinafter "Section 
10.12"], copies the statutory language, defining "fish or wildlife" precisely the same way.3 Plaintiff argues that, under 
Section 10.12 and the Lacey Act, Defendant Bataar Skull is a "part" of a "dead" "wild animal," and therefore 
qualifies as "fish or wildlife." See Pl.'s Response 19-20, ECF No. 1.

Plaintiff is correct that a dinosaur skull is a "part" [*10]  of what was once a "wild animal" that is now "dead." But that 
is not the end of the matter. Plaintiff does not dispute that Section 10.12 defines various terms in the Lacey Act. 
Pl.'s Resp. 13-14, ECF No. 8. Section 10.12 defines "animal" as "an organism of the animal kingdom, as 
distinguished from the plant kingdom; including any part, product, egg, or offspring thereof, or the dead body or 
parts thereof (excluding fossils) . . . ." 50 C.F.R. § 10.12 (emphasis added). Section 10.12 then defines "fossil" as 
"the remains of an animal of past geological ages which has been preserved in the earth's crust through 
mineralization of the object." Id. A Tyrannosaurus Bataar skull is undoubtedly a "fossil" under this definition, and 
indeed, Plaintiff describes Defendant Bataar Skull as a "fossil" in its complaint. See Compl. 11, ECF No. 1.

If Defendant Bataar Skull is a "fossil" under Section 10.12, it is not an "animal" under Section 10.12. See 50 C.F.R. 
§ 10.12. If it is not an "animal" under Section 10.12, it cannot be a "wild animal" under Section 10.12 or the Lacey 
Act. See Lacey Act Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. 97-79, 95 Stat. 1073 (1981); 50 C.F.R. § 10.12. If it is not a "wild 
animal" under Section 10.12 or the Lacey Act, it is not "fish or wildlife" under Section 10.12 or the Lacey Act. See id. 
The Lacey Act therefore does not cover Defendant Bataar Skull, and as such, its introduction into the United States 
did [*11]  not violate the Act.

Plaintiff responds that Section 10.12's definition of "fish or wildlife"—defining "fish or wildlife" as inter alia "part" of a 
"dead" "wild animal"—is separate and distinct from Section 10.12's definition of "animal." Pl.'s Resp. 19-20, ECF 
No. 8. Plaintiff reasons that, because Section 10.12's definition of "animal" explicitly excludes fossils—but its 
definition of "fish or wildlife" does not—"fish or wildlife" includes fossils by negative implication. See id. This 
argument fails for two reasons.

2 The Complaint does not identify who first introduced Defendant Bataar Skull into the United States or how they did so. See 
Compl. 11, ECF No. 1.

3 "The regulations of this Subchapter B [including 50 C.F.R. § 10.12] are promulgated to implement . . . [the] Lacey Act . . . ." 50 
C.F.R. § 10.1.

2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 234837, *8
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First, the Court must construe Section 10.12's definitions as a whole. See SCALIA & GARNER, READING LAW, 
"Whole Text Canon" 167-69 (2012) ("[S]tatutory construction is a 'holistic endeavor,' and the same is true of any 
document." (footnote omitted)); see also Cremeens v. City of Montgomery, 602 F.3d 1224, 1227 (11th Cir. 2010) 
(noting that federal courts must apply canons of construction "to regulations as well as to statutes"). The Court 
cannot read Section 10.12's definition of "fish or wildlife"—defining them as "wild animals"—in isolation from Section 
10.12's definition of "animals."

Second, Section 10.12's definitions both track the Lacey Act and narrow it. The Lacey Act defines "fish or wildlife" 
as "wild animals," and Section 10.12—interpreting the Lacey Act—defines "animals" to specifically exclude "fossils." 
The Lacey Act's definition [*12]  of "fish or wildlife"—which might, on its own, include fossils—combines with 
Section 10.12's definition of "animal" into a single definition of "fish or wildlife" that excludes fossils. Cf. SCALIA & 
GARNER, READING LAW, "General / Specific Canon" 183-88 (2012) ("If there is a conflict between a general 
provision and a specific provision, the specific provision prevails.").

Accordingly, Plaintiff's two forfeiture claims under 19 U.S.C. § 1595a(c)(1)(A) and (c)(2)(A) both fail because 
Plaintiff does not plead one of the statutory elements, namely, that the introduction of Defendant Bataar Skull into 
the United States is "contrary to [United States] law." Plaintiff claims that the introduction of Defendant Bataar Skull 
is "contrary to [United States] law" because it violates the Lacey Act, but as the Court has found, the Lacey Act 
does not concern fossils. Plaintiff therefore has not adequately pleaded a federal forfeiture claim under 19 U.S.C. § 
1595a(c)(1)(A) or (c)(2)(A). Moreover, Plaintiff asserts no other forfeiture claims under any other federal statute.

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure G requires a complaint in an in rem civil forfeiture action to "identify the statute 
under which the forfeiture action is brought" and "state sufficiently detailed facts to support [*13]  a reasonable 
belief that the government will be able to meet its burden of proof at trial." FED. R. CIV. P. G(2)(e)-(f). Because 
Plaintiff has not adequately pleaded a forfeiture claim under any federal statute, the Court finds that Plaintiff's 
complaint should be and is hereby DISMISSED without prejudice.4

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons Claimant's Motion to Dismiss (ECF No. 6) is GRANTED and Plaintiff's Complaint (ECF 
No. 1) is DISMISSED without prejudice. Plaintiff may refile by March 30, 2018. If Plaintiff chooses not to refile by 
that date, this dismissal will be with prejudice.5

SO ORDERED on this 16th day of March, 2018.

/s/ Reed O'Connpor

Reed O'Connpor

4 Claimant also argues that: (1) Plaintiff filed its forfeiture action outside the governing statute of limitations; (2) Plaintiff did not 
sufficiently plead that Defendant Bataar Skull was excavated in Mongolia and imported into the United States; (3) Plaintiff did not 
sufficiently plead that Defendant Bataar Skull was stolen, smuggled, or clandestinely introduced into the United States, as 
required by 19 U.S.C. § 1595a(c)(1)(A); and (4) Plaintiff did not sufficiently plead that Defendant Bataar Skull's entry into the 
United States violated a law relating to health, safety, or conservation, as required by 19 U.S.C. § 1595a(c)(2)(A). See generally 
Mot. Dismiss, ECF No. 6. It appears that Plaintiff has adequately alleged that Defendant Bataar Skull came from Mongolia and 
that Plaintiff filed this action within the five-year statute of limitations. See 19 U.S.C. § 1621. However, it also appears that 
Plaintiff has not adequately alleged that Defendant Bataar Skull was stolen, smuggled, or clandestinely introduced into the 
United States, or that its entry into the United States violated a health, safety, or conservation law. See 19 U.S.C. §§ 
1595a(c)(1)(A) and (2)(A). If Plaintiff repleads it should also address these claims in its amended complaint.

5 Claimant requested an oral hearing on his motion to dismiss. Mot. Dismiss 15, ECF No. 6. Because the Court finds that 
Claimant's motion ought to be granted based on the plain language of the Lacey Act and the DOI regulation interpreting it, the 
Court denies Claimant's request for a hearing.
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Senator Raymond Lesniak is founder and President of the Lesniak Institute for American 
Leadership, Kean University, in Union, New Jersey, which strives to develop the next 
generation of American leaders by teaching and celebrating the principles of effective 
advocacy.  He is a former Senator in the New Jersey State Legislature, serving Legislative 
District 20 from 1984-2018, and had District Offices in Union and Elizabeth, New Jersey.  
He has been an attorney with Weiner Lesniak and served in the General Assembly from 
1978-83 before being elected to the Senate in 1983.   
 
Senator Lesniak has been Chair of the Economic Growth Committee, Vice Chair of the 
Commerce Committee and a member of the Judiciary Committee.  Early in his tenure, he 
sponsored landmark environmental policies including the Environmental Cleanup 
Responsibility Act (ECRA), the Safe Drinking Water Act and the Pesticide Control Act, 
making New Jersey the first in the nation to tackle such issues.  Senator Lesniak sponsored 
the law to legalize sports wagering at New Jersey casinos and racetracks, and has pushed 
to allow casinos in Atlantic City to expand their operations into intrastate Internet wagering.  
He sponsored the repeal of the death penalty, sponsored legislation to reform the criminal 
justice system, and has worked with the New Jersey Humane Society and other animal 
rights advocacy organizations on bills to prevent animal cruelty, including legislation 
banning the trade of ivory products, banning trophies of endangered species from entering 
New Jersey, ending the sale of shark fins in the state and ending the use of wild and exotic 
animals in traveling animal performance acts.  Past Chair of the New Jersey Democratic 
State Committee, he was also at the forefront of efforts to allow same-sex couples to marry 
in New Jersey. 
 
Senator Lesniak is the author of The Road to Abolition:  How New Jersey Abolished the 
Death Penalty and co-author, with Loretta Weinberg, of What’s Love Got to Do With It?:  The 
Case for Same-Sex Marriage.  He founded The Road to Justice and Peace, a non-profit 
organization devoted to promoting social justice causes in New Jersey and abroad, and 
Democrats for the Soul, a social charity.  Senator Lesniak is working to ban puppy mills and 
gestation crates; end the bear hunt, killing contests, and unethical deer population 
management strategies; and establish a Courtroom Animal Advocacy Program (CAAP) in 
New Jersey.  He is the recipient of numerous honors, including the Public Service Award 
from the Jewish Education Center, the Paul L. Troast Award for Distinguished Public Service 
from the New Jersey Business and Industry Association, and Legislator of the Year from the 
Medical Society of New Jersey. 
 
Senator Lesniak received his A.B. from Rutgers University and his J.D. from St. John’s 
University School of Law.  He served as a Specialist Fourth Class in the United States Army 
from 1967-69. 
 



Doris Lin is Director of Legal Affairs for the Animal Protection League of New Jersey (APLNJ) 
in Glen Gardner, New Jersey, and a solo practitioner who concentrates her practice in 
animal law.  As an attorney, she represented NJARA and the BEAR Group in a lawsuit 
against the state of New Jersey which successfully invalidated the state’s bear hunt plan in 
2007.  She also defends the free speech rights of animal advocacy groups and individual 
activists.   

 

Admitted to practice in New Jersey, Ms. Lin has been a member of the New Jersey State Bar 
Association and its Women in the Profession Section, and serves on the steering 
committee of the League of Humane Voters of New Jersey.  She is Past Chair of the New 
Jersey State Bar Association’s Animal Law Special Committee and has worked for the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency.  She has worked for a variety of animal protection groups including the Bear 
Education and Resource Group, the Animal Protection PAC, the Humane Society of the US, 
and the Animal Welfare Institute.  Ms. Lin has also founded two student animal rights 
groups, and served on the Board of the Boston Vegetarian Society.  She is the author of 
“Bear Hunt Controversy Shines the Spotlight on New Jersey’s Wildlife Law” (New Jersey 
Lawyer Magazine) and the Wildlife Protection chapter of the New Jersey Environmental Law 
Handbook. 

 

Ms. Lin received her B.S. from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and her J.D. from 
the University of Southern California Law Center. 

 



Emerald E. Sheay, Esq. is an attorney at Gomperts McDermott & Von Ellen, LLC. Ms. Sheay 
devotes her practice to family law and animal law, and has unique experience with 
disputes involving the custody and time sharing of family pets. She has authored articles 
on topics including family law, animal law, and empathetic lawyering in the New Jersey 
Lawyer Magazine, New Jersey Family Lawyer, and the Animal Law Review. She currently sits 
on the NJSBA’s Animal Law Committee as Secretary. 



Paul Tartanella is Of Counsel to Crow & Cushing in Princeton, New Jersey, which focuses 
in hedge funds, financial services and corporate matters.  He also has a long-time 
interest in animal law.   

 

Admitted to practice in New Jersey and before the United States District Court for the 
District of New Jersey, Mr. Tartanella is a former Co-Chair of the Animal Law Committee of 
the New Jersey State Bar Association.  He was a Partner in the Princeton law firm, Crow and 
Tartanella, joined Merrill Lynch as a Director in its Alternative Investments Division in New 
York City and has served as General Counsel to investment advisory firms.  He has taught a 
class at the Princeton Adult School on animals and the moral arc of justice.   

 

Mr. Tartanella received his B.A. from Rutgers University and his J.D. from Rutgers University 
School of Law. 

 


	PP - Senator Lesniak Video.pdf
	Slide 1: Are Dogs People Too? A Discussion of Issues Relating to the Changing Legal Status of Animals in New Jersey and Beyond
	Slide 2

	AnnualMeetingHandoutDL2025.pdf
	USVTyrannosaurus2018.PDF
	United States v. One Fossilized Tyrannosaurus Bataar Skull
	Reporter
	Subsequent History
	Counsel
	Judges
	Opinion by
	Opinion
	Bookmark_para_1
	Bookmark_para_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0040000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0030000400
	Bookmark_para_3
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0010000400
	Bookmark_fnpara_1
	Bookmark_para_4
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0010000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0030000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0010000400_3
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522HM61C0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0050000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0050000400_3
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5228T42R0040000400
	Bookmark_para_5
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2D0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2D0010000400
	Bookmark_para_6
	Bookmark_para_7
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2D0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8J90010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2D0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2D0050000400
	Bookmark_para_8
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8J90030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8J90050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8J90020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8J90040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30020000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30040000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0010000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM30050000400
	Bookmark_para_9
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0020000400
	Bookmark_para_10
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522D6N2F0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0020000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM40010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM40010000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0040000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522SF8JB0050000400
	Bookmark_para_11
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM40030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM40020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V522N1RM40040000400
	Bookmark_para_12
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532D6N2M0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532D6N2M0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T42Y0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532D6N2M0010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T42Y0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532D6N2M0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532D6N2M0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T42Y0020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T42Y0050000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T42Y0040000400
	Bookmark_para_13
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300020000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300040000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300030000400
	Bookmark_para_14
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0010000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0030000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V5328T4300050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0020000400
	Bookmark_para_15
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0050000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0050000400_2
	Bookmark_I5YP8V532HM61M0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V542N1RMF0010000400
	Bookmark_para_16
	Bookmark_para_17
	Bookmark_para_18
	Bookmark_para_19
	Bookmark_para_20
	Bookmark_para_21
	Bookmark_para_22
	Bookmark_fnpara_2
	Bookmark_fnpara_3
	Bookmark_para_23
	Bookmark_I5YP8V542N1RMF0040000400
	Bookmark_I5YP8V542N1RMF0030000400
	Bookmark_para_24
	Bookmark_para_25
	Bookmark_para_26
	Bookmark_para_27
	Bookmark_para_28
	Bookmark_para_29
	Bookmark_para_30
	Bookmark_fnpara_4
	Bookmark_fnpara_5
	Bookmark_para_31




