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Court Dogs Have Their Day
By Margaret M. Sadoff

This article summarizes recent developments in Michigan law regarding use of court 
support dogs, briefly reviews other states’ legislation regarding use of court support 

dogs, and provides basic information on court dog standards and training.

The Shorter Case
In its June 7, 2018 opinion, the Michigan Court of Appeals (COA) reversed and 

remanded for new trial a criminal sexual conduct (CSC) case in which the victim witness 
was accompanied by a court support dog during her trial testimony. In Shorter, defendant 
was found guilty of third and fourth degree CSC against a friend as she slept. The victim 
witness’s had agreed to share a bed with defendant but stated she had not agreed to any 
sexual contact.1 The trial court allowed the victim witnesses, a non-disabled adult, to 
testify accompanied by a support dog, relying on People v Johnson,2 a case involving use of 
a support dog for a child victim witness in a CSC case. 

According to the COA opinion, the trial court reasoned that the presence of the sup-
port dog would help the witness to control her emotions which would be beneficial to 
both the witness and the defendant. The trial court gave a limiting instruction to the jury 
twice, once before the victim witness’s testimony and again at the end of trial, instructing 
the jurors not to allow the use of a support animal to influence their credibility determina-
tion or their verdict. The COA ruled that the trial court erred in allowing a support dog 
to accompany the victim witness during her trial testimony. It ruled that Johnson was not 
controlling as the Shorter case did not involve a child witness. Furthermore, it ruled that 
the error was not harmless because it “undermined the reliability of the verdict.”3 The COA 
found that the jury was entitled to assess the victim witness’s emotional state as part of its 
credibility determination. The court further opined that “allowing support animals for able-
bodied adults would be unprecedented” as the court was unable to find a single case in any 
jurisdiction involving the use of a support dog by a non-disabled adult witness.4 

The COA concluded that a “fully abled adult witness may not be accompanied by a 
support animal or support person while testifying.”5 The court expressed its hesitation to 
expand the use of a support dog to a non-disabled adult, suggesting that such an “unprec-
edented change” be made by legislation, court rule, or Michigan Supreme Court deci-
sion.6 In a dissenting opinion, Judge O’Brien agreed that the trial court had erred but that 
the error was harmless. The dissent found the majority’s reasoning, that the dog’s presence 
had been weighed against defendant, to be “unduly speculative.”7
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Co-Editor’s Note
Welcome to the second issue of the Newsletter for 2018.  We are now in our 

23rd 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.

Our lead article is a detailed discussion of court support dogs including the 
Shorter case now on appeal to the Michigan Supreme Court, recent legislation 
in Michigan (HB 5645) now signed into law, the Courthouse Dogs Foundation 
which advocates for the use of courthouse support dogs, and a summary of similar 
laws in other states.

We have articles on other topics such as an article about member Rebecca 
Wrock and her animal law-related work, an update on the Nonhuman Rights 
Project (a frequent Newsletter feature), a brief op-ed on the purpose of the Section, 
the Nominating Committee report, and the financial report for the section.  Please 
see the calendar of recent events on the last page to get an idea of the high level of 
interest in animal law across the country.

I do want to mention two things related to the Section.  First, the July 2018 
issue of the Michigan Bar Journal was a special Animal Law issue.  We owe a big 
thanks to all members who contributed articles.  It is available online at http://
viewer.zmags.com/publication/d150842a#/d150842a/1.  The special issue is a good 
refection of the high regard for the section by the State Bar of Michigan.  (The 
first special Animal Law issue was in December 2013.)  Second, we now have 270 
members which is a 7% increase in membership from last year.  

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

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

I have had several members suggest or volunteer articles and we should look 
forward to these articles.

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

The Michigan Statute
HB 5645 (PA 282 of 2018 or MCL 600.2163a) was signed into law on June 28, 

2018 with an effective date of September 27, 2018.8 The law amends and replaces 
MCL 600.2163 (which addressed court support persons) and essentially codifies the 
Court of Appeals Shorter ruling. The new law lays out the specifics for use of court 
support dogs and handlers (as well as support persons) for specified witnesses. PA 
282 applies to use of court support dogs for specified crimes which include assaul-
tive type crimes and crimes against vulnerable adults. Prior to this statute, Michigan 
law did not specifically permit or exclude court support dogs during witness testi-
mony; it was left to the trial courts to determine. PA 282 allows a support dog and 
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handler to sit with, or be in close proximity to, a witness 
during courtroom testimony. The statute defines a witness 
as “an alleged victim of an offense” who is: 1) a child witness 
under age 16; 2) a person age 16 or older with a developmen-
tal disability;9 or 3) a vulnerable adult.10 This definition does 
not include non-victim witnesses or non-disabled adult wit-
nesses, although use of court support dogs by such persons is 
not expressly prohibited by the statute. The law requires use 
of Assistance Dogs International (ADI) standards11 for dogs 
specially trained as courtroom support dogs. A facility dog 
is defined as a dog graduating from a professional two-year 
ADI accredited facility or training program.12 The new law 
also requires a notice of intent when a support dog (or sup-
port person) is to be utilized at trial. PA 282 does not affect 
Michigan law regarding use of service dogs in courtroom 
settings. 

Other State Court Dog Statutes
Michigan joins twelve other states with statutes on use of 

court support dogs during courtroom testimony and other 
proceedings.13 Like Michigan, seven states (AR, CA, HI, ID, 
IL, LA, and VA) specify use of ADI trained facility dogs. 
Other states have similar requirements. For example, Florida 
requires that a facility dog be trained and certified pursuant 
to industry standards. Four states (AR, ID, MS, OK) have 
statutes that permit or require use of a court support dog 
specifically for child witnesses. Other states, like Michigan, 
address child witnesses as well as witnesses who are vulnerable 
adults and/or adults with developmental or intellectual 
disabilities. Michigan, Arizona, and Illinois laws focus on 
victim witnesses. Arkansas, California, and Virginia allow 

for use of court support dogs by witnesses from either party. 
The Arkansas statute also provides that either party may voir 
dire prospective jurors as to whether the presence of a facility 
dog would create undo sympathy for the witness or prejudice 
to the defendant. The Virginia statute applies to witnesses 
in any criminal proceeding – it does not specify that the 
witness be a victim or a child or a disabled adult. Alabama 
law applies to a victim or witness (undefined) testifying in 
certain legal proceedings. Arizona and Louisiana laws allow 
courts to consider use of court support dogs for other crime 
victims or other witnesses not defined by statute. Thus, at 
least four states have statutes that consider use of court dogs 
for witnesses other than children, vulnerable adults, or adults 
with developmental or intellectual disabilities. 

Court Support Dog Training and Standards
ADI sets standards for training of assistance dogs, which 

include guide dogs and service dogs, and accredits programs 
that train and provide assistance dogs. Specially trained court 
support dogs are properly called “facility” dogs (not to be 
confused with “therapy” dogs or “service” dogs) although 
terminology can be confusing as some states do not use the 
facility dog terminology. Court support dogs are frequently 
used in criminal cases and specialty courts such as veteran’s 
court. They serve both inside and outside the courtroom.14 

Courthouse Dogs Foundation is a 501(c)(3) non-profit 
organization founded in 2012 to: 1) provide education 
and training on use of court facility dogs; 2) promote 
court facility dog programs and research; and 3) support 
organizations that train and provide court facility dogs.15 The 
foundation is not involved with dog training or certification. 

Leelanau County facility dog, Gunther, with two adoring fans. 
Gunther was trained by Canine Companions for Independence. 

Photo courtesy of Margaret Sadoff

Matty - He is the Facility Dog with Sexual Assault Services, Child 
Advocacy Center, Bronson Battle Creek (Calhoun County)

Photo courtesy of his guardian Amber Depuydt
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Endnotes
1 People v Shorter, __ Mich App __ (2018) (Docket No. 

338629). [Note: this case was previously reported by Virginia 
Thomas in the July 2018 issue of the Michigan Bar Journal.]

2 People v Johnson, 315 Mich App 163; 889 NW2d 513 (2016).

3 Shorter, __ Mich App __ (2018), slip op at 6.

4 Id. at 7-8. [Note: This author found a 2017 Arizona case in-
volving use of a facility dog by a non-disabled adult witness 
whose infant child had been killed by a boyfriend (See State of 
Arizona v. Millis, 241 Ariz 802 (Ariz App 2017). The convic-
tion in Millis was affirmed on several grounds. The support 
dog and its handler did not accompany the witness to the 
stand but were present in the gallery.]

5  Id. at 7.

6  Id. at 8.

7  Id, J. O’Brien dissenting.

8  MCL 600.2163a.

9 As defined by MCL 330.1100a except that the individual must 
be mentally impaired in some way as those with solely a physi-
cal disability are not included within the disability definition 
under MCL 600.2163a.

10  MCL 600.2163a(1)(f ); vulnerable adult as defined by MCL 
750.145m. 

11  Assistance Dogs International (ADI) standards can be found 
at https://www.assistancedogsinternational.org/standards/adi-
standards/

12  See http://courthousedogs.wpengine.com/wp-content/up-
loads/2017/02/Facility-Dogs-at-CACs-Best-Practices-Fi-
nal-2-18-15.pdf.

13  Ala. Code § 12-21-148 (1975) (Alabama); A.R.S. § 8-422 
and § 13-4442 (Arizona); Ark. Code § 16-43-1002 (Arkan-
sas); Ca. Pen. Code § 868.4 (California); Fla. Stat. § 92.55 
(Florida); HRS § 621-30 (Hawaii); Idaho Code § 19-3023 
(Idaho); 725 ILCS 5/106B-10 (Illinois); La. R.S. § 15:284 
(Louisiana); Miss. Code § 99-43-101 (Mississippi); Okla. Stat. 
tit. 12, § 2611.12 (Oklahoma); and Va. Code § 18.2-67.9:1 
(Virginia).

14  Watch the video at https://youtu.be/IPVdie1-Jdc.

15  See Courthouse Dogs Foundation website at https://court-
housedogs.org/

16  See http://courthousedogs.wpengine.com/wp-content/up-
loads/2017/02/Facility-Dogs-at-CACs-Best-Practices-Fi-
nal-2-18-15.pdf.

17 See https://courthousedogs.org/dogs/where/where-united-states/ for 
a complete list.

Its focus is on educating people, mostly legal professionals, 
about the benefits of facility dogs. The website provides a 
wealth of information on everything from scientific research 
on dog-human interactions to legal resources including 
appellate case law and helpful information for pretrial 
motions and trial preparation. In collaboration with the 
Western Regional Children’s Advocacy Center, Courthouse 
Dogs Foundation has published a “best practices” manual for 
use of facility dogs in legal proceedings and child advocacy 
centers.16 Courthouse Dogs Foundation recommends use of 
professional handlers and professionally trained certified dogs 
from an ADI accredited organization. Facility dogs begin 
training as puppies and are specially bred and socialized 
for court assistance purposes. Although these dogs are not 
covered under the ADA, the dogs and their handlers must 
pass the same public access test as ADA service dogs and 
must be regularly re-certified. 

According to Ellen O’Neill-Stephens, a former Seattle 
prosecutor and founder of Courthouse Dogs Founda-
tion, facility dogs are “purpose-bred” dogs with little to no 
prey drive. The breeds of dog most suitable to this work 
are Labrador Retrievers and Golden/Lab mixes. Shelter or 
rescue dogs are not advisable as these dogs may have trauma 
history or not be well socialized and the pressure of being a 
full-time working dog can be too stressful on these animals. 
Ms. O’Neill-Stephens emphasized that “facility dog pro-
grams showcase how dogs can assist humans in their time 
of need and raise the standing of animals in our society.” 
She also stated that “by facilitating witness testimony, court 
dogs enhance the fact-finding process and facilitate justice.” 
As of July 1, 2018, there were 164 courthouse facility dogs 
working in 38 states in the U.S. including two programs in 
Michigan:  one at the Leelanau County Prosecutor’s Office in 
Sutton’s Bay (named Gunther) and one at Sexual Assault Ser-
vices of Calhoun County in Battle Creek (named Matty).17 

Conclusion
Michigan law permits use of court support dogs for chil-

dren, disabled adults, and vulnerable adult victim witnesses 
during courtroom testimony. It is unclear whether Michi-
gan case law or statute will leave open an opportunity for 
use of court support dogs by non-disabled adults or non-
victim witnesses. The COA ruling in Shorter is currently 
being appealed. 

About the Author
Margaret M. Sadoff is a member of the Animal Law 

Section and Attorneys for Animals.  She is presently working 
as a self-employed consultant.
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Other State Court Dog Statutes

State Statute Terminology Required Training Scope
Ala. Code § 12-21-148 
(1975) (Alabama)

Certified facility dog
(Also allows use of 
registered therapy dogs 
under § 12-21-147)

2-year training program of an 
assistance dog organization

Victim or witness testifying in certain 
legal proceedings - court may allow

A.R.S. § 13-4442 (Arizona)
(Definition at § 8-422)

Facility dog Assistance dog organization that is 
a member of a training, placement, 
and standard setting organization

Crime victim (under 18) - court shall 
allow; Other crime victims (18 or over) 
court may allow

Ark. Code § 16-43-1002 
(Arkansas)

Certified facility dog ADI accredited organization or 
similar non-profit organization

Child witness (18 or younger) in a 
criminal trial or hearing - shall be 
afforded the opportunity if requested by 
either party 

Ca. Pen. Code § 868.4 
(California)

Facility dog (or therapy 
dog)

ADI accredited organization or 
similar non-profit organization

Child witness (under 18) or victim 
entitled to support person (as statutorily 
defined) if requested by either party in a 
criminal or juvenile hearing – shall be 
afforded the opportunity, court may 
grant motion

Fla. Stat. § 92.55 (Florida) Facility dog (or therapy 
animal)

Trained and certified pursuant to 
industry standards

Child witness (under 18), witness with 
intellectual disability, or sexual offense 
victim (under 18) for court testimony 
and other proceedings – court may enter 
order

HRS § 621-30 (Hawaii) Facility dog ADI accredited organization or 
similar internationally recognized 
organization

Vulnerable witness (includes intellectual 
or emotional disability, intimidation, or 
age) – court may permit

Idaho Code § 19-3023 
(Idaho)

Facility dog ADI accredited organization or 
similar internationally recognized 
organization

Child witness in any criminal matter or 
non-criminal matter involving abuse, 
neglect, or abandonment

725 ILCS 5/106B-10 
(Illinois)

Facility dog ADI accredited organization Victim child witness (under 18) or 
intellectually or developmentally 
disabled victim witness in a sexual 
assault case

La. R.S. § 15:284 
(Louisiana)(effective 
8/1/2018)

Facility dog ADI accredited organization or 
similar internationally recognized 
organization

Child witness (under 18) or 
developmentally disabled witness (as 
defined by statute) in a criminal case – 
court shall permit; For other witnesses 
– court may permit

Miss. Code § 99-43-101 
(Mississipi)

Facility animal “properly trained” facility animal Child witness (under 18) in a criminal 
or youth court proceeding

Okla. Stat. tit. 12, § 
2611.12 (Oklahoma)

Certified therapeutic dog Certified by American Kennel Club, 
Therapy Dogs Inc. or equivalent 
organization

Child witness (under 13) in a criminal 
proceeding – shall be afforded the 
opportunity

Va. Code § 18.2-67.9:1 
(Virginia)

Certified facility dog ADI accredited organization or 
other assistance dog organization

Witness in any criminal proceeding if 
requested by either party – court may 
enter order
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Most people with companion animals recognize them as 
family members, and so should the law, notes Rebecca 

Wrock, an attorney with Couzens, Lansky, Fealk, Ellis, Ro-
eder & Lazar, P.C. in Farmington Hills. 

“We plan for our children in our estate plans, but our 
animals are also dependent upon us,” she says. “I believe 
properly caring for an animal means ensuring the animal has 
care for the animal’s whole life, not just our own, and that 
involves planning.”  

The most common mistakes Wrock sees are people assum-
ing an informal arrangement will work; planning only with a 
will instead of a trust, in which case the animal could be in a 
shelter or euthanized by the time the probate estate is opened 
and the judge makes a decision; and failing to plan ahead for 
changes in circumstances, such as for backup caregivers to 
serve if the first caregiver can no longer care for the animal—
and using the correct documents to allow for ongoing control 
over that decision. 

“Of course the biggest mistake is having no plan in 
place at all,” says Wrock, selected as a Super Lawyers Ris-
ing Star in Probate & Estate Planning since 2016. “The 
most important decision is the caregiver, but there are 
many important decisions in this process that should be 
discussed with someone who regularly does this type of 
work.”  

According to Wrock, a pet whose human has passed 
away is more common than people realize and a lot of 
pets fall through the cracks 

because of ineffective planning or a failure to plan entirely.  
“These pets can end up in shelters, can be passed around 

from caregiver to caregiver, or can be euthanized,” she says. 
“And that is just from the perspective of an individual ani-
mal. On the other end, a failure to plan can add animals to 
an already overwhelmed shelter system.” 

Many of her pet trust clients are individuals or couples 
without children. Wrock easily relates to and understands the 
concerns and needs of these clients and their pets. Her own 
family includes two dogs, a cat, two rabbits and nine chick-
ens — aka “The Wrock Flock” – sharing her Lyndon Town-
ship home, along with her husband James. 

Whether it’s a pet trust or more traditional trusts and es-
tates, Wrock finds it rewarding to give clients peace of mind 
by creating documents that give their wishes legal effect.  

“I really enjoy the process,” she says. “Each client is 
unique and there is always a new scenario or idea to work 
through, which is intellectually stimulating and allows for cre-
ativity, both of which are important to me. It’s also a positive 
and productive outlet for my ability to catastrophize a situa-

tion and think through everything that 
could go wrong.” 

Wrock, who also focuses on intellec-
tual property, earned her LL.M. (Taxa-
tion) from the University of Alabama in 
order to further increase her skills and 
marketability as an estate planner.  

“Tax is so important in this field, 
even as the focus has shifted from estate 

‘Claws and Effect’
Rebbeca Wrock, Vice president of Attorneys for Animals and Animal 
Law Section Member, focuses on Estate Planning and Intellectual 
Property as well as Pet Trusts
By Sheila Pursglove, Legal News

(Co-Editor’s Note: This article is one of a series discussing the work that Section members are doing in the field of animal law. The 
article is courtesy of Sheila Pursglove and the Legal News.)
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and gift tax to income tax and basis planning,” she says. 
“We’re in a market that is very niche and specialized, even 
with subspecialties.” 

Her sub-focus areas within estate planning are pet plan-
ning, special needs planning, blended families, millennials, 
“DINK” (dual income/no kids) and “SINK” (single income/
no kids) clients, planning for Medicaid and Veterans Ben-
efits, and planning for clients who have ties in Florida where 
she also is licensed. 

“But the pet planning is one of the areas I most enjoy 
because it has the potential to, quite literally, save an animal’s 
life,” she says. 

In undergrad at the University of Michigan, where she 
earned her B.S. in Brain, Behavior, and Cognitive Science, 
Wrock’s first course was about relationships between humans 
and other animals, the first of many animal courses.  

“I joke that if animal behavior were offered as a degree, 
I would have qualified for it because I took so many of the 
courses,” she says. “These courses made me want to incorpo-
rate work for animals with my eventual law practice, and in 
law school I quickly learned my personality was much better 
suited to transactional work than litigation, which drew me 
to estate planning. Combining animal law with estate plan-
ning by focusing on pet trusts was a natural fit.” 

An alumna of Wayne State University Law School, 
Wrock helped launch the school’s first Animal Law class 
in 2012.  She was a government relations intern with the 
American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
and served as president of the school’s Student Animal 
Legal Defense Fund. 

“Our SALDF chapter was like a little home for me within 
the larger body of the law school,” she says. “We were such a 
small group, but one of the most active because of our com-
mitment. We hosted several events each year, from panels to 
film screenings to field trips and collaborated with other stu-
dent groups where animal interests intersected others. It was 
a great example of what a small group of dedicated people 
can accomplish, and it was an honor to lead the chapter.” 

In 2014, Wrock earned the Wanda A. Nash Award from 
the State Bar of Michigan’s Animal Law Section, as the 
graduating law student who has most advanced the field of 
animal law within the state.  

“I felt so honored,” she says. “I hadn’t known of the award, 
so was completely surprised to receive it. I also hadn’t known 
about Wanda at the time, and learning about her life and work 
then and through the years has made being a part of her legacy 
that much more special. Now, I’m on the Animal Law Section’s 
Awards Committee, and have the privilege of being a small 
part of the selection process for this award each year.” 

Serving on the SALDF and receiving the Nash award led 
to Wrock getting involved in the nonprofit Attorneys for 
Animals organization, when AFA Co-founder and President 
Bee Friedlander invited her to join the team.  

“I’ve immensely enjoyed working with the other board 
members to give voice to the animals who have no voice in 
our legal system,” says Wrock, who currently serves as vice 
president and a director of AFA. “It’s the perfect outlet, along 
with SBM’s Animal Law Section, for staying involved in all 
areas of Animal Law since the only area of Animal Law that 
I regularly practice in is pet planning. With AFA, I’ve ‘found 
my tribe,’ as they say.” 

Wrock gives quarterly community presentations at All 
About Animals Rescue in Warren, guest lectures for Animal 
Law classes in the U.S. and Canada, and speaks and pub-
lishes for other attorneys so they can learn how to help clients 
protect their pets.  

Her publications include “Ignorance is Bliss: Self-Reg-
ulation and Ag-Gag Laws in the American Meat Industry” 
in the Contemporary Justice Review, as well as guidance 
through the Institute of Continuing Legal Education and 
in various State Bar publications for attorneys drafting pet 
trusts. 

“I think I’ve gained a lot of credibility in this area, even as 
a young attorney, because of a combination of these efforts 
and the fact it’s clear I care about animals as much as my cli-
ents do – I ‘get it’ – they are family! It’s not just an academic 
exercise for me, or taking advantage of a market opportunity, 
but a calling,” she says. “While being proactive is the best 
approach, a long-term goal is to create a nonprofit specifically 

(L-R) Bandit and Shelby with Rebecca Wrock in Michigan’s 
Upper Peninsula.  Photograph courtesy of Rebecca Wrock
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Recent Animal Law News

Section members recently saw a series of comments regard-
ing the purpose of the Section through emails on the SBM-

Connect system.  We should never expect everyone to agree on 
everything and an issue was raised and commented upon.

I think we should note several comments from members 
with their viewpoint on the purpose of the Section. I think 
these should be recognized and noted as part of the history 
and ongoing work of the section. 

 Member Mary Chartier wrote (in part):

……this Section’s work has literally saved lives.

As many before me, I believe that when we save 
one life, we save the world.

So I think this Section is meaningful and worth-
while and does far more than rearranging deck 
chairs on the Titanic.

(Co-editor’s note: The “Titanic deck chairs” reference was 
made in initial email from a member.)  

Member Tom Boven wrote (in part):

The Animal Law Council and its members have 
been effective over the years in bringing more 
appropriate living opportunities to our animal 
populations.  Not as much as some would like, 
but a lot more than existed before the Section 
was chartered by the State Bar.  Thanks to all 
who choose to participate.

I believe these words are well thought-out and should be 
considered and remembered by all of us regarding the pur-
pose and goals of the Section. 

The Purpose of the Animal Law Section: 
Thoughts from Section Members
By Donald Garlit

for the animals who do get left behind, so I can help animals 
on both ends—those whose humans plan for them and those 
whose humans don’t.” 

In her leisure time, the Dearborn Heights native enjoys 
traveling with her husband, reading, learning and teaching. 
A trumpet player for almost two decades and an alumna of 
the Michigan Marching Band, she recently joined the U-M’s 
Alumni Concert Band, and also does a weekly class with each 

of her dogs—”so we can have some one-on-one bonding 
time, which can be tough to accomplish at home with two 
dogs,” she says.

Vice President of Attorneys for Animals and Animal Law 
Section member Rebecca Wrock earned law degrees from Wayne 
State University and the University of Alabama. 

‘Claw and Effect’ continued from page 7

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

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 adjudi-
cated or legislation that has been signed into law.  We are not 
following those approaches in this update as there are several 
situations in the early stages that present interesting legal or 
legislative approaches that are 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 
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pears that prosecutors are taking these situations much more 
seriously especially when there is a past pattern of dog aggres-
sion or animal cruelty.

Animal Legal Defense Fund Argues that Justice 
the Horse Has Right to Sue Former Abuser 

Justice was subjected to abuse and neglect for months and 
was emaciated and suffered from frostbite, lice, and rain rot.  
He suffered permanent physical and psychological injuries 
which will require long-term care.

Justice has a right under Oregon law to be free from 
cruelty.  ALDF’s approach is that a trust needs to be estab-
lished for on-going and life-long care.  His abuser pleaded to 
animal cruelty charges and agreed to pay for care only until 
July 2017 – apparently the date of the plea agreement.  His 
physical condition is impeding efforts to adopt him.

He is now with Sound Equine Options, an Oregon horse 
rescue and rehabilitation organization.  

Source is Animal Legal Defense Fund at: https://aldf.
org/article/groundbreaking-lawsuit-argues-animals-right-sue-
abusers-court/

Co-editor’s note: As we go to print, it is reported that 
Justice’s suit has been dismissed by the trial court for lack of 
standing. The ALDF plans to appeal. 

Killing Dogs for Meat Ruled Illegal in South Korea
The ruling is a first in South Korea.  Efforts to stop the 

practice have usually concentrated on hygiene, animal cru-
elty, and zoning reasons to restrict the practice.  

The practice is losing popularity in South Korea and a 
large majority of South Koreans do not eat dog meat.  How-
ever, an estimated 1 million dogs are killed each year and 
there are an estimated 17,000 dog farms in the country.  A 
lawmaker recently introduced legislation in the national as-
sembly that would outlaw killing dogs for meat.

Source is The Guardian at: https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2018/jun/21/killing-dogs-for-meat-illegal-south-korea-
court-rules

and
Animals 24-7 as written by Merritt Clifton at: https://

www.animals24-7.org/2018/06/25/south-korean-court-rules-
that-killing-dogs-for-meat-is-illegal/

Tennessee Man Allegedly Shot and Killed after 
Confronting Dog Owner

This event occurred in late July so much information is 
still not available and it is early in the legal process.  

Robert Wilson confronted a dog owner who appeared to be 
choking his own dog questioning why he was choking the dog.  
The dog owner then allegedly shot Wilson and killed him.

The dog owner turned himself in four days after the at-
tack and was charged with first degree murder.

Source is the New York Post at: https://nypost.
com/2018/08/07/animal-lover-fatally-shot-while-trying-to-save-
abused-puppy/

India Bans Live Export of Farmed Animals
The Indian government has banned the live export of 

farmed animals per recent information.  The Shipping 
Ministry has an indefinite ban on live export to maintain 
public order.  This was in response to mass protests against 
the practice.

Live export can result in large numbers of animals be-
ing killed while at sea from a variety of causes such as heat, 
sea conditions, and poor treatment.  There have been several 
well-publicized incidents where large numbers of animals were 
killed while being live exported from Australia in recent years.

Source is One Green Planet at: http://www.one-
greenplanet.org/news/india-banned-live-export-public-
protest/?utm_source=Green+Monster+Mailing+List&u
tm_campaign=015b5c25d2-NEWSLETTER_EMAIL_
CAMPAIGN&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_
bbf62ddf34-015b5c25d2-105989313

Animals Have Same Rights as Humans per Court 
in Indian State of Uttarakhand Saying All Animals 
Have “Distinct Personas”

Justices Rajiv Sharma and Lokpal Singh of the Ut-
tarkhand High Court made the ruling in early July.  The 
ruling gives all animals in the state the status of “legal person 
or entity.”

 The judgment will still need to be ratified by the national 
Supreme Court.  It is aimed at poachers among others.

Source is The Telegraph at: https://www.telegraph.co.uk/
news/2018/07/05/animals-accorded-rights-humans-indian-
national-park/

and
The Indian Express at: https://indianexpress.com/

article/india/uttarakhand-high-court-declares-all-
animals-as-legal-entities-5246002/
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$4.25 Million Awarded in Georgia Dog Attack 
Case 

Plaintiff was entering a rooming house on her first day 
as a tenant.  A dog (described as a pit bull in articles) broke 
free and attacked her biting her right leg and ankle.  She now 
walks with a limp.

The dog belonged to a prior tenant of the rooming house 
who had died.  The landlord had kept the dog chained in 
the yard and the dog was his responsibility.  Other tenants 
had complained about the dog.  Landlord reportedly did not 
speak with plaintiff for months nor did he collect rent from 
her after the attack.

Plaintiff sued for permanent injuries among other claims.  
Defendant landlord did not appear in court when the sched-
uled trial began on June 1.  Plaintiff asked for $11 million 
in damages.  Judge allowed $4.25 million.  Defendant is 
believed to be collectible as he owns multiple properties.

 More details at Animals 24-7 as written by Merritt Clif-
ton at: https://www.animals24-7.org/2018/06/14/4-25-million-
award-for-pit-bull-attack-and-the-victim-may-see-some-of-the-
money/

and
Daily Report from Law.com at: https://www.law.com/

dailyreportonline/2018/06/12/landlord-hit-with-4-2m-default-
judgment-in-pit-bull-attack/?slreturn=20180805202731

Bans Sought on So-called Pet Leasing – Actually 
a Form of Rent-to-Own 

New York state is seeking a ban on so-called pet leasing.  
People sign a long-term contract (apparently 2 years or more) 
and then make monthly payments.  If there is a failure to pay 
then the dog can be repossessed.  Total payments, fees, bal-
loon payments, etc. can be very high.  Humane groups have 
called it a “predatory practice.”

Nevada and California have banned pet leasing.  Similar 
legislation has been introduced in New York.  Status of the 
company mentioned in the linked article below and involved 
in the lending practice is unclear and it is said that the parent 
company filed for bankruptcy last year.  Several companies 
are said to be involved in the practice.

(Co-Editor’s Note: The possibility of pet leasing appears to 
be available in Michigan.)  

Source is an article from Associated Press by Mary Esch 
at: https://apnews.com/067a493e57f64b3a92f11b8dbf866f76

Illinois Bans Sale of Elephant and Rhino Ivory 
Joining 8 Other States 

Governor Raumer signed the ban into law in August.  
Illinois joins California, Hawaii, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New York, Oregon, and Washington which have 

similar bans.  Why Illinois?  Chicago is often a port of entry 
for ivory shipments.  

Source is WTTW’s Chicago Tonight at: https://chicagoto-
night.wttw.com/2018/08/15/new-illinois-law-bans-sale-ivory-
rhinoceros-horn

and
One Green Planet at: http://www.onegreenplanet.org/news/

illinois-banned-sale-ivory-rhino-horn/?utm_source=Green+M
onster+Mailing+List&utm_campaign=da776bc725-NEWS-
LETTER_EMAIL_CAMPAIGN&utm_medium=email&utm_
term=0_bbf62ddf34-da776bc725-105989313

Delaware and Rhode Island Become 8th and 9th 
States to Require Adoption of Research Animals 

The laws are often called Beagle Freedom Bills.  They 
require research facilities receiving public funds to adopt out 
research cats and dogs once they are no longer needed for 
research.  The bills do not ban animal research.

Governor Carney of Delaware signed the bill into law 
in June.  Governor Raimondo of Rhode Island signed the 
legislation into law in July.  The Rhode Island effort was 
spearheaded by a research rescue beagle named Tucker. See 
the link below for a nice picture of Governor Carney with a 
rescue beagle on his desk after the signing. 

Source is Fox 29 (serving PA, NJ, and DE) at: http://www.
fox29.com/news/politics/gov-carney-signs-bill-that-gives-ex-lab-
animals-a-second-chance-at-life

and
ABC 6 (Providence) at: http://www.abc6.com/sto-

ry/38570206/new-ri-law-requires-research-animals-be-put-up-
for-adoption

Indiana Court of Appeals Rules for DNR after 
Copper the Beagle Killed by Trap in State Park

Copper the beagle was out for a walk and was killed by a 
raccoon trap set by a state employee in Versailles State Park 
acting under a DNR emergency order in late 2011.  Plaintiff, 
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Melodie Liddle, tried to save him but was not able to pry 
the trap free.  He died in front of her still trapped.  Plaintiff 
sought various forms of relief including a declaratory judg-
ment that the emergency rules could not be used to allow 
trapping in a state park.  She was represented by the Center 
for Wildlife Ethics.  

 The lower court ruled that since the rules were promul-
gated between 2007 and 2013, the requests for declaratory 
judgment were either time barred or moot depending on the 
date issued.  The emergency rules are no longer being issued.  
The Indiana Court of Appeals agreed with the lower court.

The lower court awarded $477 based on the fair market 
value of Copper.  The Court of Appeals denied any consider-
ation in the award of Copper’s sentimental value as requested 
by plaintiff.

Source is The Indiana Lawyer at: https://www.theindi-
analawyer.com/articles/47621-coa-rules-for-dnr-after-dog-killed-
by-raccoon-trap-at-park

Vermont Bans Coyote Killing Contests
Vermont banned coyote killing contests joining several 

other states which have put restrictions on animal killing 
contests.  Vermont joins California in prohibiting coyote kill-
ing contests.  Interestingly,  Governor Scott did not sign the 
general fish and wildlife bill which contained the provision 
although he did allow it to become law (by not vetoing it).

Source is Humane Society of the United States at: http://
www.humanesociety.org/news/press_releases/2018/05/vermont-
prohibits-coyote.html

and
Bennington Banner at: https://www.benningtonbanner.com/

stories/coyote-hunting-contests-banned-in-vermont,540555

Suman the Elephant Sent to Rescue Center by 
Court Order in India

The Chief Judicial Magistrate of Ajmer City has ruled 
that Suman the elephant is being kept illegally. The necessary 
paperwork required by the Wildlife (Protection) Act of 1972 
apparently does not exist.

The situation was brought to the notice of the Forest 
Depatment by Humane Society International and People for 
Animals India (India’s largest animal welfare organization at 
https://www.peopleforanimalsindia.org/index.php). 

Source is Humane Society International at: http://www.
hsi.org/world/india/news/releases/2018/05/suman-elephant-
rescued-052818.html

and
The Better India at: https://www.thebetterindia.

com/143959/rajasthan-judiciary-rescued-10-yo-elephant-suman/

City of Detroit Settles Dog Shootings for $225,000 
(Co-editor’s note: This is not the Smith case where three 

dogs were killed by Detroit police in a house during execution of 
a search warrant as discussed in the Late Summer 2017 issue of 
the Animal Law Section Newsletter.  That case is still on appeal.)

Detroit police officers arrived at a house after they alleg-
edly noticed open growing of marijuana several days earlier.  
Open growing is illegal even though the plaintiffs had a 
medical marijuana license.  Three dogs were behind an 8 foot 
high privacy fence and not able to get at the officers.  The 
officers did not wait for animal control and shot and killed 
the dogs.

Plaintiffs Kenneth Savage and Ashley Franklin were dev-
astated and filed a federal lawsuit against the City of Detroit 
and three unnamed police officers.  The City of Detroit 
settled for $225,000 for the killing of the dogs.

Section member Chris Olson represented the plaintiffs.
Source is Deadline Detroit at: http://www.deadlinedetroit.

com/articles/19539/detroit_agrees_to_pay_225_000_in_fatal_
shootings_by_cops_of_3_dogs_in_pot_raid#.W5FSXOhKiUk 

Latest Issue (Volume 95, Issue 4) of Denver Law 
Review (Sturm College of Law) is Online with 
Special Animal Law Issue

The lead article is “Why Freedom of Speech Is an Impor-
tant Right and Why Animals Should Have It” by Martha 
Nussbaum.  There are other articles including one by Del-
cianna J. Winders on the Freedom of Information Act and 
how it has related to requests related to the Animal Welfare 
Act.  She visited Michigan in 2017 and spoke on a related 
topic at a brunch co-sponsored by the Animal Law Section.

Source is DLR Online at: http://www.denverlawreview.org/
dlr-print-issues/  
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Update on Nonhuman Rights Project’s Efforts 
to Free Chimpanzees: Tommy the Chimpanzee

By Ann Griffin

The Animal Law Section Newsletter has featured ongo-
ing updates regarding the Nonhuman Rights Project 

(NhRP) and its efforts to secure freedom for Leo and Hercu-
les, two chimpanzees who had been kept since their infancy 
in a research lab in miserable conditions, and Tommy, a 
chimpanzee who was kept in a cage for decades at a used 
trailer lot and whose whereabouts are currently unknown.

In the Spring issue of the newsletter, we shared the good 
news that in March 2018, Leo and Hercules were finally 
transferred to the Project Chimps sanctuary in Georgia.  The 
fight for Tommy’s freedom continues.

Tommy
In the 1980s, Tommy starred in the movie Project X with 

Matthew Broderick. He was also forced to perform for years 
in a circus. When the entertainment industry no longer had 
need of him, he was forced to live in a cage at Patrick Lavery’s 
used trailer lot in Gloversville, New York for years. 

The NhRP has been fighting on Tommy’s behalf in the 
New York courts. 

On February 12, 2016, the NhRP reported that it had 
learned that Tommy had been moved “some months ago” 
to a roadside zoo in Michigan. The NhRP currently believes 
that Tommy is being kept at the DeYoung Family Zoo in 
Michigan, but there is no conclusive proof that he is there. 
USDA inspection records show that the zoo had one chim-
panzee in July 2015 and two in November 2015. 

While doing everything it could to determine Tommy’s 
whereabouts, the NhRP continued to 
work on his behalf in the New York 
courts.  On October 28, 2016, the 
NhRP filed an appeal on Tommy’s 

behalf with the Appellate Division, 
First Department in Manhattan. 

In June 2017, that court held 
that the NhRP could not 
seek a second writ of habeas 
corpus on Tommy’s behalf, 
and in January 2018, that 

court also denied the NhRP’s motion for permission to ap-
peal to New York’s highest court.

In February 2018, the NhRP filed a motion for permis-
sion to appeal directly with the New York Court of Ap-
peals (New York’s highest court).  In March, the Center for 
Constitutional Rights and law professors Tribe (of Harvard), 
Marceau (of the University of Denver), and Wise (various 
schools) submitted amicus curiae briefs in support of the 
NhRP’s motion for permission to appeal.

In May 2018, the NhRP received the disheartening news 
that the New York Court of Appeals had denied its motion 
for a direct appeal to that court.  However, one of the judges, 
while concurring in the decision, expressed serious reserva-
tions.  Judge Fahey entered a concurring opinion, the first 
sentence of which reads, “The inadequacy of the law as a 
vehicle to address some of our most difficult ethical dilemmas 
is on display in this matter.”  He acknowledged that the court 
will have to address whether a nonhuman animal should be 
treated as a person or as property.

He said that he would frame the issue in this case as 
follows:

The better approach in my view is to ask not wheth-
er a chimpanzee fits the definition of a person or 
whether a chimpanzee has the same rights and duties 
as a human being, but instead whether he or she has 
the right to liberty protected by habeas corpus. That 
question, one of precise moral and legal status, is the 
one that matters here.

Judge Fahey concluded his concurring opinion by saying:

The issue whether a nonhuman animal has a fun-
damental right to liberty protected by the writ 
of habeas corpus is profound and far-reaching. It 
speaks to our relationship with all the life around us. 
Ultimately, we will not be able to ignore it. While it 
may be arguable that a chimpanzee is not a “person,” 
there is no doubt that it is not merely a thing.

Source: https://www.nonhumanrights.org/client-tommy/  
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To: Ann Griffin, Chair, Animal Law Section, State 
Bar of Michigan 

From: Nominating Committee: Jennifer Pierce, Kate 
Brindle, Bee Friedlander

Subject: 2018 Nominating Committee Report 

Dated: July 28, 2018  

Officers
Pursuant to Section bylaws (Article III, Sections 3 and 4), 
officers are to be elected annually and may serve for no 
more than two consecutive terms. The Chair, Chair Elect, 
Secretary, and Treasurer are eligible for another term and 
accordingly are recommended as a slate for re-election at the 
2018 annual meeting:

Chair: Ann M. Griffin (incumbent) 

Chair Elect: Alice Anna Phillips (incumbent) 

Secretary: Jennifer L. Pierce (incumbent)

Treasurer: Anna Marie Scott (incumbent)

Council
There are three council positions expiring in 2018. 

The service of Stephen Seman (whose term expires in 2018) 
is recognized with appreciation. 

Current council member Stephanie Olsen is eligible for 
another 3-year term and has agreed to be nominated. 

Current council member Kate Brindle filled the unexpired 
term of Anna Scott in 2017; she has agreed to be nominated 
for her first 3-year term.

The Committee recommends for Section Council, term 
expiring 2021: Donna Lassa, P69551, Legal Advocacy 
Counsel, Criminal: ASPCA   

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)

Donna Lassa’s statement of interest follows:

Please consider me for a council position with the Animal 
Law Section (ALS).  I was admitted to the State Bar of 
Michigan on Aug. 21, 2006. I was previously admitted to 
the State Bar of California on June 11, 1993. While I most 
recently joined the Animal Law Section in January, 2018, I 
was also a member about two or three years ago.

As a member of Attorneys for Animals, I’ve drafted sev-
eral analyses of pending state legislation, focused on service 
and support animals, some of which were also considered by 
the legislative committee of the ALS. Additionally, I partici-
pated in discussions and meetings with state legislators and 
prosecutors regarding this state legislation.  My current work 
focuses entirely on animal advocacy, as I am advocacy counsel 
with the ASPCA, where I focus on animal abuse and neglect 
cases across the country.

I am keenly interested in expanding my involvement 
with the Animal Law Section, especially as I’ve become more 
aware of trending animal-related issues across the state and 
the country.  With my current volunteer and paid work, I’ve 
become increasingly adept at navigating political waters when 
animal-related legislation is at stake and have developed a 
confident voice to speak up on behalf of the animals who 
sorely require advocacy. I’m passionate about this work on all 
levels – in individual case handling when one animal will be 
positively affected and in broad-based impact matters as well. 
Of all the work I’ve done, none has been more meaningful 
than animal-related advocacy.

Thank you for your consideration.  

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

Section 

Event

Friday, September 28 (11 AM to 1 PM) 
Animal Law Section Annual Meeting during State Bar of Michigan Annual Meeting in Grand Rapids

September 28, 2018, Noon to 1:30 PM (presumably PDT)
Free Webinar: Bringing the “Animal” into Traditional Law Courses from Animal Legal Defense Fund 
at https://aldf.org/article/animal-law-events/id/7564/

October 12-14, 2018 
26th Animal Law Conference, Law and the Farmed Animal: Policy, Advocacy, and Culture (complete 
details at http://animallawconference.org/) in Chicago

October 25-26, 2018
 – 4th Annual International Animal Law Summit, at State Bar of Georgia in Atlanta (initial information 
available at https://animallawsource.regfox.com/international-animal-law-summit)

Note that the Animal Legal Defense Fund has a comprehensive list of upcoming animal law 
conferences (worldwide although mostly in the United States) at http://aldf.org/resources/animal-
law-events-opportunities/events/  

Upcoming Events
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This is a brief summary of the Animal Law Section’s 
financial status as of July 31, 2018 (10 months of the 

2017-2018 Fiscal Year).  

Membership totals 270 members on July 31, 2018.  This 
is an increase of about 7% from the end of the prior Fiscal 
Year (September 30, 2017).  

Revenue for the year to date is $5,170.
Expenses for the year to date are $2,033.
Spending thus far has been lower than revenue although 

we can expect expenses to increase given publication of 
the latest Newsletter and the Section Annual Meeting.  
We expect lower costs than we incurred last year for the 
Section Annual Meeting.  The Section Council believes that 
participation in the SBM Annual Meeting is necessary and 
supportive of the SBM.

The major expenses for the FYTD include the May 
issue of the Newsletter ($684), honorariums for the various 

Section Awards ($750), expenses for 
the Award ceremonies ($351), and 
other miscellaneous expenses including 
teleconference calls, copies, and credit 
card fees from the SBM related to 
member payments of SBM annual 
dues ($248).

The present fund balance is 
$13,608; an increase of $3,137 from 
the prior FY yearend balance of $10,471.  

Respectfully submitted,

Donald Garlit for
Anna Scott
Treasurer
September 2018

Treasurer’s Report – 2017-2018 FYTD 
(10 Months ended July 31, 2018)

The 2017-18 Michigan Legislature session is winding 
down.

Lawmakers returned from summer recess on September 5. 
The Legislature will meet only 9 days before the November 6 
election. Each chamber will meet another 14 days in “Lame 
Duck” session until final adjournment on December 20.

It promises to be an interesting couple of months.

Recap of the Session
Some major themes emerged from a review of the animal-

related bills introduced (note, very few have passed; many have 
not yet received a committee hearing) since the session began in 
January 2017. Here’s what the legislature has been up to:  

Bill Number Status Key:
• No committee hearing

• Committee reported favorably 

• Passed House or Senate

• Signed into law

Strengthening animal crime laws
• Mandatory minimum sentences for animal fighting (SB 

413)

• Establish degrees first, second, and third degrees of kill-
ing or torturing an animal with enhanced penalties; ex-
tend law to breeders and pet shops (HB 4332, SB 276)

• Increase penalties for animal neglect committed in pres-
ence of minor (HB 4025)

• Close loophole in animal fighting ban (HB 6255)

• Prohibit ownership, possession, breeding, sale, and im-
porting of nonhuman primates (HB 6032)

Legislative Committee Update to September 17, 2018
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Reforming or reorganizing existing statutes regarding 
practices and procedures

• Adoption of dogs seized for animal fighting (SB 416, 710)

• Revision of Dangerous Dog Law (SB 708, 709)

• Declaw, devocalization regulation (HB 6030, 6031, 6034)

• Major overhaul of Animal Industry Act (HB 6205)

Revising the Large Carnivore Act
• Expand entities allowed to breed (HB 5778, 6050); or 

not (HB 6182)

Topical Issues
• “Puppy Mill Bills” (HB 5916, 5917): “Qualified pet 

shop” may sell dogs obtained from large scale breeders 
(a/k/a “puppy mills”); pre-empts local regulation

• Animals in Hot Cars (SB 496, HB 5063)

• Service/Support (HB 5645 has passed allowing Court-
room Support Dogs; SB 663, HB 5188, 5281, 5356, 
5357)

• Prevent local governments from enacting Breed Specific 
Legislation (SB 741)

Natural Resources
• Efforts to control Natural Resources Commission au-

thority (SB 316 has passed expanding frog hunting; HB 
5321, 5441)

• Resolutions calling on the NRC to institute sandhill 
crane hunting (HR 154), and on Congress to remove 
wolves from the Endangered Species Act (SR 105), both 
of which passed

Farmed Animals
• Little activity on this front, other than bill delaying ef-

fective date for higher standards for egg-laying hens, but 
provides for enforcement, broader coverage (SB 660)

Pro-animal Policies
• DV prevention and treatment board includes animals 

(HB 4026)

• Cross Reporting between investigators of animal, child 
abuse (HB 4441, 4442, 4443)

• Shelter pet is official state pet (HB 5069)

• Regulation of pet insurance (SB 648)

• Appointment of advocate to represent an animal’s interest 
or the interests of justice, in prosecutions regarding the 
treatment, welfare or custody of the animal (HB 6029)

Recently Introduced Bills
The following bills have been introduced during the first 

week back from summer recess:
• Provide immunity from criminal prosecution for forcible 

entry into a motor vehicle for purpose of rescuing an ani-
mal from vehicle, a so-called “Good Samaritan” bill that 
is an important addition to bills pending that criminalize 
the act leaving of animals in vehicles (HB 6298)

• Revise the 1919 Dog Law to omit the requirement that 
dogs be licensed (HB 6301)

• Prohibit local governments from regulating a dog and 
any service animal “based on the breed, perceived breed, 
or a physical characteristic of a breed.” (HB 6295) 

What to Expect
Under normal procedure, all bills must have a committee 

hearing, pass the House or Senate, and then go through the 
same process in the other chamber. Any differences between 
the two versions of the bill must be ironed out. However, 
if the political will is there, all steps can be accomplished 
quickly. This is particularly true in “Lame Duck” session, 
where legislators are freed from the constraints that may be 
imposed on their votes by the prospect of a looming election.

As a general rule, bills that have been moving, and espe-
cially moving quickly, (see the Key, above, to determine a 
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bill’s status: no committee hearing, committee reported favor-
ably, passed House or Senate, signed into law) have a bet-
ter chance to continue moving toward passage. Several caveats:

• A bill that has moved in one chamber may not in the 
other

• Consider when the bill was introduced; a flurry of bills 
were dropped just as the legislature was adjourning for 
summer recess, so obviously have not had any activity

We don’t have a crystal ball, but we are keeping a close 
eye on:
• Various measures to strengthen the animal crimes stat-

ute: however, there may be some resistance to legisla-
tion creating longer sentences

• “Puppy Mill” bills, which we oppose, http://www.
michbar.org/file/publicpolicy/documents/ALS%20HB%20
5916%20and%20HB%205917.pdf and which seemed 
on a fast-track this spring, but were slowed by a deter-
mined and organized opposition

• Allowing adoption of fighting animals, banning BSL 
and modernizing the Dangerous Dog statute are priori-
ties among most animal law experts and practitioners in 
the state

• Large Carnivore Act revisions, which pose the risk of un-
intended consequences under one bill and which we op-
posed, http://www.michbar.org/file/publicpolicy/documents/
ALS%20HB%205778.pdf, but which could be quickly 
and easily be remedied by another pending bill

• Two pressing issues that need attention in MI, but the 

existing bills need work:
• Service/support animal regulation

• Animals unattended in vehicles

• Complex bills that need a thorough analysis, which is 
difficult in the end-of-session rush (e.g., the bill over-
hauling the Animal Industry Act, which runs 80+ pages)

• Several pending bills would boost Michigan’s credentials 
as a pro-animal state, but have not moved this session; 
these would be at the top of our wish list:

• DV prevention and treatment board includes animals

• Cross-reporting

• Appointment of an advocate to represent animals’ 
interest

We’ve received information that other pro-animal 
bills may be introduced this fall. For updates, please 
check the Section’s Face Book page, https://www.face-
book.com/Animal-Law-Section-of-the-State-Bar-of-Michi-
gan-1671014726460307/. The most complete information 
on bills that the Section has reviewed is available on the 
Public Policy page of the our website, https://www.michbar.
org/sections/animalpp. The Section has taken positions on a 
number of bills mentioned in this report.

Attorneys for Animals maintains a Legislative Tracker, 
which is updated periodically and available at the organiza-
tion’s website: http://www.attorneysforanimals.org/resources/. 

Bee Friedlander
Legislative Committee Member  

Invite someone you know to join the fun. Invite someone to join the Animal Law Section.

 

Check us out on Facebook at
https://www.facebook.com/Animal-Law-Section-of-the-State-Bar-of-Michigan-1671014726460307
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When facing adversity, Julie I. Fershtman persists. In so 
doing, she has become a leader among lawyers. She 

has served the State Bar of Michigan for 20 years, as presi-
dent, a member of the Board of Commissioners, chair of the 
Representative Assembly, a member of the Assembly, and 
chair of the Young Lawyers Section. In 2014, leaders of the 
State Bar of Michigan realized challenges confronting the le-
gal profession had changed dramatically, but that the profes-
sion itself had not changed to meet those challenges. So they 
established the 21st Century Practice Task Force and charged 
it with identifying the challenges of the legal profession and 
recommending solutions. When they needed someone to 
lead the profession into the future, State Bar leaders reached 
out to Julie Fershtman and Bruce Courtade.

Fershtman is an equity shareholder at Foster Swift Col-
lins & Smith in Southfield and represents clients in a broad 
range of business, personal injury, contract, and insurance 
coverage litigation pertaining to several industries, including 
major insurance companies. She is widely considered one 
of the nation's leading practitioners of equine law. She has 
served on the ABA House of Delegates, Board of Trustees of 
the Michigan State Bar Foundation, Board of Directors of 
the Michigan Supreme Court Historical Society, American 
College of Equine Attorneys, Oakland County Bar Founda-
tion, Michigan State Bar Foundation, American Bar Founda-
tion, Oakland County Bar Association Board, the American 
College of Equine Attorneys, American Youth Horse Coun-
cil, Equine Land Conservation Resource, Franklin Village 

Planning Commission, and 
Franklin Village Charter 
Committee. Not only does 
Fershtman volunteer for that 
many organizations, but she 
also does outstanding work for 
them, earning her the honors 
of Michigan Lawyers Weekly’s 
“Woman of the Year,” the 
SBM Representative Assem-
bly’s Michael Franck Award, 
the Oakland County Bar 
Association’s Professionalism 
Award, and the Women Lawyers Association of Michigan 
Jean King Leadership Award. 

Also receiving awards: Bruce Courtade—Roberts P. 
Hudson Award; Former Chief Justice Marilyn Kelly—Frank 
J. Kelley Distinguished Public Service Award; Former Chief 
Justice Robert Young Jr.—Frank J. Kelley Distinguished 
Public Service Award; Miriam J. Aukerman—Champion of 
Justice Award; Robert J. Heimbuch—Champion of Justice 
Award; Charles “David” Jones—John W. Cummiskey Pro 
Bono Award; Professor Lawrence Dubin—John W. Reed 
Michigan Lawyer Legacy Award; Women Lawyers Associa-
tion of Michigan—Kimberly M. Cahill Bar Leadership 
Award; and Urban League of West Michigan—Liberty Bell 
Award.  

Section Member Julie I. Fershtman to Receive 
SBM Roberts P. Hudson Award

State Bar of Michigan members will gather at the Amway Grand Plaza Hotel in Grand Rapids on 
Wednesday, Sept. 26 to honor the best in the legal profession. Ten major SBM awards will be 

presented at a special banquet held in conjunction with the SBM NEXT Conference, which will 
take place Sept. 26-28.

 Julie I. Fershtman
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Social Media & Lawyers in 2018

The lawyer sitting next to you at the conference is busy 
writing a tweet, another is taking a selfie to post on their 

Facebook, LinkedIn, or SBM Member Directory profile. 
It seems to you that everyone is busy using social media to 
market their practice. You could be right.

Although the legal profession has been slow to jump on 
the social media bandwagon, the 2017 Legal Technology 
Survey by the American Bar Association showed that more 
lawyers are maintaining a social media presence. Consider 
that 81% of lawyers use social media for professional reasons 
and that 77% reported their firms also maintain a presence.

The survey asked about practice areas and found that:
• Employment and labor law lawyers are the most ac-

tive (93%)

• Personal injury and litigation next (84%)

• Commercial law is third (82%)

• Contract law is fourth (81%)

Career development, networking, and client development 
were the most popular reasons given for using social media.

What Social Media is Most Popular with Lawyers
The social network most used for professional purposes 

was LinkedIn; 90% have a LinkedIn profile, Facebook was 
second with 40%, and Twitter came in third at 26%. 99% 
of law firms with 100 or more attorneys used social media 
for career development while solo practitioners reflect a still 
impressive 81%.

The Advantages of Using Social Media
• Social media builds relationships.

• You will reach consumers that never come to your 
speaking events, read your newsletter, or view your 
blog. Your tweets can find new readers who will com-
ment or retweet your message to their followers.

• You gain name and brand recognition.

• People come to know you by your choice of words, 
style of writing, and the topics you pick. Use an easy 
to read style, offer real information, and show them 
you are approachable and they will be loyal and fre-
quent readers.

• Use visitor analytics and reader comments to learn 
more about your audience. Knowing their interests 
will help you find topics for them.

• You can post a link to social media on your website 
and your SBM profile, making it easy for readers to 
find you.

The Disadvantages of Using Social Media
• Time is money and time spent on social media is 

not billable, which means if you start a social media 
platform be sure you understand that time must be 
set aside to continue posting.

• Content must be written, edited, and revised.

• Social media creates demands on your talent, so posts 
must be relevant to your practice and interesting to a 
wide variety of readers. Fortunately, you have access 
to many topics with e-Journal and SBM NewsLinks 
posted daily.

• You lose control of your content, since everything is 
available for comment.

Statistics show that 81% of the surveyed lawyers thought 
that the advantages of social media outweighed its disadvan-
tages. If you decide to add a social media account, you’ll be 
in good company.  

About the Author
After years practicing law, Roberta Gubbins served as editor 

of the Ingham County Legal News. Since leaving the paper, 
she provides writing services to lawyers ghostwriting content for 
websites, blogs, and articles. She is editor of The Mentor, the 
SBM Master Lawyers Section newsletter.

By Roberta M. Gubbins
     SBM Clear & Convincing article
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