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Words from the News Room:
ALS Newsletter Editor
Sharon Noll Smith

I am delighted to assume the position of editor of the Ani-
mal Law Section newsletter. I certainly hope to continue the
fine work begun by my able predecessor, attorney Don Perkins
of Macomb County.

My own personal involvement in animal law began in the
fall of 1991 while I was still a law student at U of D. I re-
sponded to a notice in the Michigan Bar Journal to members
of the Bar interested in forming an organization of attorneys
willing to become involved in animal law. Under the capable
leadership of attorney Wanda Nash of Marshall, Attorneys
for Animals (AfA) was formed with an initial membership of
around 25 attorneys. AfA grew rapidly. In 1995, from the
membership of AfA came the 50 attorneys required to peti-
tion the State Bar of Michigan to form an official Animal Law
Section of that body. The Animal Law Section became a real-
ity at the Annual Meeting of the State Bar of Michigan in Sep-
tember 1995.

AfA remains a viable, private 501(c)(3) organization, al-
beit with a focus somewhat different from its early days. In
addition to the Animal Law Handbook which was a part of its
early work, and which is still available, including annual up-
dates, AfA now concentrates on educating the community at
large on animal issues and makes available to humane societ-
ies the necessary funds for them to send cruelty investigators
to training seminars. AfA also makes available to attorneys
one-time grants for expenses of pursuing animal-related liti-
gation, as noted in more detail in this newsletter.

It is gratifying to know that the Animal Law Section is
now 171 members strong, some involved in litigating
animal-related cases, others monitoring progress of
animal-related legislation on the local, state, and national scene,
and still others working in different ways to advance the con-
cept that companion animals are now far more than mere
chattels in our lives and are entitled to protection against ne-
glect or cruelty under the law.

Members� comments, suggestions, ideas, and submissions
are always welcome, and your phone calls will be returned
promptly. I would be particularly interested in hearing from
litigators with regard to their current cases, both as to the
issues involved and the outcomes.n

View from the Chair:
ALS Chairperson

Cathy Wolfe
As chairperson of the Animal Law Section, I would like to

introduce myself to those of you who do not already know me.
My undergraduate degree is in wildlife biology and I am in pri-
vate practice with a small firm in northern Michigan. I moved
here two years ago from Oakland County where I worked for
12 years as research attorney for the Honorable Gene Schnelz.

I have always been fascinated by animals, both domestic
and wild. Moving to northern Michigan has been a dream come
true for me because it has allowed me to indulge that fascina-
tion, sometimes without even leaving my desk. For instance,
last winter while sitting at my desk I observed two bald eagles
as they sat on the ice on the bay in front of my office. They
were puzzled because they could see fish below the ice but
could not get to them. They would put their heads down to the
ice, cock their heads, and stare at the fish. Then, they would
chop at the ice with their beaks and scrape with their talons.
Then, in frustration, they would reexamine their elusive quarry
and repeat this futile exercise. Their perplexity and frustration,
caused by the inaccessibility of the fish, and their
problem-solving attempts, were facinating.

Over the years I have spent so much time observing ani-
mals that I had come to fancy myself as having an advanced
understanding of their feelings and capabilities. That is, until
recently when I watched a television program entitled �Why
Chimpanzees Cry and Dogs Smile.� The program featured a
female monkey agonizing over the death of her baby, and a
dolphin mother severely punishing her offspring for swim-
ming too close to a boat, but then gently reassuring her young
one of her continuing maternal love. The program also fea-
tured elephants mourning the loss of one of their own and
how they worked as a group to save an imperiled offspring.
This well-documented film went well beyond anthropomor-
phism and demonstrated that animals are indeed capable of
much more feeling, sensitivity, and communication than hu-
mans have traditionally thought.

As we begin to view animals in a new light based on discov-
eries such as these, it is clear that we have grossly underesti-
mated them. They are not simply �dumb animals,� lacking in
feeling and intelligence. To the contrary, they are sensitive,
curious, devoted, intelligent, and compassionate. They deserve
our respect and should have the right to a cruelty-free life. It is
up to us to ensure that that becomes a reality.n
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Companion Animal Trusts
by Cathy Wolfe and Ginny Mikita

The new century is off to a progressive start in
Michigan. Section 700.2722(2) of Michigan�s new
Estates and Protected Individuals Code (EPIC), ef-
fective April 1, 2000, specifically provides that a trust
for the care of a designated domestic or companion
animal is valid. Significantly, the statute provides that
governing instruments be liberally construed by the
courts to carry out the general intent of the grantor/
transferor, with extrinsic evidence being admissable
to determine such intent.

This is a welcome change because, historically,
trusts for animals have not been legally recognized
and, therefore, could not be enforced for the benefit
of the animal. Consequently, until now, animal trusts
have really been nothing more than expressions of
hope on the part of the grantor/transferor. If a trustee
chose to raid the trust�s assets for his or her own use,
he or she could do so with impunity; nothing could
have been done to protect the assets for the benefit
of the animal.

Under EPIC, an animal trust will exist until the death
of the last surviving covered animal. In order to ef-
fectuate the intent of the grantor/transferor, trust docu-
ments will be �liberally construed� to be animal trusts
so as to be enforceable for the benefit of the animal.
Unless otherwise provided for in the trust document,
trustees are expressly prohibited from converting an
animal trust�s assets to their own use. An animal trust
is enforceable by an individual designated for that
purpose in the trust document, or, if no such person
was designated, by an individual who petitions and is
appointed by the Court.

In addition to trusts for specific animals, individu-
als may establish general trusts �...for a specific law-
ful noncharitable purpose or for lawful noncharitable
purposes to be selected by the trustee, and if there is
no definite or definitely ascertainable beneficiary des-
ignate, the trust may be performed by the trustee for
21 years, but no longer, whether or not the terms of
the trust contemplate a longer duration.�

This new law is an exciting change that will benefit
both animals and people who love them.n
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It is with great pleasure that we feature the following
article by David Favre, dean of Detroit college of Law at
Michigan State University. This article employs scientific data
and research to debunk the traditional arguments advanced
by hunters to justify their �sport.� As will be seen in the
article, the scientific evidence does not support the use of
hunting as a means of population con-
trol.

When I took wildlife management
classes at Michigan State University 25
years ago, the professors and students
were almost all hunters. Surprisingly, they
were quite candid about their manipula-
tion of the �game species� (i.e. deer) to
promote their own self-interest in hunt-
ing. Using the management principles
and population dynamics outlined in the
article, they used hunting to artificially
inflate the population of �game species.�
By �harvesting� (i.e. killing) an inordi-
nately large portion of a population, they
pushed the surviving population into what
I describe as �reproductive overdrive�
which in turn resulted in overpopulation.
Then they would argue that hunting was
necessary to control this population, and the cycle would
begin again.

As discussed in the following article, nature has numer-
ous ways of limiting reproduction in populations that are
over populated. With limited exceptions, wildlife populations
naturally fluctuate within normal limits. Accordingly, there
is no scientific justification for hunting.

For far too long, hunters have managed wildlife popula-
tions to suit their own needs, and to the detriment of the
species. Hunters often argue that they are simply acting as
natural predators and that without hunting the populations
would expand to unmanageable levels. That argument is
specious. Hunters are nothing like natural predators; in re-
ality, they are the antithesis. Natural predators kill the sick,
weak, and unfit members of a population. In so doing, the
�fittest� animals are left to reproduce (the phenomenon Dar-
win referred to as �survival of the fittest�) and thereby per-
petuate the strongest, most advantageous genes, with the

result being a healthy, optimally fit population.

Hunters, on the other hand, do not kill the sick, weak,
and unfit animals. Instead they kill the biggest, healthiest
individuals (the �trophy� specimens such as 12-point bucks),
leaving the sick, weak, and unfit individuals to reproduce,
thereby perpetuating the weakest genes. Realistically then,

hunting results in �survival of the
UNfittest,� which produces a
weaker, less-fit population.  Hunt-
ers also like to reserve wildlife man-
agement for themselves and their
stock argument is that it was their
money that preserved the wildlife
and that consequently, it is their
perogative to manage the wildlife as
they see fit. Furthermore, they are
adamantly opposed to non-hunters
sharing financially in the preserva-
tion of wildlife because then the
non-hunters would be entitled to
have input into management.

It is time for these specious ar-
guments in favor of hunting to be ex-
posed and articles like the one fol-
lowing, that are well-reasoned and

scientifically based, will go a long way to doing just that.
Therefore, please take the time to read and understand this
article�it is well worth your time.n

Dispelling the Notion that Hunting is
Necessary to Control Wildlife Populations

by Cathy Wolfe

“I am in favor of animal

rights as well as human

rights. That is the way of

a whole human being.”

—Abraham Lincoln
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INTRODUCTION

At some point in the slightly heated conversation, the
anti-hunter says, �How can you kill those innocent deer?� And
the hunter responds, �But they�re just surplus; they would die
a cruel death of starvation during the winter if I didn�t kill them.�
Shortly thereafter, the conversation will come to a quick halt
because the two speakers, while talking to each other, are not
communicating. They are talking from different perspectives,
in this case, one moral and the other pseudo-scientific; neither
may understand the complexity of the issues that underlie their
confrontation. A restatement of the above conversation might
be: �is there any situation where it is morally justifiable to kill
wild animals through the use of general hunting permits?� Re-
sponse: �It is justified when there is a surplus of wildlife, more
than can be naturally supported in a particular ecosystem.� While
the hunter has replied with a wildlife management concept rather
than a moral argument, it should be considered carefully so
that a more fruitful dialogue may be entered into.1

It is the purpose of this paper to examine the nature of the
surplus population argument which is often proposed by hunt-
ers in justification of sport hunting. It will be shown that the
term �surplus� is misleading and that the annual cycle of ani-
mal population does not mandate or require the existence of
sport hunting. In order to explain or justify this conclusion, it is
necessary to take up the science of ecology and explain some
of the concepts which are part of wildlife population theory.

In researching this topic an extensive literature search was
made. Both of the authors were very surprised by the lack of
scientific research dealing directly with issues of the impact of
human hunting on wildlife population.2 It was much easier to
find vegetation surveys or hunter surveys.3 While granting that
scientific research in the natural environment is difficult be-
cause of the number of variables to be considered, it is still
surprising how little research has been done to confirm the
scientific theories found in the writing and literature of the area.
Therefore, we are limited in large part to a discussion of theo-
ries and concepts rather than detailed field observation.

Part I�Wildlife Population Dynamics

As the term dynamics implies, there is constant change in
the population levels of wildlife in a natural setting. Many times
these changes can be expressed in terms of cycles, which will
vary in duration from months to decades. The cycle which
dominates the concern of the paper is the annual cycle of wild-

life population. A particular species in a given habitat will nor-
mally have a high and low point in population level which oc-
curs on a regular basis. Most birds and mammals in areas such
as Michigan have a low point in population numbers after the
winter season and a high point after breeding in early summer.
Before getting to the annual cycle, it is important to understand
all the various factors which impact the population level of a
species.

A. Biotic or Breeding Potential

Every different species has a theoretical maximum growth
rate referred to as its biotic or breeding potential. The clearest
example of this is a yeast cell put into a dish under ideal envi-
ronmental conditions, and where all the needed nutrient is pro-
vided the dividing cells. If the growth rate is one division every
five minutes, and you start out with one cell, then at the end of
the first hour over 2048 cells are present. The growth would
continue to be exponential until some of the cells no longer
divide, either because of death, lack of resources, or some
contaminating factor. Of course, this growth rate can occur
only where humans artificially control all the conditions. In
natural settings, a growth rate approaching the theoretical limit
occurs only in unique situations such as when a new species is
introduced into an area where food is plentiful and competition
from other species at a minimum. Initial growth can be very
rapid for two reasons: first, the population density of the spe-
cies is usually so low that there is little intraspecies competition
to hinder reproduction; and secondly, often a species finds a
favorite resource in virtually unlimited supply.4 (See Figure 1.)
As will be explained, however, this growth rate will be reduced
substantially as various limiting factors become operative.

Surplus Population:
A Fallacious Basis For Sport Hunting
David S. Favre, Professor of Wildlife Law and Dean, Detroit College of Law at Michigan State University

Gretchen Olsen, Researcher, B.S. (Biology), Trinity University (1979)

[Editors Note: Originally published in 1982; reprinted with permission by  the Society for Animal Rights, Inc.]
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Growth of a population is measured in terms of natality or
birth rate (synonymous terms) expressed as the number of
new individuals produced per unit of time (natality rate) or the
number of individuals produced per unit of time per breeding
individual in a particular population.

The theoretical maximum birth rate of a particular species
is directly related to the biological characteristics of the spe-
cies. The characteristics are a result of the forces of evolution.
Each species has had to adopt a particular survival strategy for
their environment. One significant variable is the number of
young produced per breeding cycle. With humans, one child
per cycle is the norm, but occasionally two or three per cycle
may occur. In the animal kingdom, the African elephant on the
one extreme produces only one offspring at a time. Rabbits on
the other hand can produce litters of 4-10 babies and quail may
have clutches of 12-14 eggs.

In the natural environment, the frequency of the birth of
young as well as the number of young per cycle are both de-
pendent upon a variety of environmental factors. When food is
available to the female in abundance, the number of births per
cycle will approach the maximum for the species, thus, when
rodent populations increase, the clutch size of owls and hawks
also increase.5 It has been reported that the conception rate of
southern Michigan corn-fed does was nearly seven times higher
than among the doe fawns from the Upper Peninsula.6 One
report on white-tailed deer found that the productively of the
high-diet yearlings was an average 2.5 times greater than
low-diet yearlings.7 Conversely, if food is not available then
there will be a reduction in the reproductive rate. The reab-
sorption of embryos in deer has been observed in time of poor
food supply.8

The number of litters or clutches produced per year is influ-
enced by many factors including: the length of the breeding sea-
son, the gestation period of the young, and the fate of the pre-
ceding clutch or litter. In most temperate regions the breeding
season is restricted so that the young are born in either the spring
or early summer. This is not necessarily true in the tropics where
species may or may not have distinct breeding seasons.

Clearly, the length of a species� gestation period affects the
number of young produced per year. A species with a short
gestation period such as the meadow vole (21 days) and the
ability to breed immediately after giving birth can quite obvi-
ously produce more young per year than the African elephant
that even under the best of circumstances produces only one
calf every three or four years. (See figure 2.) Several birds,
including many species of ducks, though they ordinarily do not
nest twice a season, will do so if the first clutch is destroyed or
dies early in the breeding season.

The minimum and maximum breeding age of individuals of
a population also affect the number of young produced per
year. Elephants for example under optimal conditions reach
puberty at 11 years of age and give birth to their first calf at age

13. The mourning dove conversely, if spring hatched, is ca-
pable of attaining sexual maturity and having a brood of its
own within the same calendar year.

The sex ratio and mating habits of a particular species will
also impact the population rate. For example, a population of
monogamous swans consisting of 25 females and 20 males
will result in only 20 females nesting. In a polygamous species
such as the white-tailed deer, however, if the population is com-
posed of 10 males and 70 females it would not be unusual for
all the females to become pregnant. Additionally, in several spe-
cies such as the wild dogs of Africa where there exist social
groups, only the alpha, or lead, female will be allowed to repro-
duce.

Thus, there are many factors which combine to determine
the first part of the population formula for a species, the repro-
ductive rate of a species being a combination of biological po-
tential and environmental factors. The second portion of the
formula, the death rate, shall now be considered.

B. Decimating Factors

Returning for a moment to the rabbit and elephant examples.
Since we are not up to our knees in rabbits, it is obvious that
the survival rate of the rabbits must be much less than that of
the elephants. The various factors which play a role in deter-
mining the death rate of a species are called decimating factors
in wildlife biology. Just as it was important to understand the
factors affecting the birth rate of populations, it is also impor-
tant to understand the factors that affect the mortality, i.e. death
rate, of populations. Each factor deserves attention and will be
discussed in turn.

As might be imagined, predators play an important role in
determining population levels. Generally, the smaller an animal
the greater the effect predation has upon it as a decimating
factor. Thus, an elephant has very little to worry about but a
rabbit must constantly be on guard for attack both from the
ground and air. Predation though an important and widespread
decimating factor rarely operates to seriously limit populations
below their capacity to survive. Because of the �law of dimin-
ishing returns,� no predator is going to expend more energy in
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cause it indirectly. Prolonged drought or severe winters may
affect the supply of food or water which in turn can either lead
to starvation or being taken by a predator in their weakened
condition. Weather tends to eliminate the weaker and less ca-
pable of a species, leaving the strongest to reproduce when
favorable conditions return.11

Another decimating factor that operates directly and indi-
rectly is starvation. Many different factors may combine to
bring about a state of starvation�intra- and interspecies com-
petition, weather patterns, and accidents or diseases which ren-
der an individual unable to find his usual food supply. It is often
difficult to assess just how widespread this mortality factor is
because once an animal becomes weakened from lack of food,
it may fall prey to other decimating factors such as predation
or accidents before actually starving.12 (See Figure 3 for sum-
mary of above factors.)

The final factor to be considered is human hunting. Mod-
ern man represents one of the few decimating factors which
have the capability of reducing a wildlife population to very
low levels and even to extinction (e.g., passenger pigeon).13

In the early history of mankind there was probably little dif-
ference between the predation of man and any other large
mammal. Through the development of hunting technology,
however, humans now possess many extremely efficient
means for killing animals. The near extinction of the Ameri-
can buffalo will always stand as an example of the potential
of individual greed unrestrained by any social, legal control.14

Today while the number of animals killed can be astounding,
165,000 deer per year in Michigan alone, it is unlikely that
this large decimating factor will threaten the existence of the
species.15 This is because in the United States the vast major-
ity of the sports hunters abide by the regulations passed by
the wildlife agencies in each state.16 Because of their large
numbers and different motivations, the human hunter must
be considered in a separate category from other predators.
The issues surrounding the propriety of this activity will be
considered in a later portion of this article.

the pursuit of a prey than it is capable of gaining from captur-
ing it. Once a species� density reaches a low point, it becomes
difficult for the predator to find members of the species to
hunt. In this event, the predator will turn to other less desirable
prey species. It must go elsewhere or it will starve. Since there
are less of a species in the area, there is less intraspecies com-
petition and thus the population level may increase if given a
chance.

Most wild animals at some time are subject to various dis-
eases and serve as hosts for numerous parasites. Often the
host-parasite relationship is tolerated and causes little problem;
for example, the brain worm, Parelaphostrongylus tenuis, which
is found in the white-tailed deer. Harmless as it is in the
white-tailed deer, when this worm is contracted by the moose
it causes a fatal neurological disease known as �moose sick-
ness.� The disease occurs under unusual conditions where deer
and moose occupy the same range with deer acting as the res-
ervoir hosts. Under normal conditions, most animals have ad-
justed to the presence of disease organisms and parasites since
they have evolved and coexisted over a long period of time in
the same environment. It is only when the ecological balance is
disturbed or a new disease is introduced to an area that unusual
levels of death ensue. The local balance might be disturbed by
very dry conditions which result in large numbers of animals
congregating around the limited water supplies, increasing ex-
posure to risk significantly. Of course, individual animals can
become more susceptible to disease if they become weakened
by poor nutrition or accident.

Besides weakening animals, accidents can be the direct cause
of death. All wild animals are subject to accidents be they natu-
ral or caused by human activity. Fires, floods, falls, highway
mortality, power lines, etc. all take their toll. Usually accidents
are a small but constant decimating factor. Sometimes, how-
ever, an entire herd can be swept away by a flood. An example
of this that recently occurred was the Mount St. Helens erup-
tion which virtually decimated thousands of animals of various
species.

Where man erects fences, builds roads or creates any other
unnatural obstacle, he increases the hazards for wild animals.
Animal-car collisions are a common sight on our highways.9

For example, it has been estimated that approximately 19,000
car-deer accidents occurred in Michigan during 1980.10 The
death count of skunks, porcupines, opossum and others is sadly
familiar to all interstate travelers.

When weather patterns deviate from the local norm, it may
act as a decimating factor. Tornados, hurricanes, and tidal waves
are one quick extreme which causes death; the other slower
changes in temperature and rainfall may be as important. In the
presence of unseasonable weather, death rates, particularly
among the young, who have fewer resources, would be ex-
pected to increase. Cold weather can cause death from expo-
sure; lack of rain may cause death if water sources disappear.
Long-term weather changes, besides causing mortality directly,
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C. Carrying Capacity

The concept of carrying capacity acts as both summation
and integration of all the factors discussed above and many
more. In a given habitat (forest, open meadow, marsh or desert)
the resources of water, vegetation, cover, etc., will support
only a certain level of population of each of the species.17 Over
the long term, the population levels (densities) of each species
will tend to approach this safe upper limit: For example, con-
sider a particular field/edge forest habitat in which there are no
rabbits. Because of observations in other situations it would be
expected that 10 rabbits could live within the 10 acre area. The
carrying capacity of that habitat for rabbits is 10 even though
no rabbits are present. If rabbits do migrate in, it would be
expected that their number would increase fairly quickly. If the
numbers increase over 10 for the area, then an increase in the
decimating factors (predators, starvation, etc.) and a decrease
in breeding rate18 would combine until the population level is
brought back within the carrying capacity of the area. (See
Figure 4.) It might also be noted that the introduction of the
rabbits would change the carrying capacity of the area for preda-
tors like owls and foxes. The introduction of new prey allows
the population of predators to increase; whereas previously one
fox might have been able to survive, now two can survive.19

Carrying capacity can be given only for a particular point in
time, for in the same area long term succession or shifting
weather patterns will change the carrying capacity.20 As time
proceeds, the open land and vegetation which the rabbit needs
will evolve into a forest. As this happens, the ability of the land
to support other animals may increase. (See Figure 5.) The
present population of deer undoubtedly greatly exceeds the his-
torical level before the arrival of white men. This is in large part
a result of the destruction of the climax forest during the log-
ging of Michigan with the secondary, replacement growth re-
sulting in a much higher carrying capacity for deer. So long as
humans keep cutting the trees, the climax forest will never be
reestablished, to the benefit of those who wish high levels of
deer population.

Now one final variable needs to be added to allow the dis-
cussion to reach the issue of hunting. All of the previous fig-
ures have been simplified in that they have not reflected the
animal population changes. Besides the long term changes in
carrying capacity, there are significant changes within the cycle
of a year. Herbivores such as rabbits and deer are dependent on
vegetation. Late spring and early summer would represent the
high point of the carrying capacity. It is during the spring abun-
dance that the young of most animals are born, maximizing
their chances for survival.

Evolution through the force of the genes has adopted the
strategy of multiple births during the times of high carrying
capacity to maximize the chances of survivability. The genes
for many animals have learned that because of the multiple
decimating factors many must be born in order that a few sur-
vive the annual cycle. One study of quail showed that while a
quail might have 14 young born each spring, only about 4.6
would be expected to survive the winter.21 On the other hand,
the elephant has only one offspring, but very few decimating
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factors operate upon elephants and the longer life of breeding
elephants combine to assure the survival of the genes. The
genes have also learned how many newborn can be supported
by the higher spring/summer carrying capacity. Since each
species does this, it is evident that many individuals will die on
an annual basis as the carrying capacity is reduced, going from
fall through winter.

In northern states like Michigan, the winter carrying capac-
ity acts as the ultimate limiting factor on the population levels
of a species. Because of this, a Michigan program to increase
deer population focused part of its efforts at improving the
winter habitat. It is hoped this program will increase the carry-
ing capacity for deer and thus shift upwards the annual popula-
tion cycle of deer. (See Appendix B for full explanation of pro-
gram.)

D. �Surplus� Population

As can be seen by figure 6, there are a certain number of
white-tailed deer which would not be expected to survive from
fall through winter.22  Hunters argue that these deer are going to
die in any case during ensuing months so why not allow hunt-
ers to harvest them a little early. The cycle is real. While the
wildlife manager must predict the winter kill in advance, it can-
not be denied that deer and many other game animals produce
more young than would normally be expected to survive the
annual cycle of the carrying capacity. To denote these as sur-
plus, however, shows a narrow vision of the operation of eco-
logical principles.

The various species produce the large numbers of offspring
because history has shown this is the best way to assure the
long term survival of the species. No scientific studies have
focused on the issue of whether or not hunting by humans
would kill the same individual animals which would be expected
to die during the period of lowest carrying capacity. We do not
know the long term effects upon the gene pool of hunting re-
placing other decimating factors�although it must be admitted
that the effect might not be observable except in very limited
populations such as bears or mountain sheep.

No life form is wasted or unneeded as the term �surplus�
would imply. Even when an animal is killed by natural decimat-
ing factors, in death it is a resource to other living entities.
When the hunter removes the animal from its natural habitat,
they can no longer be part of the natural cycles, thus perhaps
reducing the carrying capacity of the area for other living enti-
ties.

A final consideration in this area is the propensity of hu-
mans to manipulate the natural environment to their own ends.
One of the primary concerns of state wildlife managers is de-
termining the carrying capacity for game species. In promot-
ing the interest of the hunter in having abundant game to shoot
at, there is a strong incentive to manipulate the environment in
order to maximize the carrying capacity for the desirable game
wildlife at the expense of others. This has become a significant
part of the activities of the Wildlife Division of the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources. (See Appendix B for full
discussion.) Whether this is the wisest thing to do from a broader
ecological perspective is difficult to judge with the present lack
of scientific information. But many individuals would operate
upon the premise that the least interference by man is the best
course of action.23

In concluding this section on �surplus� population, it should
be noted that while an annual cycle does exist for most game
animals, this cycle has existed since the beginning of time and
there is no basis to support the claim that sport hunting is re-
quired to keep wildlife populations under control.24

Part II�Management and Hunting of  �Game� Ani-
mals

Having developed a background in what science can tell us
about population dynamics and the carrying capacity of habi-
tat, now we must turn to the more difficult task of human
decision making in the area of wildlife management. Science
seeks to provide an explanation of what �is� in the world, what
is out there and how it all interrelates. Science cannot tell us
what decisions to make. In theory, scientific information should
be value neutral, simply suggesting the potential consequences
for alternative human actions. Science will not provide us with
the �ought� of wildlife management. What ought we to do?

One must cast around for the alternatives, must seek out
the proper questions to discover the answers and set the goals.
In the area of hunting and wildlife control the duty to ask the
questions and find the answers has fallen upon one agency
within each state�s bureaucracy. The titles vary from Game
Commission or Fish and Game to Wildlife Division (as within
the Michigan Department of Natural Resources). That the task
has fallen upon these agencies is primarily a matter of historical
development which is beyond the scope of this article.25 This
historical development has resulted in a certain narrowing of
options, for the questions asked are not as broad as one might
hope. The primary question asked by many within these spe-
cial agencies would be something like, �How do we provide the
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best hunting experience for the hunters of our state?� The lit-
erature is replete with surveys of hunter desires and prefer-
ences in an attempt to serve these constituents.26 Other ques-
tions might lead to different goals and programs. For example,
if the question was, �How should society deal with the rela-
tionship between deer and humans?� or �What concerns and
interests do the various groups within our state have about
wildlife and natural ecosystems?�, then a much broader dis-
cussion would be expected.

As an example, consider the management goals of the Wild-
life Division in the state of Michigan. In 1971, the agency set
as a goal the buildup of the deer herd so that by 1981 there
would be a stable fall population of one million animals. To
achieve this goal a substantial amount of funds and effort had
to be expended by the Division to increase and improve the
habitat which is best suited for deer. Deer and deer habitat
became a focal concern of the agency. (See Appendix B for full
details of Michigan program.)

This internal view of the role of the agency, to provide qual-
ity hunting, is unlikely to change from any internal thinking or
pressure. Three factors support the status quo within the agency.
First, as with most bureaucracies, individuals are hesitant to
question their own ongoing programs. The questions raised are
about how to do things, not what things ought to be done.
Secondly, besides the normal bureaucratics [sic] most state
game agencies have a substantial group of individuals who are
strong advocates for the hunters of the state. They are not
neutral, but very supportive of the hunting ethic and would not
be expected to raise broader based questions.

Finally, and in many ways most importantly, is the funding
mechanism. Most of the game or wildlife agencies are
self-funded, that is, they are not dependent upon general state
revenues as is every other agency of a state. The monies are
derived from license fees within the state and from an assort-
ment of federal funding programs (Robbinson-Pittman, Land
and Water Conservation Fund, Migratory Birds, etc.).27 Since a
large portion of the funds which run the department and pay
the salaries are from hunters and fishermen, there is a strong
tendency for the agency to consider itself not as representing
and working for the general public but that they need only serve
their financial sponsors, the hunters and fishermen of the state.
If your financial support is dependent on the activity of hunt-
ing, obviously very few are going to question the ecological or
ethical problem therewith.

If change of perspective is ever going to arrive at the game
agencies, funding and political pressure are going to have to
come from new sources. Only if these special interest agencies
are forced into the political mainstream of social and financial
debate will the broader issues be faced. How this might be
accomplished is not within the purpose of this article, but the
new directions which might be taken will be briefly looked at
before returning to the focal point of hunting.

Broad-Based Management

Management is the human mechanism for carrying out
policy. There is nothing inherently right or wrong, good or bad
about management.28 Management must be measured by its
success in carrying out the goals of society, as set by public
institutions such as the legislature. Using deer as an example,
there are several different concerns which management might
address:

1. How to minimize the damage done by deer upon agricul-
tural crops, both small gardens and commercial enter-
prises.29

2. How to minimize the number of deer-car accidents.

3. How to maximize the opportunity for human non-consump-
tive purposes of observation (i.e. scientific research, pic-
ture taking, general viewing).

4. How to obtain stable and diverse ecological systems within
the state where deer are but one component of a complete
system.

5. How to maximize the number of deer in the state, for the
consumption of hunters.

To varying degrees all five of the concerns are within the
consciousness of wildlife managers; however, the last one seems
to so dominate thinking and goal setting that all other concerns
are secondary. Indeed, it may well be argued that by maximiz-
ing the deer numbers for the hunter the DNR is aggravating the
negative impacts of deer upon accidents and agricultural losses.
It is doubtful that the general population would support such
an ordering of priorities. There needs to be a much fuller and
more open discussion about how we humans are going to handle
our relationship with wild animals and natural ecosystems.

Undoubtedly, much could be said about all the concerns,
but the remainder of this article will focus on the last one, for
there is a growing debate over the propriety of allowing any
hunting at all. This is a moral debate; it is not an issue of sci-
ence or of wildlife management. Rather, it is an ethical issue
for which society must decide what is acceptable conduct.

The Moral Issue of Hunting

As the prior section which dealt with population levels
pointed out, certain facts may be accepted. First, within some
rough degree of prediction a certain number of deer will die
each winter in northern habitats because the carrying capacity
of the land is at its low point of the cycle during that period.
Secondly, the reproductive capability of deer is such that a
measurable fraction can be killed each year without apparent
harm to the long term productivity of the herd. On the other
hand, science can not yet tell us the long term effect of re-
moval of tons of biomass from the natural ecosystem or the
effects of hunting on the genetic pool of the deer herds. Scien-
tific information does not support the idea that hunting is nec-
essary for the betterment of the deer herds. If general permit
hunting were disallowed other natural decimating factors would
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balance out the number of deer within the carrying capacity of
the different habitats.

Science does not mandate an answer to the issue of hunt-
ing, neither does wildlife management for it will do whatever
society demands of it. The issue of hunting has arisen in a
conflict of human history and human ethics. It must be recog-
nized that hunting is a historically accepted human activity. With-
out doubt, until very recently hunting was a necessity for hu-
man survival. While this may still be the case in a few areas of
the world, for most hunters in the United States, this is no
longer the necessity it once was. Given that hunting has been
acceptable to society in the past, the burden is clearly on the
opponents to hunting to persuade society to their point of view.

This is nothing unusual or unique; as societies mature, be-
coming more concerned about the ethics of their actions, the
burden is always on those who seek the change. This was the
case with the issues of slavery and women�s suffrage. There
were always arguments and past practice to support the status
quo. In both cases, the ethical arguments eventually won out,
blacks and women began on their road to equality. As repre-
sented by these two examples, there was also a substantial
price paid by individuals and by society in resolving the issues.
While it is unlikely a war will ever be fought over the issues of
wildlife and hunting, there can be expected significant commit-
ment of human and financial resources toward the effort of
change.

Most hunters would rather be left alone; claiming it is a
personal decision, to hunt or not, and that nobody has a right to
dissuade their decision.  The same argument was undoubtedly
made by the owners of slaves. No one forced you to own
slaves, if you decided it was all right, then you should be al-
lowed to do so. In other cultures and other times, what a man
did with his wife and children were of no concern to society.
We in the United States have made certain commitments about
the rights of being a human, and society through its legal and
ethical pressures will control unacceptable conduct. Physical
abuse of wives and children, child labor and other negative
infringement on humans previously uncontrolled are now un-
acceptable behavior. The historical cycle of ethical or moral
concerns seeking to change human conduct is now being re-
peated in the area of human/animal relationships.

But what does all this have to do with the issue of hunting?
Life, the respect for life, has been the underlying motivation
for ethical arguments and new laws. Granting that most prior
examples deal with increasing respect for the right of human
life, it is still the element of life which is fundamental. Life,
particularly nonhuman life, is deserving of our respect. Re-
spect is not reflected in an activity which promotes killing on
whim or for personal gratification. The unnecessary infliction
of pain upon living entities is to show disrespect for all living
things. This perspective of life and seeking to protect it is not
particularly new. Jeremy Bentham and Albert Schweitzer raised
these points a long time ago.30 In addition to this historical con-

cern with the ethics of human action upon individual animals,
there is now an additional scientific concern about how human
actions impact species of animals and entire ecosystems.31

Animal life is not found in fairy tales or Disney productions.
Life is difficult, intertwined with death, with pain, with the
struggle for survival. This struggle for individual survival has
over the millions of years developed the ecosystems and indi-
viduals now observed. The struggle has produced human be-
ings through the process of evolution. We are now aware of
two relationships with our fellow creatures on the planet Earth.
First is the common basis of life itself, that the nature of life for
the bear, mouse and bird are not significantly different from
that of humans, not to say that bears are like humans or should
be treated as humans, but that as mammals we share common-
ality of birth, child bearing, pain and suffering, happiness, and
death. Even if other animals do not possess the same aware-
ness of self and life, we are aware, and as with the unaware
human infants, if we respect our own life we must respect life
in others.

Secondly, our tie to other life is through the existing eco-
system which supports all present life. Notwithstanding man�s
often expressed attitude that he is above and distinct from other
living creatures on this planet, he is just as dependent on the
ecosystems of earth as is the oyster or the eagle. Humans are
but on the threshold of understanding all of the intricate rela-
tionships involved in supporting life. Given that natural pro-
cesses have operated effectively for millions, billions of years,
it is rather presumptuous of humans to step in and say they
know best. Nature, natural ecosystems and all the contained
plant and animal life should be left alone to the fullest extent
possible. Humans should interfere only for good cause shown,
only where the interference is required, and some understand-
ing of impact is available. The desire of hunters to kill birds or
mammals is insufficient reason; it is not good cause shown.
Where a particular animal is causing significant damage to hu-
man population interference may be warranted. The nature of
the interference, however, could vary from building a fence, to
capture, to killing.

Even when sufficient numbers of people express their opin-
ions so that general permit hunting is stopped, deer and other
animals will need to be controlled in various situations. Wildlife
will not simply recede into a distant forest. There will still be
problems that must be dealt with. But the difference will be
that these problems rather than being a justification for hunting
will have to be addressed directly by wildlife managers.

CONCLUSION

There does not exist anything denoted as surplus population
which would require hunting. There is no management require-
ment for general hunting. There is but the conflict between the
historical and �practical� or economic arguments for hunting
versus the ethical argument on behalf of life and ecosystems.
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It is a difficult and intense conflict, but it is a healthy sign
within a maturing human society. The arguments are not going
to be resolved easily. Ideas versus action is always an energy
and time-consuming conflict. It is hoped that this article has
cleared away some of the misconceptions and provided a per-
spective from which the arguments can be understood and
perhaps judged. Ultimately, the argument must deal with man�s
relationship to other life forms on Earth and our role within the
ecosystems that control our lives.
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Appendix A

HUNTERS PAY; WE�RE IN THEIR DEBT

[Reprinted with Permission from the Detroit Free Press

Sunday, September 20, 1981 by Tom Opre]

America owes her modern sport hunters a debt of grati-
tude, one too many other citizens don�t know about or won�t
acknowledge.

Think about it. The tide of historic development-people bent
on survival-denuded America of much of her wild game
throughout the last century and the early 1900s. Buffalo and
antelope nearly disappeared. Elk, once a mighty plains animal,
found limited refuge in western mountains. Whitetail deer faded
with the destruction of eastern hardwood forests. Clouds of
ducks and geese were pared into small flocks as marshland
habitat was drained and plowed.

Some species, like passenger pigeons, did not survive at all.
Wolves, mountain lions, bobcats, and grizzly and black bears
were reduced to faint shadows on the landscape.

Anti-hunters today often charge this depredation simply to
�hunters.� In a sense, they�re right. The rancher preserving his
struggling cattle herd . . . the woodsman cutting hardwoods
for houses . . . the farmer plowing under prairie sod�all were
hunters, in the sense that they took up guns to survive, either
to fend of predators or to provide food. But, with few excep-
tions, the habitat they changed or destroyed in the settlement

process had infinitely more lasting effect than all the bullets or
shot from all the rifles or shotguns they fired.

Deer don�t roam on concrete; buffalo don�t migrate through
fenced pastures; passenger pigeons don�t live in squat, sec-
ond-growth timber, and prairie chickens don�t live on turned
sod.

But any comparison of these hunters of yesteryear-even the
�market� hunter filling urban butcher shops-and the modern
sport hunter stretches reality quite thin. Hunters today don�t
like to admit it, but their existence is a far cry from that of the
pioneer.

Hunting is attractive, you see, exactly because it holds ties
to the past�a centuries-old heritage. It represents a freedom
of pursuit typical of early America and a oneness with the land
that today we fancy existed between, say, the mountain man
and his mountains.

The oneness may have existed to some degree, although the
average American then didn�t hold such views. Mountains (and
prairies and forests) were to be conquered, not savored.

No, today�s hunter lives with regulations seemingly as com-
plicated as modern tax codes. Why? He accepts them because
he knows that such a system of modern game management-a
system he nurtured into existence and funded with dedication
over the decades-is wildlife�s only salvation.

The very survival of wild creatures depends on protection.
In exchange for the privilege of experiencing in some small
way that oneness with the land, he�s willing to bow to and pay
for that protection. And he has sacrificed much of hunting�s
freedom in the process.

Outdoor writer John Madson once wrote: �We carry a pock-
etful of licenses, tags, and stamps; enter drawings for permits,
and must shoot the proper sex of game in the right place at the
right time with the right gun and ammo in the right way. Why?
Because we�ve learned that doing it that way will assure us of
the best hunting that available game supplies can safely permit.�

It�s called scientific wildlife management. It requires three
things found only in America: a long tradition of gun ownership
and free hunting, a broad land base where wildlife can live
(given a chance), and citizen ownership of that wildlife. Lose
one, and the rest collapse.

Antihunting rhetoric has become boring to me over the years.
I tend to ignore folks who espouse those views. Yet a real
danger still exists-that anti-hunters will convince politicians and
judges to curtail hunting (and trapping and perhaps fishing). I
was reminded of it last week when debating the issue with a
young advocate of animal rights on a local radio talk show.

He was a thoroughly likable young man, and articulate�
though, in my view, misguided. Killing for sport, inflicting pain
for sport, was an anathema, he said. That neatly limited the
argument to wildlife (and broadened it to include fish) since the
death of domestic animals had nothing to do with sport.
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Our verbiage changed nobody�s minds, least of all our own.
Yet one important difference was clear�even if he felt it to be
ridiculous. His concern was undeniably with the individual crea-
ture, that single animal that might suffer and die.

Mine was more with the species as a whole, the population
dynamics and habitat control that increased or reduced the en-
tire number of any given species. If herds of deer do not exist
in a suitable habitat, I reasoned, what single animal is there to
worry about?

It�s simplistic, I know, but something I read years ago has
always stuck with me: If bald eagles tasted good to eat and
came readily to decoys, they wouldn�t be endangered today.
Hunters would see to that, as they have to the salvation of
ducks, deer, elk, antelope, and many upland birds, to name a
few examples. And, in the process, hunters have created ideal
habitats for the survival of thousands of creatures that never
have been and never would be hunted.

All the Anti -hunting rhetoric in the world can�t escape that
fact.

Save the poor creatures just to kill them? Perhaps, but if
something like 500,000 whitetail deer survived in the United
States in 1900�as has been estimated-and Michigan hosts well
over one million alone today, who benefits? Only hunters? Ob-
viously not. Everyone benefits. Everyone who enjoys seeing a
whitetail race through the jackpine or bound over the skeleton
of a white pine stump shares in that uniquely American wildlife
heritage that hunters purchased for them.

It hasn�t been cheap, either. Billions have been contributed
over the past five or six decades, both through private funds
and public licensing. Before 1981 has ended, America�s hunt-
ers will have paid more than $500 million to support fish and
game programs through purchase of licenses alone. That aver-
ages out to $1.4 million a day. Michigan hunters paid more than
$22 million last year alone.

Anti-hunters have mounted no effort remotely similar. In
fact, they don�t intend to. Much of their money goes to law-
yers who sue to stop hunting or to woo legislators, or for ads
that solicit more money.

Saturday brings a unique chance to honor hunters on Na-
tional Hunting and Fishing Day. Hunters and fishermen will be
staffing displays and booths in shopping malls and stores at
camps and fish hatcheries. There will be fishing contests and
shooting events in celebration.

Stop by; say hello. These nice folks are eager to talk about
the sports they love. And before you leave, add a simple thank
you.

They�ve earned it.

Appendix B

THE MICHIGAN PROGRAM FOR INCREASED

DEER POPULATION

[Editors note: Figure A has been omitted]

In 1971, the chief of DNR�s Wildlife Division proposed to
the Michigan Natural Resources Commission that a major habitat
improvement program be initiated with the goal being the stable
fall deer population of one million animals by 1981 (Bennett,
1971). This proposal was prompted by two different factors.
One of these was a decline in good deer habitat By the 1960s
and early 1970s most of Michigan�s forests were growing into
a mature, late successional stage in which shade-tolerant spe-
cies dominated (Hansen, 1977). This meant that less sunlight
was reaching the forest floor as the canopies closed over which
also meant less herbaceous material was able to grow. Without
this food source, deer and other early-successional type spe-
cies declined in number. The other factor which prompted this
proposal was increasing wildlife user demand. More and more
people were taking to the woods not only to hunt but partake in
non-consumptive uses. Langenau (1976) reported in his thesis,
Non-Consumptive Uses of the Michigan Deer Herd, that for
every one respondent in his study who hunted, there were three
respondents who watched or photographed deer.

To attain the goal of one million deer an extensive habitat
improvement program was initiated on state-owned lands. Its
main effort in the early years was directed at setting forest
succession back and aspen, jackpine, or oak regenerated. The
Deer Range Improvement Program or DRIP as it is referred to
is coordinated with the regular commercial harvest of wood,
and therefore, any proposed treatment or cutting on the forest
requires the approval of both the forester and the wildlife or
habitat biologist.

Initially, �priority� townships in Regions I and 11 were cho-
sen as the areas in which to concentrate the deer range im-
provement work. These areas were found to be relatively more
productive than other areas as indicated by the annual buck
kill. Thus, a management decision was made toward keeping
those townships productive rather than trying to improve the
productivity of other less desirable deer areas. The southern
third of the state, or Region 111, was not included primarily
because there were no existing state forests there.

As of 1978 the �priority� townships were replaced by zones
which they determined more closely corresponded to ecologi-
cally similar areas for high productivity (Wood, 2). This was
decided according to winter weather, soil types, past and present
distribution of deer, present and projected human populations,
recreational demand, and several other factors.

These zones shown in Fig. (A) require different levels of
management. According to the DRIP goal and guidelines, Pri-
ority Zone I offers the greatest potential for effective deer man-
agement and return, and utilization of benefits. Priority Zone 2
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has varying degrees of potential for deer production but be-
cause of weather, forest types, land-use patterns, politics or
other factors show little promise for adequate return from ex-
tensive habitat manipulation. Within this zone, management is
directed toward maintaining high quality winter range. Priority
Zone III is located primarily within the southern one-third of
the state and very little habitat manipulation is possible or nec-
essary.

In 1978, the following overall priorities were established to
maintain an integrated effort throughout the state:

I. Habitat improvement will be done principally on deer winter
range (those areas where deer can be expected to be found
during the months of December through March in five out of
seven years).
II. The major emphasis of habitat manipulation will be the
maintenance of intolerant types of cedar, particularly where they
occur on better soils.
III. The next most important emphasis will be to create and maintain
an adequate distribution of suitable age classes on forest lands.

There are four main areas of emphasis to the program:
1. Forest/Brushland Management-to control forest succession and
the forest types that develop.
2. Grassland Management-to maintain, develop, or improve
herbaceous food sources.
3. Deeryard Management-to maintain and improve adequate winter
food and cover resources.
4. Land Acquisition-to acquire parcels that add to deer range
management effectiveness.

As much of the work as possible will be and is carried out
using commercial timber sales. Area foresters cruise a parcel
of land to determine the types and amount of timber found on
it, as well as certain other characteristics. This description is
written up in the form of an appraisal and placed on the market
for bidding. Therefore, both the market demand and the avail-
able forestry manpower to inventory and ready a parcel for
sale are limiting factors for commercial sales. Otherwise, if the
timber is not commercially desirable, subsidized timber sales
or noncommercial treatment are employed as needed (Woods,
6).

Deer and other subclimax species have also benefited by
the cutting, aside from DRIP, done under the Forest Manage-
ment Division. In fiscal year 1980, 47,107 acres were clearcut
under timber sale contracts alone. This number could have been
as high as 84,355 acres, the number the Forest Division pre-
scribed for cutting, if the market for timber had been strong
enough.

Since 1976, not including 1980 or 1981, 5,047 acres have
been acquired with DRIP funds. Four counties in Region II as
determined by deer density, amounts of publicly owned lands,
and potential for management have been given priority for ac-
quisition.

All total, the state owns approximately 3.7 million acres of
forest land, and the national government owns some 2.4 mil-
lion acres as National Forest Land.

Once the one million goal was accepted by the Michigan
Natural Resources Commission, a two-pronged effort was be-
gun. One was the immediate implementation in the field of the
forest treatment, as outlined previously. The other was the ini-
tiation of a program by the DNR�s Forest Wildlife Research
Unit, to study the effects of clearcutting on deer productivity
and range carrying capacity; and to begin to quantify the rela-
tionships among habitat, deer productivity, and vegetation utili-
zation (Bennett, 1971).

Eight paired research units, nine square miles each, were
chosen in the northern Lower Peninsula. These areas begin-
ning in 1971, received four different levels of treatment; 25,
50, and 7.5 percent clearcut, respectively; while the remaining
paired unit was treated according to the Forestry Division�s
�normal forest practice� of cutting approximately 3 % percent
of the total forest each year (Bennet, et al., 1980). In the study
this pair is known as normal forest practice (NFP) units. The
other three pairs will be referred to as 25, 50, and 75 percent
units.

Three different methods were used to assess changes in
deer population. These were: spring pellet group surveys, to
establish overwinter populations; summer roadside track counts
which reflect reproductive success; the deer hunting season
performance used to measure hunting pressure and success,
kill distribution, yield, and physical condition of deer (Bennett,
1980).

For winter deer populations, the greatest percentage increase,
481 percent, occurred on the 25 percent units between 1972
and 1978. The lowest increase was exhibited on the 75 percent
units with only a 30 percent increase between 1974 and 1977.
Thus, to date trends in the spring pellet group surveys indicate
an inverse relationship between the level of cutting and the abil-
ity of the units to sustain wintering deer. The 25 percent cut
would seem to offer the ideal winter habitat providing both a
certain measure of necessary cover as well as the additional
browse resulting from cutting.

Summer deer densities showed somewhat larger increases
for the 50 percent units�129 percent-versus the 25 percent
units with a 120 percent increase. Again, the 75 percent cuts
showed the least increases with 88 percent.

Deer harvest as measured by buck kill showed the greatest
percentage increase on the 75 percent units with a 125 percent
increase. This was followed by the 25 percent unit, NFP, and
50 percent unit. To partially explain these results it was found
that hunting success appeared to be a function of cover char-
acteristics, and also, that hunting pressure was inversely re-
lated to cutting intensity, with the NFP units being subjected to
roughly three times the pressure of the 75 percent units (Bennett,
1980).
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To sum this all up, the researchers determined that ranking
the four treatment levels in terms of percent change in the three
populations parameters, the 25 percent level showed the high-
est composite rating. And, at least at this point, that it showed
the most promise for habitat management in terms of steady
year-round deer populations and yield.

Production and utilization of available deer forage were
sampled in each of the eight research units. Available deer for-
age was defined in this study as all herbaceous vegetation be-
low five feet, and all woody vegetation less than 0.20 inch
diameter and below five feet.

Preliminary estimates of total available forage for aspen and
oak, the two major treated cover types, were both approxi-
mately 2,200 pounds per acre. Estimates for the untreated as-
pen and oak were 1,075 and 775 pounds per acre, respectively.

Estimates were also made for the percentage increase in
deer forage production as a result of treatment on the four
different units. These values were found to be 14, 33, 51, and
89 percent on the NFP, 25, 50, 75 percent levels, respectively.
Winter forage, as measured by hardwood twig production in-
creased 21, 56, 89, and 177 percent on the NFP, 25, 50, and 75
percent levels.

Thus, the level of cutting is directly proportional to the amount
of available forage. It is apparent, however, that other factors
must enter into the consideration, particularly the amount of
cover provided, since the most forage does not mean in this
case, the most deer.

In another study, Louise Verme (1961) looked at the amount
of browse made available through logging in the northern white
cedar stand by various cutting practices. Four different cutting
intensities were studied: 6-, 8-, and 10-inch minimum stump
diameters, and clearcutting. While the 6-, 8-, and 10�inch lim-
its produced progressively less�4780, 3300, and 2530 pounds
per acre, respectively�clearcutting produced 34.5 pounds of
browse per square foot of white cedar basal area cut compared
to only 21.6 pounds for the 10-inch cutting limit. From this, it
is evident that the younger trees are more vigorous producers
of foliage than the older, slower-growing trees.

It was also found in the study that the various cutting inten-
sities raised the carrying capacity. Based on a daily intake of
five pounds of white cedar browse per deer, an amount found
to provide adequate nutrition throughout a yarding season, the
clearcut and 10-inch cut respectively provided 1,068 and 506
deer-days of browsing per acre. This is enough to sufficiently
nourish 10.7 deer per acre from clearcut, and 5.1 deer per acre
from the 10-inch cut during 100 days of winter.

From this study, it can be seen that logging provides con-
siderable amounts of deer browse, and can, depending upon
the intensity of the cut, increase the number of deer which can
find adequate nourishment through the winter.

The Wildlife Division funds its projects and programs through

two sources. One of these sources, the Game and Fish Protec-
tion Fund, arises from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses
in the state. The other source is federal and comes from the
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act, or Pittman-Robertson
Act passed in 1937. This money results from the federal excise
tax on sporting arms and ammunition, and must be matched by
the state in the proportion of 75 percent federal and 25 percent
state. Apportionment for this program is made according to
land area, and the number of hunting licenses sold. In fiscal
year 1980-81 the federal government provided Michigan with a
total of $2,939,478.00 under the Act, of which $426,000.00
went for hunter safety.

In 1971, the State legislature passed Public Act 106 which
increased the cost of deer hunting licenses and provided that
$1.50 out of this increase be earmarked specifically �for the purpose
of improving and maintaining habitat for deer, for the acquisition of
land required for an effective program of deer habitat management
and payment of ad valorem taxes on lands acquired under this
section.� Considering last year, 1980, there were approximately
750,000 hunters, this means that at least $1,125,000.00 was collected
for habitat improvement.

Recent reports have estimated that as much a $10 million has
been spent on deer habitat improvement. While it is unquestioned
that deer population levels are at least at a 30-year high, how much
of this is due to Division of Wildlife efforts and spending of money
is not known. (Detroit Free Press, Sunday, August 9, 1981, p. 8G, and
interviews with Arnold.)

Appendix C

SHORELINES
[Reprinted with permission from a supplement to the Charlevoix

Courier Wednesday, July 29, 1981, page 1]

There�s good news and bad news about the Michigan deer
herd: It�s very large now.

That�s good news if you�re a deer hunter or Michigan mer-
chant, but bad news if you�re one of the farmers suffering
heavy crop damage by deer, or if you�re a motorist who dam-
ages your car playing dodge-�em with deer on a Michigan road.

Glenn Dudderar, Extension wildlife specialist at Michigan
State University, says the Michigan Department of Natural Re-
sources will probably liberalize the hunting season this fall to
try to stabilize the deer population. That means more hunters�
choice permits will be issued to take antlerless deer in southern
lower Michigan, northern lower Michigan, and Menominee
county in the Upper Peninsula.

These areas will be the focus of DNR efforts to increase
the deer harvest because it�s here that agriculture is suffering
most from deer damage to crops. Dudderar has received re-
ports of deer browsing on a wide variety of crops. Fruit trees
are always a favorite, along with young corn and beans of all
kinds, but deer have hit the fruit-growing regions of the state
particularly hard this year, feeding on grapes and blueberries as
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well as apple, cherry, and peach trees. They�ve a also fed on
potatoes, small grains, and Christmas trees in the northern lower
peninsula, and sugarbeets, carrots and celery in the southern
part of the state.

�Locally, they�ve even gotten into melons,� Dudderar says.
�They seem to like the fruits when they�re just about
peachsized.�

In some suburban and rural areas, deer are pests of veg-
etable gardens, backyard tree plantings, and even spring flow-
ering bulbs. They damage golf greens, too, not by feeding on
the lush greens�though they do�but by walking on them and
pocking them with their hoofprints.

As yet there is no estimate of the total economic losses
suffered by growers, but statewide, deer damage to crops is
likely to reach into the millions of dollars this year. Some or-
chards have already suffered damage in the tens of thousands
of dollars.

Most growers are willing to tolerate a considerable amount
of deer damage, Dudderar observes. Many enjoy seeing deer
around, and some are also hunters. When damage becomes
severe, however, they start looking for ways to reduce it.

The DNR and the Extension Service have carried out re-
search on chemical deer repellents and other measures to pro-
tect crops from browsing deer. Shooting them doesn�t neces-
sarily solve the problem, Dudderar points out.

�Deer travel over a square mile or more,� he explains, �so if
there are many deer on one farm, there are probably even more
deer on surrounding property. Also, shooting large numbers of
deer takes a lot of time, so it quickly becomes economically
unfeasible. And in some situations, it can make a person very
unpopular with his neighbors.�

FOOTNOTES
1. Because the hunter understands nature and its delicate bal-

ance, and how surplus populations of species are produced by
nature, the hunter also understands that he is not harming that
balance by taking part of that surplus for his own use. Through
scientific wildlife management methods, biologists have been
able to determine which wild game can be harvested and in
what quantity.

Bill Loewenstein, New Book Explores Michigan Hunting, Natural
Resources Register, 10 October, 1981 (Michigan DNR).

For a short but representative argument in favor of sports hunt-
ing, see Appendix A.

2. Professor H. Charles Romesburg criticizes in a more general
way the lack of hard science in Wildlife Management. In par-
ticular, for science to function properly there must be a testing
and constant refinement of scientific hypothesis and while there
are no lack of hypotheses, there has been little testing. Wildlife
Science: Gaining Reliable Knowledge, J. Wildlife Management,
45(2): 293-313 (1981).

3. Further insights into the Multiple-Satisfaction Approach for
Hunter Management, Wildlife Society Bulletin, Vol. 8, No. 4,

Winter 1980, p. 323.

E. E. Langenau and J. M. Aldrich, Immigration, Emigration, and
Return Rates Among Firearm Deer Hunters in Northern Lower
Michigan, J. Wildlife Management, 45(2): p. 323, 1981. E. E.
Langenau and Phyllis M. Mellon, Characteristics and Behav-
iors of Michigan 12 to 18 Year Old Hunters, J. Wildlife Man-
agement, 44(1): p. 69, 1980.

Mark E. Tilton and E. Earl Willard, Winter Food Habits of Moun-
tain Sheep in Montana, J. Wildlife Management, 45(2): p. 548,
1981.

D. F. Grigal and N. R. Moody, Estimates of Browse Size Classes
for the Snowshoe Hare, J. Wildlife Management, 44( l ): p. 34,
1980.

Vernon G. Thomas and J. Paul Prevett, The Nutritional Value of
Arrow-Grasses to Geese at James Bay, J. Wildlife Manage-
ment, 44(4): p. 830, 1980.

4. In 1927, approximately 3 dozen adult pheasants were released
on Pelee Island in Lake Erie. Within 5 years the 25 square mile
island was so overrun with birds that landowners were com-
plaining to the government because of crop destruction. Two
years later, 7 years from the initial stocking, hunters were tak-
ing an annual harvest of 10,000 birds or a pheasant per acre
from the island. Our Wildlife Legacy, Durward L. Allen, p. 30
(Funk and Wagnall�s Edition).

5. Dasmann, R. F., Wildlife Biology, 97 (1964).

6. Verme, L., Reproductive biology of deer in northern Michigan,
DNR Information Circular #175 (1974).

7. Ricklets, R., Ecology, p. 489 (1973).

8. Verme, L., Reproductive Patterns of White-Tailed Deer related
to Nutritional Plans, J. Wildlife Management, 33(4): 881-887,
(1969).

9. Ronald Case, Road-Killed Animals: A Data Source, Wildlife
Society Bulletin, Vol. 6(I), Spring 1978, p. 8. David Arnold, Char-
acteristics and Cost of Highway Deer Kills, John S. Wright
Forestry Conference Proceedings, Purdue University (1978).

10. Natural Resources Register, October 1981, p. 8, Michigan DNR.

11. Conversely, milder weather supports higher reproductive rates.
John G. Mudinger, White-Tailed Deer Reproductive Biology in
the Swan Valley Montana, J. Wildlife Management, 45(1):
132-139, (1981).

12. For example, one Michigan survey showed that after the
1978-79 winter 121,702 carcasses of deer were found�31.4
percent died of starvation and 42.2 percent died of unknown
causes. Burgoyne and Moss, Estimated Winter Losses in
Michigan 1978-79, Surveys and Statistical Services Report No.
187, December 1979, Michigan DNR.

13. George Burger, Principles of Wildlife Management, in Wildlife
Conservation, p. 93 (published by Wildlife Society, 1979) [here-
after referred to simply as Wildlife Cons.]. Driven to extinction
have been such species as the eastern bison, the sea mink, the
Labrador duck, the Caroline parakeet, the heath hen, and the
passenger pigeon. R. McClung, Lost Wild American, p 28-53,
1969.
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14. For a full account of how herds of buffalo consisting of mil-
lions of animals were reduced to hundreds, see James Trefthen,
An American Crusade for Wildlife, p. 3-19, 1975.

15. It has been predicted that the Michigan kill of white-tailed
deer by firearms, archery and muzzle loader will approach
180,000 to 190,000 in 1981. Detroit Free Press, Sunday, July 19,
1981, p. 9H.

16. Unquestionably, the destruction of habitat by human activi-
ties, usually in pursuit of profits, is a much more serious threat
to the existence of species of animals. See Norman Myers, The
Sinking Ark, 1979.

17. Leopold has designated many of these categories as welfare
factors. Game Management, 26 (1933).

18. It has been noted that in a given area, as the number of breed-
ers increases, the production and survival of their offspring is
proportionally reduced; this is sometimes referred to as
�inversity� (Allen, supra note 4 at p. 52). O�Roke and
Hamerstrom, J. Wildlife Management, 12(78), 1948, kept track
of the reproductive rates of a deer population on the George
Reserve in Michigan, and found that the lowest fawn crops
were produced (38 percent) when the population was at its
highest concentration. Many other investigators have reported
similar results providing further evidence for this control mecha-
nism. Verme (supra note 8) found that among primage does the
sex ratios of the fawns born were substantially different from
the high and low nutrition mothers. To the [sic] mothers of
restricted rations, 70 percent of the fawns born were males.
The well-fed deer, on the other hand, produced only 46.7 per-
cent males. This could, he felt, be a natural mechanism by
which the deer regulate their population. A limited fawn pro-
duction in addition to a disproportionate number of male births
would curtail the population on deteriorating range. Or, if the
habitat was capable of sustaining more .

19. See Raymond Dasmann, Wildlife Biology, p. 153-179, 1964.
Richard Taber and Kenneth Raedeke, Population Dynamics,
Wildlife Cons., supra note 13.

20. The manager may often take advantage of, or be frustrated by,
an additional factor of complexity in natural communities. The
vegetation he works with is frequently unstable over time. Where
vegetation has been disturbed by nature or man, as is the case
in most areas in modern times, the process of �plant succes-
sion� is underway. A typical Midwestern farm field, if aban-
doned, will, for a period of two to three years, be overgrown
with annual weeds. These will eventually give way to perennial
forbs [sic] and grasses and finally will be invaded by such
sun-loving, hardy shrubs and trees as honeysuckle, sumac,
Siberian elm, and box elder. Later, slower-growing, longer lived
trees, such as oaks, maples, or basswood, may dominate the old
field as a mature forest. The rate of change, the number of stages,
and the specific plant characters in this sequential drama vary
from area-to-area dependent upon climate, soil and other fac-
tors. George Burger, Principles of Wildlife Management, Wild-
life Cons., supra note 13.

21. Allen, supra note 4 at p. 42.
22. One writer referred to them as the �doomed surplus.� For a

more mathematical explanation of the concept of surplus popu-
lation, see H. Charles Romesburg, Wildlife Science, supra note
2. Michael E. Nelson and L. David Mech, Deer Social Organi-

zation and Wolf Predation in Northern Minnesota, p.14, pub-
lished as a Wildlife Monograph of the Wildlife Society, July
1981, No. 77. This study of deer with radio collar tracking sug-
gests the following data for one annual cycle in Superior Na-
tional Forest of Minnesota:
Summer fawn production 130 fawns per 100 does
November survivorship 113 fawns per 100 does
April survivorship (after winter) 42 fawns per 100 does

23. The real immorality of the hunting movement is not its willing-
ness to kill, per se, but its unwillingness to respect the biologi-
cal and esthetic integrity of the natural world. In its selective,
self-serving attitudes toward wildlife, in its eagerness to ma-
nipulate the environment for the sole sake of its sport, the
hunting movement displays an ultimate insensitivity to all lower
life forms: it exemplifies the belief that the only legitimate func-
tion of our planet and its organic community is to satisfy the
wishes of mankind, no matter what form these wishes may
take. This is the same inglorious ethic that guides the con-
science of a strip miner or real estate speculator. Jack Hope,
Hunters: Useful Pruners of Nature or Just Killers?, Smithsonian,
January, 1974, p. 84 (Vol. 4, # 10). Also see Coggins and Ward,
The Law of Wildlife Management on the Federal Public Lands,
60 Or L Rev. 59, 66 (1981).

24. In conversation with Arnold, Assistant Director of the Wild-
life Division of the Michigan DNR, it was admitted that if hunt-
ing were stopped, deer herds would remain approximately the
same (Conversation, July 2, 1981).

25. Trefthen, supra note 14, at p. 174-268.
26. See supra note 3.
27. This situation arises because of a requirement in a 1933 federal

law, The Pittman-Robertson Act, which requires any state
agency which is to receive federal funds under the act to have
full control of all license fees received by the state. 16 U.S.C.
Section 669, 1976.

28. Wildlife research is a system for producing inputs to manage-
ment decisions. Inputs to managerial decisions, typically called
wildlife decisions, are measurements, counts, lists, and esti-
mates about populations, habitats, and people. This follows
naturally from my definition of wildlife management: the sci-
ence and art of making decisions and taking actions to change
the structure, dynamics, and interactions of habitats, wild ani-
mal populations, and people to achieve specific human goals
by means of the wildlife resource. Robert H. Giles, Research to
Meet Future Management Needs, Wildlife Cons., supra note
13, at p. 219.

29. For an article describing the impact of deer on a county in
northern lower Michigan, (See Appendix C.) One individual
estimated deer damage to the 1981 potato crop in upper Michi-
gan at $270,000. Natural Resources Register, Oct. 1981, p. 9,
Michigan DNR.

30. The full historical argument can be found compiled in Animal
Rights and Human Obligations, Edited by Tom Regan and
Peter Singer, 1976.

31. See D. Favre, Wildlife Rights: The Ever-Widening Circle, 9
Environmental Law, 241, 1979. n
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New and Exciting Estate Planning
Tools for Animal Law Attorneys

by Ginny K. Mikita
Animal-Friendly Investments

Estate planning attorneys should be aware of an exciting
new investment opportunity for their clients. Smith Barney re-
cently announced that it had filed a registration statement with
the Securities & Exchange Commission for a new mutual fund
that will be kind to animals. The �Humane Fund� will contain
�animal friendly� stocks. For example, the fund will not invest
in companies that use animals for product studies or testing or
in their end products, nor will the fund invest in companies that
produce products or offer services �adverse to the humane
treatment of animals.� Smith Barney, by agreement, will con-
sult with the country�s largest animal-protection agency, the
Humane Society of the United States, in selecting stocks. In
return, the Humane Society of the United States will be paid a
percentage of the fund�s average daily net assets.

AfA/AARF Video PSA
Being Developed

Beatrice Friedlander reports that Attorneys for Animals (AfA)
in association with the Animal-Attorney Referral Forum (AARF)
is producing a public service announcement video based on
Michigan�s cruelty statute. The announcement will use dialogue
and music to show that children who abuse animals frequently
grow up to become violent adults. The announcement will not
depict animals in abusive situations.

At the end, the message will say: �All too often it is children
who abuse animals. Don�t ignore it. They often grow up to be
violent adults. The animal needs protection; the child needs
help. You will help the animal. You may even turn a child�s life
around.�

Annual Meeting Update
by Ginny K. Mikita

The Animal Law Section was honored to have State
Representative Jon Jellema speak at its annual meeting in Grand
Rapids. Representative Jellema sponsored legislation that ulti-
mately led to amendments to Michigan�s animal anti-cruelty
statute including the forfeiture and second-time felony pro-
visions. Rep. Jellema shared the story of this legislation, from
its conception to passage, and alerted attendees to a number of
animal-related bills currently pending before the Legislature.

Judge Orders 3 Dogs Killed
Then Admits He Erred

by Cathy Wolfe
A Traverse City case involving three dogs sentenced to death

has been getting a lot of attention lately. The dogs are two cocker
spaniels named �Bob� and �Lady,� and a black labrador mix
named �Lopez.� According to news stories, the dogs� owner has
failed to control them for over two years, during which time
they have roamed the local neighborhood causing significant prob-
lems. In the past, the owner received numerous citations and
was arrested. Finally, when he failed to appear for a hearing,
Judge Michael Haley ordered the dogs killed. The dogs are cur-
rently being held at the Humane Society in Traverse City.

Unfortunately, as in most other cases where a pet owner is
irresponsible, it is the animal that pays the price�usually with
her or his life. The thing that makes this situation different is
the fact that after Judge Haley ordered the dogs killed, he thought
better of his decision and recognized his mistake. He admitted
that he should have proceeded against the owner instead of
against the dogs. Accordingly, he stayed the dogs� executions
for a limited time to allow the parties (the owner and county
officials) to negotiate a settlement. If they are unable to reach
an agreement, the case will go to trial. Although the dogs� fates
remain in limbo, it appears that they are, for now, in good hands.

Are there any members out there who�d like to submit
reviews of these two books. Selected reviews will be printed
in the next ALS Newsletter. Also if you know of other similar
and interesting books, feel free to submit to us a review of
those�Ed.

Interesting Books?
Reviewers Sought!

For legal assistance with animal-related issues,
call the Animal-Attorney Referral Forum at

810.465.2040.

Beyond the Law

by David J.
Wolfson

The Guide to Animal Law Resource

by the Harvard Student Animal

Legal Defense Fund

�Non-violence leads to the highest ethics, which
is the goal of all evolution. Until we stop harm-
ing all other living beings, we are still savages.�

�Thomas Edison
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State Regulations in Animal Law
A Series by Wanda Nash

This is the first in  a short series of informational columns concerning state regulations
 in animal law. In this issue, we commence with regulation of dog kennels.

Preamble to the Current Draft Version of a
�Model Animal Control Ordinance�

Submitted by Tom Boven
The Animal Law Section has drafted a Model Animal Control Ordinance. Tom Boven was kind enough to supply

the editor with what�s been written to date. Space permits printing only the current version of the Preamble, yet we
believe it not only speaks for itself, but provides insight as to the substance of the entirety of the draft Proposed
Model Ordinance.The text of the Ordinance can be found on the ALS website (www.michbar.org, under �Sections�).

The purpose of Regulations is to enforce statutes. If regula-
tions are needed, the Legislature authorizes the appropriate de-
partment to promulgate them. The Regulations are contained in
the Administrative Code and Regulation 129 (cited as R285.129.1
Dog Kennels) was established by the Department of Agriculture
to enforce the Dog Law of 1919 (MCL 287.261, et. seq.). The
Regulation took effect on April 22, 1946 and establishes re-
quirements for licensed dog kennels. This Regulation should be
used in conjuction with the Dog Law as well as the Penal Code
MCL 750.50 which defines important terms such as �food,�
�shelter,� �tether,� �health,� and �abandonment.�

In addition to licensing requirements, the regulation also pro-
vides for inspection and certification of kennels. Specifically, it
requires that: (a) kennels adequately and comfortably house
any dogs kept there at any season of the year; the buildings,

Section 1.100. Purpose, Findings and Policy. The County
of ___________________ deems that the ownership of an ani-
mal carries with it responsibilities to the County and its resi-
dents with regard to care and control of the animal. In interpre-
tation and application, the provisions of this Ordinance shall be
construed to impose a primary responsibility for compliance of
this Ordinance on the owner of an animal. The County of
________________ concludes it advisable to adopt a revised
Animal Control Ordinance in the interest of protecting public
health and safety, promoting the welfare of animals within
__________________ County and providing for the orderly
and uniform administration of the provisions of Act 339 of the
Public Acts of 1919 as amended. The Board of Commissioners
finds that the presence of dangerous animals, as defined in this

Ordinance, within ___________________ County creates an
increased danger to public health and safety and to the welfare
of other animals and people. The Board of Commissioners, in
recognition of the reallocation of governmental functions
brought about by Act 139 of the Public Acts of 1973, as
amended, assigns the Animals Control Division, under the di-
rection of the Animal Control Officer, to the
_____________________. It is the policy of the Board of Com-
missioners that this Ordinance shall be vigorously enforced, to
the extent that financial means permit such enforcement, when-
ever the activities of animals and their owners within
_____________________ County directly endanger human life
and whenever animals subject to protection by state law or this
Ordinance are cruelly or inhumanely treated.

In the next ALS Newsletter, Wanda will address the regulation involving Pet Shop/Dog Pounds/
Animal Shelters, followed in due season by regulations for Humane Slaughter Methods, Bodies of
Dead Animals, and Quarantine of Dogs. If you have particular requests for synopses of regulations,
please contact the Chair of the Legislation Committee, Wanda A. Nash, at 616-789-1340 or e-mail
wandanash@ameritech.net. If you know the underlying statute, please do help by providing that.

including walls and floors, be constructed so as to be readily
cleaned; and kennels and connected yards be kept clean and
free from accumulation of filth, mud, and debris; (b) all dogs
in kennels be furnished with clean, fresh water, and sufficient
food to maintain them in a healthy condition; (c) inspections to
determine compliance are to be made by the dog warden, if
there is one, otherwise, by any person appointed by the Board
of Commissioners, if no appointment is made in any county,
city, or village, inspections be made on behalf of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture by the sheriff or chief of police; (d) upon
satisfactory inspection, a certificate of inspection be signed by
the inspector on behalf of the Department of Agriculture.

A local unit of government may adopt its own animal con-
trol ordinances and its own kennel regulations, but they must
comport with the Dog Law of 1919 and this Regulation.
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Animal Law Section
MEMBER SURVEY

June 2000

(Print your name/address/phone, email, fax numbers)

Does your practice include animal-related legal issues? If
yes, please explain:

What animal-related magazines/periodicals/ newspapers
do you subscribe to?

Does your undergraduate work enhance your ability to
deal with animal-related legal issues? If so, list your ma-
jors/minors and/or degree(s):

Would you like to be on the Section�s Council?
Yes   No  

Would you like to be on a committee? If yes, which one(s)?
Legislation
Public Service and Information
Resource and Data Bank

What issues would you like the Section to consider in
the future?

Would you like to receive referrals from the Section�s
 animal-attorney referral service?

Yes  No  

Please return this form to:
Deb Ness
46037 Concord Drive
Plymouth, Michigan 48170

Visit the
Animal Law Section online at

<www.michbar.org>
for the

latest news and project updates.

“The squirrel that you kill

in jest, dies in earnest.”

—Henry David Thoreau

“In studying the traits

and dispositions of the

so-called lower animals,

and contrasting them

with man’s, I find the re-

sult humiliating to me.”

—Mark Twain
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ANIMAL RIGHTS 2000 IS ON!

The first national AR Conference since 1997 will be held from June 30 - July 5 at the

McLean Hilton near Washington, D.C. Beltway. Mark your calendars! Keep up to date by

logging onto the Farm Animal Reform Movement�s wedbsite at <www.farmusa.org>.

(Phone: 1.888.ASKFARM)
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—Mohandas K. Mahatma Gandhi—Mohandas K. Mahatma Gandhi—Mohandas K. Mahatma Gandhi—Mohandas K. Mahatma Gandhi—Mohandas K. Mahatma Gandhi

GRANT MONEY AVAILABLE

ATTORNEYS FOR ANIMALS (AFA), a 501(c)(3) organization, has grants available of up to $1,000

to any attorney pursuing an animal-protection case in Michigan. The grant may not be

used for attorney fees, but may be used to defray costs such as filing fees, depositions,

transcripts, records-requests, motion fees, etc. Interested attorneys should contact

Beatrice Friedlander at (734) 483-4612.


