
Vermont Animal Cruelty Task Force Meeting Minutes - DRAFT 
November 5, 2015, 12-3 p.m. 

Emergency Operations Center at the Department of Public Safety 
45 State Drive – 2nd Floor, Waterbury, VT 

 
Attendance 

Member Representing 

Joanne Bourbeau Vermont Humane Federation 

Pam Dalley Dept. for Children and Families 

Joe Flynn VT Dept. of Public Safety 

NA VT Federation of Dog Clubs 

NA VT Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs 

Bill Bohnyak Orange County Sheriff’s Department 

Trevor Whipple VT Police Chiefs Association 

Deb Loring Large Animal Humane Society 

Paula Russell VT Animal Control Association 

NA Governor’s Office 

NA Domestic Animal Humane Society 

Bill Brady VT Veterinary Medical Association 

Kristin Haas VT Agency of Ag, Food, and Markets 

NA VT Constables Association 

Patti Lewis Vermont Municipal Clerks and Treasurers’ Assoc. 

Barry Londeree Public 

Elise Eaton Public 

Cindy Cross-Greenia Public 

Kyle Polhemus Public 

Renee Falconer ACO/Humane Agent, Public 

Lea Terhune Public 

David Cahill Dept. of State’s Attorneys and Sheriffs 

 

 Joanne Bourbeau called the meeting to order at 12:06 p.m. 
 

 J. Bourbeau asked the members of the public if they would mind postponing the public comment 
period until later in the meeting. Members of the public present agreed to this request. 

 

 J. Bourbeau asked if everyone present had received the materials provided by email before the 
meeting, including a draft copy of the Task Force’s report produced by Deb Loring. 

 

 J. Bourbeau began discussion of an Animal Welfare Board housed within the Dept. of Public Safety 
(DPS) that was entertained at the previous meeting. She asked Joe Flynn his perspective on this idea. 

 

 Joe Flynn stated that DPS is supportive of the objective of the Task Force to improve the response to 
animal cruelty situations. He noted that there was a need to view the work of this Task Force within 
the context of the larger state budget challenges and that the responsibilities of the DPS are already 
constrained by budgetary limits. 

 



 Pam Dalley commented that the work of the Task Force should be mindful of creating unfunded 
mandates on state agencies and localities. 

 

 Deb Loring noted that part of the problem in responding to animal cruelty complaints is the lack of 
clear information about who should be contacted and who is in charge of responding. 

 

 J. Flynn said that the DPS would be willing to help clarify and disseminate proper and clear 
information about cruelty response. He note that the added responsibility of running background 
checks on all pre-K employees required by a new law last year has strained resources and made DPS 
concerned about further unfunded mandates. 

 

 J. Bourbeau asked Kristin Haas to describe the work of the state’s Euthanasia Board for Animals 
(EBA), which could be used as a model for the Animal Welfare Board. 

 

 K. Haas said the EBA as established by law (Title 20), made up of expert volunteers with a 
representative from the Agency of Agriculture, Food, and Markets (AAFM). The Board’s 
responsibilities include establishing rules for the humane euthanasia of animals training program 
and a certification process for persons completing the program. She said it is always helpful when a 
Board such as this includes practicing members who can provide real-world experience. 

 

 J. Bourbeau brought up the partnership between the ASPCA and the NYPD discussed in greater 
detail in an article provided by email to Task Force members. She brought up the possibility of a 
similar relationship between the Vermont Humane Federation and the DPS. 

 

 D. Loring said there were two components of reform that could be recommended, the coordination 
of cruelty response through a regionalized model organized through a state agency and the 
establishment of an Animal Welfare Board (AWB). 

 

 K. Haas said she was envisioning the two components together, with AWB providing oversight and 
advice to the enforcement component. 

 

 Trevor Whipple commented that perhaps it was possible to maintain local control of cruelty 
response but with a backstop at the regional or state level if a town/city was unable or unwilling to 
take the lead. He then asked for clarification of what the charter would be for the AWB. What is it’s 
function? 

 

 K. Haas said she felt the AWB’s role should be to develop standards and protocols and a plan to 
implement them. 

 

 J. Flynn said that there were many similar boards that provide input to DPS on a variety of issues and 
have proven helpful as a force multiplier and source of valued input. 

 

 P. Dalley said the main focus of the AWB should be to provide consistency throughout the state. 
 

 D. Loring said the AWB would help address the emotional component of cruelty investigations by 
providing ACOs/humane agents with clear standards they could point to when questioned about 
their actions. 



 

 K. Haas asked D. Loring what the reference to the AWB’s responsibility for “removing subjectivity” 
meant in the draft report. Following a short discussion, there was agreement to clarify this wording 
in the final report. 

 

 K. Haas discussed how there should be a distinction between guidance documents created to inform 
ACOs and humane agents about minimum standards to use for enforcing animal cruelty laws and 
other informational materials that would provide information on the preferred practices for animal 
owners. The AWB should be careful not to conflate the two and cause further confusion. 

 

 D. Loring pointed out how disagreements between humane agents, AAFM officials, and local law 
enforcement over proper standards have led to difficulties in the field for livestock complaints, most 
recently in a situation regarding the proper procedures for cows at the end of their lives. Guidance 
from the AWB or AAFM needs to be clear enough to provide those in the field the ability to 
consistently enforce the law. 

 

 J. Flynn suggested that it might make sense to house the AWB within the AAFM And have it provide 
advice to state and local law enforcement. He said he believes that if law enforcement is given the 
proper guidance they would be better able to respond to cruelty complaints. 

 

 T. Whipple brought up the Maine model, which houses the entire cruelty response system through a 
regional model within that state’s agriculture department. 

 

 K. Haas said that the AAFM would not be philosophically against housing the AWB or the 
investigative responsibilities, but could not do so with current resources. 

 

 Elise Eaton wonder whether certain components of the reforms recommended by the Task Force 
could be put forward as pilot projects, whether that would be more palatable to legislators. 

 

 K. Haas said that strategy could end up being counterproductive, because lawmakers may think the 
ideas are unsustainable or not properly developed, and may instead prefer to consider them later 
when they are ready to be fully implemented. 

 

 J. Bourbeau resumed the meeting and reviewed the animal-related crime data from recent years 
provided to Task Force members. 

 

 T. Whipple then said it can be hard to fully interpret this data without going deeper into what crimes 
were actually committed or alleged to be committed. It’s hard to know the severity of the animal 
crime from this information. 

 

 Bill Bohnyak discussed how the Orange County Sheriff’s Department is the lead agency for animal 
cruelty complaints in his jurisdiction and that they interact with the Animal Tracks reporting system. 
In most areas of the state information reported through Animal Tracks would not be captured in law 
enforcement data sets because they do not have access to it, leading to gaps in information. He 
further discussed how sheriff’s offices are only funded for specific functions, not general law 
enforcement functions, so other sheriffs are reticent to take on new responsibilities without 
funding. 



 

 T. Whipple described how police data that goes into the federal NIBRS system requires additional 
follow up actions before it can be submitted. 

 

 B. Brady said that we should at least focus on making sure there is a way for significant incidents of 
animal cruelty to be uploaded into the federal system regardless of who initially responds to the 
incident. 

 

 D. Loring said that the most common situation that humane agents see are cases of animal neglect 
that do not necessarily rise to the level of law enforcement involvement. 

 

 J. Bourbeau then brought up for consideration the approval of the September minutes. B. Brady 
proposed that the rules be suspended in order to approve those minutes. This motion was seconded 
and the minutes were approved by voice vote. 

 

 In response to an email, comments attributed to Karen Blow in the October minutes were changed 
to be attributed to Cindy Cross-Greenia. 

 

 Cindy Cross-Greenia also asked that her comments regarding 3-sided shelters for horse be changed. 
She said her comments were actually a more general statement that there is disagreement among 
horse owners about what qualifies as proper housing for horses. 

 

 These changes to the minutes were approved by voice vote. The October minutes were then 
approved by voice vote. 

 

 The Task Force took 10 minute break. 
 

 J. Bourbeau brought up the question of funding options for animal cruelty response functions. She 
described the funding sources used in Delaware, a state which recently instituted statewide 
reforms. Delaware was able to fund its program by taking over city/county animal control contracts 
that had previous been performed by private contractors and through a $3 fee on rabies vaccines. 

 

 K. Haas reported on the fees collected by the AAFM through the registration of pet food and 
commercial feed in the VT. She said about $1 million is collected each year, but that this funding is 
already allotted to fund other agency activities. Current accounting methods do not allow for a 
breakout of funding received for pet products vs. commercial feed. 

 

 There was a question about how this funding compared to the Maine model. Barry Londeree stated 
that there was both a registration fee and an additional surcharge applied on pet food products and 
commercial feed in Maine, with each fee having specified procedures for how the revenue collected 
is to be allotted among state programs and services. He stated that a surcharge could be considered 
in VT that would generate additional revenue. 

 

 Joanne continued the discussion of possible funding options, including spay/neuter fees, checkoff on 
taxes, and expanded civil ticket authority for humane agents. 

 



 B. Bohnyak agreed that law enforcement needs to be properly trained to enforce laws that can 
involve the assessment of fees, and cited the example of animals left in vehicles in dangerous 
weather conditions. 

 

 B. Brady suggested the idea of fees on Coggins tests on horses to check for equine infectious 
anemia, but suggested one problem might be enforcement. 

 

 K. Hass stated that for this to work there would need to be a mechanism for veterinarians to remit 
payment to the state. 

 

 J. Bourbeau stated that this was a productive idea, but that just like a fee on rabies tests it could be 
problematic because veterinarians generally do not want to be collection agents. 

 

 P. Lewis suggested that special requests be made to each town for funding. Each town has a 
different procedure that would need to be followed, but this could be a way to raise some 
additional revenue. 

 

 J. Bourbeau brought up the lack of liability protection for humane agents and rescue organizations 
and the financial risk that this creates for those groups. There was general agreement that this was a 
problem. She also discussed the idea of expanding civil ticket authority for ACOs/humane agents to 
enforce state laws. 

 

 D. Loring expressed concern about this proposal given the uneven training of humane officers and 
how this responsibility would be carried out. She then brought up the specific problems that have 
resulted from vague standards for horse shelters, and said there was a need for more clarity. The 
current standards do not discuss the body conditions of the animals, instead relying on vague hosing 
and care standards. This puts humane agents in a very difficult position with members of the public 
who think horses are not being properly cared for when those horses are determined to be in 
compliance with those vague standards. Humane agents are caught in the middle. 

 

 K. Haas stated that vague standards are a concern and that she is meeting with horse advocates in 
the near future to discuss how shelter standards can be clarified. 

 

 J. Bourbeau asked if there was consensus on included a reference to the need for clearer horse 
sheltering standards in the final report. There was no objection. She then asked if there were any 
members of the public that would like to make a comment. 

 

 Cindy Cross-Greenia stated that she is happy that the Task Force is not recommending 3-sided 
shelters. She thinks that current law allows for keeping horses without shelter because it complies 
with accepted agricultural standards. She took an informal poll of horse owners on Facebook and 
found that having covered shelter in every paddock would be excessive and many would not be able 
or willing to build them. She talked about how there is a “return to the wild” philosophy among 
some horse owners who do not believe shelter is needed and who let their horses live on the land. 
She also said there are differences between “industry” horse owners and “backyard” horse owners, 
and that both need to be considered. Industry representatives need to be consulted because of the 
money that these horses bring in to the state. She believes that AAFM should be brought back in to 
lead cruelty enforcement because they understand the animals. 



 

 K. Haas stated that while the AAFM was once involved in enforcement, it is now clear that their 
involvement went beyond what is acceptable under current law. 

 

 Lea Terhune discussed how she wants to be an advocate for animals in Vermont and for the work of 
the Task Force. She described how, several years ago, she saw animals in poor condition during a 
trip to Florida and was surprised to discover that Vermont was in the middle of national rankings 
regarding the strength of animal welfare laws. She loves the idea of license plates to help fund 
animal cruelty response services.  She talked about recent gubernatorial candidate forums where 
the candidates talked about the need to grow Vermont’s population and attract young, highly-
skilled people to the state. She believes that developing a reputation as a leader in animal welfare 
standards will help in that effort. (Following the meeting, L. Terhune contacted J. Bourbeau with the 
request to amend the minutes to indicate her support for the idea of a checkoff donation on tax 
returns to support an Animal Welfare Board.) 

 

 J. Bourbeau asked guest David Cahill from the State’s Attorneys office to provide a review of 
sentencing guidelines for animal-related crimes. 

 

 D. Cahill described how some states use a grid system to determine prison sentences, but that 
Vermont uses a sentencing spread with a minimum and upper maximum. The Department of 
Corrections has discretion on misdemeanor offenses to lower the time spent in jail. These factors do 
lead to a fairly large variance in sentences throughout the state. Animal-related crimes make up less 
than 1 percent of cases handled by prosecutors, resulting in less experience handling these cases 
among prosecutors. He stated that it would be helpful to have a quick start guide available to 
prosecutors. 

 

 J. Bourbeau pointed out the NDAA has prepared a similar guide that is available. 
 

 D. Cahill said he is aware of the guide but that it does not take into account local and state 
conditions specific to Vermont or include information such as instructions for preparing 
veterinarians to provide testimony. 

 

 J. Bourbeau noted that a current probation provision in Vermont statute is to “participate in 
available animal cruelty prevention programs or educational programs, or both”, but Vermont does 
not have such a program to offer. The Task Force identified that as a possible improvement. She also 
brought up the problem of prolonged appeals of civil forfeiture findings that result in escalating care 
costs for private rescue organizations. She mentioned the possibility of requiring a bond be posted 
for appeals of animal seizure cases if the defendant is found guilty in a civil or criminal trial. 

 

 D. Loring discussed how animals are often transferred to family members during probationary 
periods, and asked if this could be prevented or if animals could be prohibited in entire households. 

 

 D. Cahill said prosecutors have experience in similar type situations of drawing up probationary 
requirements that prevent unintended actions to get around the intent of the order. He suggested 
that those involved be sure to bring these concerns to the attention of prosecutors during the legal 
proceeding so they are aware how they should draft the order. 

 



 B. Bohnyak referenced the trailers that were needed to remove goats from a case in Corinth and the 
unexpected cost that incurred on the department. 

 

 D. Loring noted that the same financial dynamic is at play in all of the work they do as a private 
organization: unknown cost when they initially get involved in a case and unlikely they will be 
reimbursed for anything after the fact. 

 

 B. Bohnyak noted that the current trend is to reduce bail for many charges in order to lower the cost 
of keeping individuals in jail. 

 

 J. Bourbeau led a discussion to schedule the next meeting. Eventually, Task Force members decided 
on the date of December 7, 2015, from 2-5 pm. 

 

 P. Lewis made a motion to adjourn. It was seconded and the motion passed by voice vote. The Task 
Force adjourned at 3:30 pm. 


