
Vermont Animal Cruelty Task Force Meeting Minutes - DRAFT 
September 15, 2015, 9-11 a.m. 

Emergency Operations Center at the Department of Public Safety 
45 State Drive, Waterbury, VT 

 
Attendance 

Member Representing 

Joanne Bourbeau Vermont Humane Federation 

Pam Dalley Dept. for Children and Families 

Keith Flynn VT State Police 

Andrea McMahan VT Federation of Dog Clubs 

NA VT Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs 

NA Dept. of State’s Attorneys and Sheriffs 

Trevor Whipple VT Police Chiefs Association 

Deb Loring Large Animal Humane Society 

Paula Russell VT Animal Control Association 

NA Governor’s Office 

Erika Holm Domestic Animal Humane Society (CVHS) 

Dr. Bill Brady VT Veterinary Medical Association 

Dr. Kristin Haas VT Agency of Ag, Food, and Markets 

NA VT Constables Association 

Patti Lewis Vermont Municipal Clerks and Treasurers’ Assoc. 

Elise Eaton Public 

Barry Londeree Public 

 

 Meeting was called to order at 9:07 a.m. by chair Joanne Bourbeau.  

 Members and other present introduced themselves. 

 Minutes from the previous meeting on August 4, 2015, were read. Pam Dalley corrected the minutes 
to reflect that she only participated in subgroup 2 (not subgroup 1) at the August meeting. There 
wasn’t a quorum of attendees from the August meeting to officially approve the minutes, so that 
action was postponed until the October meeting. 

 Those in attendance from the public were offered the opportunity to speak. No comments were 
made. 

 Barry Londeree presented research he had compiled that compared systems for responding to 
animal cruelty situations by individual U.S. states. The research included information on training 
requirements (or lack thereof) for individuals who enforce animal cruelty statutes and funding 
mechanisms for animal cruelty investigations. Committee members were provided a spreadsheet 
that listed basic information on each U.S. state and a document that included more detailed 
information on Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Delaware. 
Barry summarized his findings by noting that: 1) individual states structure their response systems 
very differently; 2) even states with a state-level investigative agency still rely on local authorities, 
ACOs , and humane societies for assistance, 3) many states have altered their response systems in 
recent years, in large part due to financial pressures on private organizations that could no longer 
perform pro bono law enforcement functions, and 4) of the states that have implemented changes, 
most have moved to established a state-level oversight and/or funding. 

 Kristin Haas mentioned that a primary concern is having a consistent source of funding year-to-year. 



 Deb Loring wondered why New Jersey and Maine, despite having similar response structures, seem 
to have different outcomes in effectiveness. 

 Elise Eaton commented that regardless of the structure in place, those involved need to have a 
better understanding of their individual responsibilities. 

 Joanne summarized the following enforcement models and funding sources used by states. 
Enforcement Models (lead agencies): 

1. Department of Agriculture 
2. Department of Public Health 
3. State/local law enforcement officers 
4. Private humane societies and rescues 
5. Special investigative units/task force 
6. Deputized ACOs 
7. County commission 
8. Local animal services division 

 
Funding Models: 

1. License plates 
2. Fines/penalties 
3. Bonds 
4. Restitution 
5. State general fund revenue 
6. Private donations/grants 
7. Income tax checkoff 
8. Pet food and/or commercial feed surcharges/taxes 
9. Dog license fees 
 

 Deb Loring reviewed her report which detailed the protocols currently in place in Vermont for the 
receipt, investigation, and follow-up of animal cruelty complaints. Her presentation included an 
overview of the “Animal Tracks” database used to receive, respond to, and track cruelty complaints 
received by the Vermont Humane Federation. 

 Kristin Haas raised the issue of what constitutes an “enforcement action” for the purpose of the 
Agency of Agriculture’s requirement to be consulted. There is also confusion over what exactly 
qualifies as “consultation” under current law. She asked for clarity. 

 Trevor Whipple commented that this lack of clarity that Kristin described is exactly the type of issue 
that necessitated the Task Force in the first place. He reiterated that a lack of consistency in 
enforcement and little time or funding for training are real problems. He suggested that a regional 
model similar to the one used by CFS might be helpful. 

 Kristin Haas said it was the consistency of the response protocol that makes the Maine model 
appealing. 

 Trevor Whipple asked about the details of the pet food and commercial feed surcharges employed 
by Maine and was provided the report that included additional information on the revenue 
generated. 

 Joanne led the assignment of new members to Subgroup 1 and 2 and reviewed the statutory 
obligations of the Subgroups. 

 Discussion about the participation of members of the public in the work of the Subgroups. A voice 
vote was held to approve their participation, with the understanding that they could not vote on 
final recommendations. 



 The Task Force divided into subgroups for further discussion. 
 
Subgroup 1 

 Paula Russell reported the conclusions of the discussion 

 Training in animal cruelty response needs to be improved and centralized 

 Training should be mandatory for ACOs, but it should be reasonable and accessible, possibly 
including an online training component. 

 Law enforcement and prosecutors should receive personalized training specific to their 
individual responsibilities and should be made available at convenient locations and events (i.e. 
prosecutors’ conferences) 

 This training will likely require funding, but there should be ways to minimize the cost as much 
as possible. 

 Law enforcement access to Animal Tracks would help to streamline reporting and knowledge of 
animal cruelty incidents. However, technical discussions are necessary to evaluate the difficulty 
in merging the AT with law enforcement databases. 

 Agreement that bestiality should be added as a criminal offense in order to improve record 
keeping and in light of Vermont’s selection as a pilot state for the collection of animal-related 
crimes by the FBI. Animal sexual abuse is one of 4 subcategories that the FBI is now tracking, 
and in order for Vermont to comply with this new federal reporting standard we need to be able 
to track and share this data at the state level. 

 
Subgroup 2 

 Deb Loring reported the summary of their discussion. 

 Support for a regional organization of response capabilities through a law enforcement entity. 
This would help limit the role of ACOs to primarily local ordinances and initial intake of potential 
cruelty offenses. Humane agents would be used to supplement this response system. 

 Funding options considered possible: 
1. Dog license fees – better enforcement and dedicated fee 
2. Surcharges or taxes on pet food, possibly more limited than the Maine program 
3. Check off on tax forms 

 Agreement that the only way to sufficiently fund a regional system is through dedicated funding, 
and unlikely to receive General Fund revenue. 

 

 Following the reports from the Subgroups, there was agreement to draft a set of working 
recommendations that could be shared among members prior to the next meeting. 

 Following discussion, the next meeting of the Task Force was set for October 6, 2015 from 9-12 p.m. 
at the Pavilion 4th floor conference room in Montpelier. 

 By voice vote, the meeting was adjourned. 


