
 

April 11, 2022 

 
The Honorable Miguel Santiago 
California State Assembly, District 53 
1120 O Street, Suite 6150 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 

Re: Assembly Bill 1881 (Santiago) – Oppose Unless Amended  

Dear Assemblymember Santiago,  

The American Kennel Club (AKC), the Animal Health Institute (AHI), and the California Veterinary 

Medical Association (CVMA) collectively write in respectful opposition to your Assembly Bill 1881, which 

would undermine the rights of dog and cat owners to make appropriate health care decisions and take 

the best possible care for their beloved pets, unless it is amended to ensure that the current legal status 

of animals is maintained and that the owners are the ones reminded of their responsibilities and duties 

when obtaining a pet.   

No one supports animal cruelty.  And everyone would agree that having a pet comes with an important 

responsibility to ensure that animal’s health and wellbeing throughout its life.   

Our organizations are dedicated to ensuring the health, welfare, and humane care of animals.  As such, 

we agree with the desire to ensure that pet owners understand the many responsibilities and 

appropriate care required to safeguard the best interests of their pets.   

 

However, Assembly Bill 1881 – named the “Dog and Cat Bill of Rights” – does not further that aim.  

Instead of simply providing a list of helpful reminders and guidelines for pet owners, the bill signals  a 

radical shift in the legal status of animals and who is responsible for care decisions. Should this bill 

become law, it could undermine the rights of California pet owners and their veterinarians to make 

appropriate health care decisions ensuring the best possible care for their beloved pets.    

 

There is little debate that dogs and cats are “sentient beings” with “complex feelings”, as noted in the 

preamble for AB 1881. However, it does not follow that this should alter the status of pets as legal 

property, which ultimately holds owners responsible for their pets’ welfare. Interposing the terms 

“guardian” and animal “rights” implies that a person who disagrees with you and your veterinarian’s 

reasonable decisions regarding care could have the right to legally intervene on behalf of the animal. It 

also places local animal control in a virtually impossible situation to determine whether a pet’s “rights” 

are being respected.  Local courts could also be overwhelmed with cases seeking to determine whether 

a pet’s rights have been violated – costing significant time and resources to local governments and 

placing additional and unnecessary burdens on an already-backlogged judicial system. 

 



We also note that the maintenance of these terms within the bill could create dangerous precedents 

with a ripple effect harming animals and responsible owners throughout the State of California. 

 

For example, does a right to a life free from fear and anxiety include never taking a pet to the 

veterinarian if it makes them feel anxious?  If it is determined that a pet is anxious in the care of a 

veterinarian, could this legislation be used in support of an enforcement complaint against the 

veterinarian? If a dog gets upset when being leashed or in a fenced-in backyard, should they be allowed 

to roam free in order to protect their mental health? 

In addition, what if an owner is unable to afford treatments that cost thousands of dollars for a senior 

dog, or after discussion with their veterinarian, they choose palliative care instead of expensive 

surgeries and treatments?  Should that person no longer own pets? Does the State want to declare that 

only those wealthy enough to afford every treatment option available should own pets, thereby 

preventing lower and fixed income families from the joy of pet ownership? 

Finally, we ask that AB 1881 clearly state that it does not convey “any actual legal rights to dogs and 

cats” and, just as importantly, that it “does not convey legal standing to any dog or cat, does not provide 

for enforcement of the elements of the Bill of Rights, and does not change or affect the legal status of 

animals.” 

 

Without these important modifications, the State of California would be effectively stating that owners 

no longer have the right to make medical care and other decisions for their pets – and that only those 

families that will pay for every single treatment for animals—no matter the cost or benefit— should own 

a pet.  Such would also suggest that veterinarians may not be able to recommend or provide the care 

that is in the best interest of the animal.   

 

California law, as well as the laws maintained by local governments throughout the state, already 

contain numerous provisions governing the ownership and care of animals.  Accordingly, the focus going 

forward should be on education and resources for enforcement of those existing laws, rather than the 

promulgation of vague and unenforceable new laws that could prevent animals from getting the care 

they deserve. 

For these reasons, we must oppose AB 1881 unless it is amended to address the concerns previously 

highlighted for the ultimate benefit of dogs and cats.  

 

 


