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Date of Hearing: April 27, 2021 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS 
Evan Low, Chair 

AB 702 (Santiago) – As Amended April 19, 2021 

SUBJECT: Cat and dog breeding:  permits. 

SUMMARY: Requires local jurisdictions, animal control agencies, or the entities responsible for 
enforcing animal-related laws, to establish permit programs regulating the breeding of cats and 
dogs, as specified. Prohibits individuals from establishing or maintaining any cat or dog kennel 
for breeding purposes, keeping any cat or dog for breeding purposes, or breed any cat or dog that 
is owned, harbored, or kept, without first applying and receiving a breeder permit. Requires all 
cat or dog breeders to abide by specified standards. Directs animal control agencies to enforce 
the provisions of this bill.   

EXISTING LAW: 

1) Establishes the Polanco-Lockyer Pet Breeder Warranty Act (Warranty Act) which regulates 
the sale dogs by dog breeders. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 122045 et seq.) 

2) Defines a “dog breeder,” for the purposes of the Warranty Act, as a person, firm, partnership, 
corporation, or other association that has sold, transferred, or given away all or part of three 
or more litters or 20 or more dogs during the preceding 12 months that were bred and reared 
on the premises of the person, firm, partnership, corporation, or other association. (HSC 
Section 122045(b)) 

3) Requires every dog breeder to deliver to each purchaser of a dog a written disclosure 
containing the following:  

a) The breeder’s name and address. If the breeder is a dealer licensed by the United States 
Department of Agriculture, the federal dealer identification number shall also be 
indicated. 

b) The date of the dog’s birth and the date the breeder received the dog. If the dog is not 
advertised or sold as purebred, registered, or registerable, the date of birth may be 
approximated if not known by the breeder. 

c) The breed, sex, color, and identifying marks at the time of sale, if any. If the dog is from a 
United States Department of Agriculture licensed source, the individual identifying tag, 
tattoo, or collar number for that animal. If the breed is unknown or mixed, the record 
shall so indicate. 

d) If the dog is being sold as being capable of registration, the names and registration 
numbers of the sire and dam, and the litter number, if known. 

e) If the dog is being sold as being capable of registration, the names and registration 
numbers of the sire and dam, and the litter number, if known. (HSC Section 122050(a)). 
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4) Requires every dog breeder to deliver to each purchaser of a dog a record of any veterinarian 
treatment or medication received by the dog while in the possession of the breeder, and either 
of the following: 

a) A signed statement indicating that the dog has no known disease, illness, or known 
congenital or hereditary condition that adversely affects the health of the dog at the time 
of the sale or that is likely to adversely affect the health of the dog in the future.  

b) A record of any known disease, illness, or congenital or hereditary condition that 
adversely affects the health of the dog at the time of sale, or that is likely to affect the 
health of the dog in the future, along with a statement signed by a veterinarian that 
authorizes the sale of the dog, recommends necessary treatment, if any, and verifies that 
the disease, illness, or condition does not require hospitalization or nonelective surgical 
procedures, nor is it likely to require such procedures in the future. The statement shall be 
valid for seven days following examination of the dog by the veterinarian. (HSC Section 
122050(a)(B)) 

5) Mandates that all disclosures provided by a dog breeder must be signed by both the breeder 
certifying the accuracy of the statement and by the purchaser of the dog acknowledging 
receipt of the statement, and that all medical information required to be disclosed must also 
be made orally by the breeder to the purchaser. (HSC Section 122050(b) and Section 
122050(c)).  

6) Requires dog breeders to maintain a written record on the health, status, and disposition of 
each dog for a period of not less than one year after disposition of the dog. (HSC Section 
122055) 

7) Prohibits a dog breeder from knowingly selling a dog that is diseased, ill or has a condition, 
any one of which that requires hospitalization or nonelective surgical procedures. Specifies 
the penalties for violating this section as the following: 

a) Any breeder in violation shall be subject to a civil penalty of up to one thousand dollars 
($1,000), or shall be prohibited from selling dogs for up to 30 days, or both.  

b) If there is a second offense, the breeder shall be subject to a civil penalty of up to two 
thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500), or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to 90 
days, or both.  

c) For a third offense, the breeder shall be subject to a civil penalty of up to five thousand 
dollars ($5,000), or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to six months, or both.  

d) For a fourth and subsequent offense, the breeder shall be subject to a civil penalty of up 
to ten thousand dollars ($10,000) or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to one year, or 
both. For the purpose of this section, a violation that occurred over five years prior to the 
most recent violation shall not be considered. (HSC Section 122060) 

8) States that for the violations above, the breeding business may be prosecuted by the district 
attorney for the county in which the violation occurred, or the city attorney for the city in that 
the violation occurred, in the appropriate court. (HSC Section 122060) 



AB 702 
 Page 3 

9) Provides that it is unlawful for a breeder to fail to do any of the following:  

a) Maintain facilities where the dogs are kept in a sanitary condition. 

b) Provide dogs with adequate nutrition and potable water. 

c) Provide adequate space appropriate to the age, size, weight, and breed of dog. “Adequate 
space” means sufficient space for the dog to stand up, sit down, and turn about freely 
using normal body movements, without the head touching the top of the cage, and to lie 
in a natural position. 

d) Provide dogs with a rest board, floormat, or similar device that can be maintained in a 
sanitary condition. 

e) Provide dogs with adequate socialization and exercise. “Socialization” means physical 
contact with other dogs and with human beings. 

f) Wash hands before and after handling each infectious or contagious dog. 

g) Provide veterinary care without delay when necessary. (HSC Section 122065) 

10) States that it is unlawful for a breeder to primarily house a dog on wire flooring (HSC 
Section 122065.5) 

11) Provides that if a licensed veterinarian states in writing that within 15 days after the 
purchaser has taken physical possession of a dog following the sale by a breeder, the dog has 
become ill due to any illness or disease that existed in the dog on or before delivery of the 
dog to the purchaser, or, if within one year after the purchaser has taken physical possession 
of the dog after the sale by a breeder, the dog has a congenital or hereditary condition that 
adversely affects the health of the dog or requires hospitalization or nonelective surgical 
procedures, the dog shall be considered unfit for sale, and the breeder shall provide the 
purchaser with any of the following remedies that the purchaser elects: 

a) Return the dog to the breeder for a refund of the purchase price, plus sales tax, and 
reimbursement for reasonable veterinary fees for diagnosis and treating the dog in an 
amount not to exceed the original purchase price of the dog, including sales tax. 

b) Exchange the dog for a dog of the purchaser’s choice of equivalent value, providing a 
replacement dog is available, and receive reimbursement for reasonable veterinary fees 
for diagnosis and treating the dog in an amount not to exceed the original purchase price 
of the dog, plus sales tax on the original purchase price of the dog. 

c) Retain the dog, and receive reimbursement for reasonable veterinary fees for diagnosis 
and treating the dog in an amount not to exceed 150 percent of the original purchase price 
of the dog, plus sales tax. 

d) If the dog has died, regardless of the date of death of the dog, obtain a refund for the 
purchase price of the dog, plus sales tax, or a replacement dog of equivalent value of the 
purchaser’s choice, and reimbursement for reasonable veterinary fees for diagnosis and 
treatment of the dog in an amount not to exceed the purchase price of the dog. (HSC 
Section 122070) 
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12) Requires a purchaser of a dog from a dog breeder to comply with the following requirements 
in order to be eligible for the remedies listed above: 

a) Notify the breeder as soon as possible but no later than five days of the diagnosis by a 
veterinarian licensed in this state of a medical or health problem, including a congenital 
or hereditary condition and of the name and telephone number of the veterinarian 
providing the diagnosis. 

b) Return the dog to the breeder, in the case of illness or congenital or hereditary condition, 
along with a written statement from a veterinarian licensed in this state, stating the dog to 
be unfit for purchase due to illness, a congenital or hereditary condition, or the presence 
of symptoms of a contagious or infectious disease, that existed on or before delivery of 
the dog to the purchaser, and that adversely affects the health of the dog. The purchaser 
shall return the dog along with a copy of the veterinarian’s statement as soon as possible 
but no later than five days of receipt of the veterinarian’s statement. 

c) Provide the breeder, in the event of death, with a written statement from a veterinarian 
stating that the dog died from an illness that existed on or before the delivery of the dog 
to the purchaser. The presentation of the statement shall be sufficient proof to claim 
reimbursement or replacement and the return of the deceased dog to the breeder shall not 
be required.  (HSC Section 122085) 

13) Requires every breeder that sells a dog to provide the purchaser at the time of sale, and a 
prospective purchaser upon request, with a written notice of rights, including conditions to 
return a dog and be eligible to receive a refund for an animal or reimbursement for 
veterinarian fees. The written notice of rights shall be in 10-point type, and a copy of the 
written notice of rights shall be signed by the purchaser acknowledging that they have 
reviewed the notice. (HSC Section 122100) 

14) Authorizes cities and counties to enact dog breed-specific ordinances pertaining only to 
mandatory spay or neuter programs and breeding requirements, provided that no specific dog 
breed, or mixed dog breed, shall be declared potentially dangerous or vicious under those 
ordinances. Directs any cities or counties enacting such ordinances to measure the effect of 
those programs by compiling specified statistical information on dog bites, and report the 
information to the State Public Health Veterinarian. (HSC Section 122331)  

THIS BILL: 

1) Provides for the following definitions: 

a) “Breeder permit” means a document issued annually by a local jurisdiction or its local 
animal control agency if authorized to issue these permits, that authorizes a person to 
own or possess within that locality an unaltered cat or dog for the purposes of breeding. 

b) “Breeding” means production of offspring, whether the offspring result from sexual 
activity or artificial insemination, and whether the sexual activity was intentional or the 
result of improper confinement. 

c) “Local animal control agency” means the municipal or county animal control agency or 
other entity responsible for enforcing animal-related laws. 
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d) “Local jurisdiction” means any city, county, or city and county. 

e) “Spay or neuter” means any procedure performed by a duly licensed veterinarian that 
permanently sterilizes an animal and makes it incapable of reproduction. 

f) “Unaltered” means any female or male cat or dog that has not been spayed or neutered or 
has otherwise been rendered incapable of reproduction. 

2) Requires local jurisdictions, animal control agencies, or the entities responsible for enforcing 
animal-related laws, to establish permit programs regulating the breeding of cats and dogs. 

3) Prohibits all persons from establishing or maintaining any cat or dog kennel for breeding 
purposes, keeping any cat or dog for breeding purposes, or breed any cat or dog that is 
owned, harbored, or kept, without first applying and receiving a breeder permit. 

4) Specifies that the application for a breeder permit must contain the following information: 

a) A complete description of the nature and extent of the breeding to be conducted and for 
which application is made, including the breed of each cat or dog proposed to be bred. 

b) The address of the location at which breeding will occur and, if different from the 
breeding address, the address of the location at which the litter will be queened or 
whelped. 

c) The name and address of each applicant. 

d) A statement by each applicant stating who owns each cat or dog to be bred and that there 
are no other owners. 

e) Evidence that each cat or dog to be bred does not have the same sire or dam. 

f) Evidence that the dam to be bred is of an appropriate breeding age for that size and breed 
of cat or dog. 

g) A copy of a valid certificate of health for the dam. 

h) Evidence that each cat or dog to be bred has a microchip device implanted with the 
contact information of the applicant or owner. 

i) If every owner of a cat or dog is not an applicant, written authorization to breed, queen, 
or whelp the dog or cat.  

j) A statement by each applicant that they have reviewed and will comply with all 
applicable rules and regulations regarding breeding and keeping animals on private 
property. 

k) Other information that may be required by the local jurisdiction, consistent with 
establishing a breeding permit for cats and dogs. 
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5) Declares that a person who has already received a dog or cat breeding permit from a local 
jurisdiction prior to the enactment of this bill shall be deemed in compliance with this the 
permitting provisions until the issued permit or corresponding document expires. 

6) Requires an applicant, prior to receiving a breeder permit from a local jurisdiction, to 
demonstrate compliance with the following requirements: 

a) Follow all state or local business license requirements if the applicant is doing business as 
a cat or dog breeder at the address of the location at which breeding will occur and, if 
different from the breeding address, the address of the location at which the litter will be 
queened or whelped. 

b) Limit queening and whelping to one litter per year per cat or dog per household. 

c) Maintain facilities for each cat or dog to be kept in a sanitary condition and that the 
primary shelter does not have wire flooring. 

d) Provide each cat or dog with adequate nutrition and potable water. 

e) Provide adequate space appropriate to the age, size, weight, and breed of each cat or dog. 
“Adequate space” is defined as sufficient space for the cat or dog to stand up without the 
head touching the top of the cage, sit down, turn about freely using normal body 
movements, and lie in a natural position. 

f) Provide each cat or dog with a rest board, floormat, litterbox, or similar device that can 
be maintained in a sanitary condition, as appropriate for the cat or dog. 

g) Provide each cat or dog with adequate socialization and exercise. “Socialization” means 
physical contact with other cats and dogs and with human beings. 

h) Wash hands before and after handling each infectious or contagious cat or dog. 

i) Provide veterinary care without delay when necessary. 

j) Report births to the local jurisdiction within 10 days of their occurrence. 

k) Wait until an offspring has reached eight weeks of age, has been immunized against 
common diseases, and has a documented health check from a licensed veterinarian before 
selling or transferring an offspring, whether for compensation of otherwise.  

l) Implant a microchip device on an offspring before eight weeks of age that identifies the 
breeder, unless a licensed veterinarian determines the cat or dog is medically unfit for the 
microchipping procedure because the animal has a physical condition that would be 
substantially aggravated by the procedure. The identity of the breeder shall remain on the 
microchip device along with the identity of the new owner upon the sale or transfer of the 
cat or dog. 

m) Feature prominently the permit number and identity of the permitting local jurisdiction on 
all advertising mediums used to market the offspring of a permitted unaltered animal. 
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n) Agree to disclose information regarding the license, permit requirements of the 
jurisdiction, medical records, health certificates, and microchip information, when 
transferring ownership of a cat or dog for compensation or otherwise.  

7) Authorizes a local jurisdiction to create a fee to establish an animal breeder permit program, 
not to exceed the reasonable costs of administering the program. Specifies that a fee assessed 
by a local jurisdiction must not be duplicative of any other local fee in that local jurisdiction. 

8) Mandates local animal control agencies to enforce and administer the provisions of cat and 
dog breeding permits. Specifically: 

a) States that an animal control agency must only issue a nonmonetary warning citation for 
a first violation of animal breeding permit requirements. 

b) Directs animal control agencies to establish civil penalties for a second or subsequent 
violation of this chapter of not less than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) per violation. 
Any collected penalties shall be used to pay for the costs of enforcement of this chapter. 

c) Allows animal control agencies to revoke the permit of an owner, after notice an 
opportunity to be heard, for failure to comply with the requirements outlined in the 
corresponding breeding permit.  

9) Provides that the bill shall not prohibit a local jurisdiction from adopting or enforcing more 
restrictive spay or neuter, unaltered, or breeding provisions, and that the bill does not 
supersede or in any way modify the provisions of the Polanco-Lockyer Pet Breeder Warranty 
Act. 

10) States that any individual or organization breeding animals for services provided by guide 
dogs, signal dogs, or service dogs are presumptively entitled to a breeder permit. 

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown. This bill is keyed fiscal by Legislative Counsel.  

COMMENTS: 

Purpose. This bill is sponsored by Social Compassion in Legislation. According to the author: 
“Every year in California, tens of thousands of cats and dogs who find their way to animal 
shelters are euthanized. Many of these euthanized animals are the result of irresponsible breeders 
who overbreed sick and injured cats and dogs who end up being abandoned and left on the 
streets. By increasing the health and safety standards in which bred animals must be raised, AB 
702 will help end the suffering of these animals and prevent unnecessary euthanasia.” 

Background.  

Animal Welfare Laws. In 1966, the United States Congress enacted the Animal Welfare Act 
(AWA) to provide standards on the humane handling, care, and treatment of animals. Enforced 
by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the AWA regulates animal rights in 
various settings, including scientific research, public exhibitions, or transportation. California is 
home to a number of additional animal protection laws intended to safeguard the wellbeing and 
life of animals in various settings. These include the Polanco-Lockyer Pet Breeder Warranty Act, 
which outlines requirements for dog breeders to raise dogs and puppies in humane conditions, 
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and provides purchasers with refund or reimbursement remedies should an animal be sick or ill 
due to improper breeding practices. Similarly, laws like the Lockyer-Polanco-Farr Pet Protection 
Act establishes animal welfare and consumer protection requirements on pet dealers and the 
animals they sell.  

Animal Breeding. Although there is no historical consensus on the origins of the practice of 
animal breeding, scientific research published in Nature Communications narrows the timing of 
the first dog domestication as far back as 20,000 to 40,000 years ago. However, it wasn’t until 
the 19th century that individuals began to maintain records of canine bloodlines and classify dogs 
into specific breeds. Today, animal breeding is a complex and diverse activity with various 
standards, norms, and purposes. While most individuals are familiar with dog breeding for the 
purpose of producing animal companions of a specific breed or having specific traits, it is 
important to note that some dog breeders also specialize in producing skill-specific animals. 
Specialized breeders can produce hunting dogs who can chase and take-down preys, herding 
dogs to tend to farm animals, guide dogs to assist individuals who are visually impaired, or dogs 
who participate in dog conformation shows (shows in which judges evaluate how well a dog 
conforms to the established breed-type standards). Over the past decades, the canine breeding 
industry has been represented by and organized through kennel clubs, which can operate at a 
local, state, or national level. Kennel clubs have often taken the responsibility of registering and 
tracking dog breeds, establish health and safety breeding standards for specific canine breeds, 
and in some instances, provide certification that member breeders adhere to specified standards. 
Availability or certification or certification standards can differ significantly from kennel club to 
kennel club.  

Today, policy discussions on the practice of animal breeding have categorized breeders in three 
broad unofficial categories: (1) professional breeders; (2) commercial breeders or puppy mills / 
kitten factories; and (3) “backyard breeders.”  

Professional breeders are generally recognized as responsible breeding operations who adhere to 
strict animal health, safety, and breeding standards; maintain active membership in their kennel 
clubs, and conduct extensive research on breed lineage, health risks, and canine or feline 
obstetrics. Professional breeders comply with all existing state laws when selling an animal, and 
ensure that contracts meet existing requirements on health guarantees such as the ones outlined 
in the Warranty Act.  

Commercial breeders – sometimes referred to “puppy mills” or “kitten factories” – generally 
refer to commercial, high-volume breeding facilities that mass produce animals for retail sale. 
Although commercial breeders are required to abide by the federal AWA, with some operations 
even licensed under the USDA, there is limited oversight and enforcement of the requirements. 
According to several animal welfare groups, mills often rear animals in squalid and inhumane 
conditions, with certain facilities having long and documented histories of repeated violations of 
the AWA. As a result, puppies that are sourced from such mills often have serious health or 
psychological problems, and can suffer from zoonotic diseases, congenital conditions, or even 
death. Over the years, public scrutiny and subsequent legislative action has been placed curbing 
the sale of animals coming from large-scale commercial operations. However, many of these 
mills are operating from out-of-state or out-of-the-country, creating significant regulatory 
challenges to fully eliminate the problem. 
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Finally, “backyard breeder” is an informal catch-all term referring to breeders with little 
experience or knowledge in the practice of animal breeding. While such breeders are not 
necessarily unethical, breeding without the training, knowledge, or even support of a kennel club 
can lead to genetic issues and put the health and safety of the animal and their offspring at risk. 
Untrained breeders may have various reasons for breeding an animal, from making extra income, 
or having extra puppies or kittens for their own family. Over the years, local jurisdictions have 
reported untrained breeders selling sick or injured animals who were raised in inhumane 
conditions.  

Polanco-Lockyer Pet Breeder Warranty Act. California already regulates the sale of dogs by dog 
breeders through the Warranty Act – often referred to as the state’s puppy lemon law. Under the 
Warranty Act, “dog breeders” mean a person, firm, partnership, corporation, or other association 
that has sold, transferred, or given away all or part of three or more litters or 20 or more dogs 
during the preceding 12 months that were bred and reared on the premises of the person, firm, 
partnership, corporation, or other association. Broadly, the Warranty Act allows a consumer to 
receive a refund or reimbursement should they purchase a sick pet, or a pet that is found to have 
a hereditary or congenital condition requiring surgery or hospitalization. Upon verification that 
an animal sold was sick or had one of the listed conditions by a licensed veterinarian, the dog 
breeder must provide options to the purchaser, including accepting a return of the dog for a 
refund of the purchase price and reimbursing veterinary fees; exchanging the dog for a dog of 
equivalent value and reimbursing veterinary fees; or reimbursing all veterinary fees and pay for 
all veterinary treatments in an amount not to exceed 150 percent of the original purchase price of 
the dog.  

The Warranty Act further regulates California dog breeders by requiring breeders to provide 
specific written disclosures, including the breeder’s name, address, information on the dog, as 
well as signed statements that the dog has no known diseases or illnesses, as well as a notice of 
the purchaser’s rights to obtain a refund or reimbursement. If the animal is ill at the time of sale, 
the breeder must provide a statement signed by a licensed veterinarian authorizing the sale of the 
dog, recommending the necessary treatment, if any, and verifying that the disease, illness, or 
condition does not require hospitalization or nonelective surgical procedures, nor is it likely to 
require such procedures in the future.  

Unless cleared by a licensed veterinarian, the Warranty Act outlines the penalties for dog 
breeders who knowingly sell a dog that is ill or that requires hospitalization or surgery. A breeder 
in violation will be subject to a one thousand dollar fine ($1,000), or shall be prohibited from 
selling dogs for up to 30 days, or both. A second violation carries a fine of up to two thousand 
five hundred dollars ($2,500), or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to 90 days, or both. A 
third offense carries a five thousand dollars ($5,000), or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to 
six months, or both. Finally, or a fourth and subsequent offense carries a penalty of up to ten 
thousand dollars ($10,000) or a prohibition from selling dogs for up to one year, or both.  

Finally, the Warranty Act requires dog breeders to adhere to animal welfare standards. There are 
eight specified standards in the Warranty Act: (1) maintain facilities where the dogs are kept in a 
sanitary condition; (2) provide dogs with adequate nutrition and potable water; (3) provide 
adequate space appropriate to the age, size, weight, and breed of dog; (4) provide dogs with a 
rest board, floormat, or similar device that can be maintained in a sanitary condition; (5) provide 
dogs with adequate socialization and exercise; (6) wash hands before and after handling each 
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infectious or contagious dog; (7) provide veterinary care without delay when necessary; and (8) 
ensure that the animal is not housed on wire flooring. 

Major provisions of AB 702. AB 702 significantly expands the regulation of animal breeding in 
California. Broadly, AB 702 has four major provisions: first, the bill requires all local 
jurisdiction, animal control agencies, or the entities responsible for enforcing animal-related 
laws, to establish breeding permit programs regulating the breeding of cats and dogs. Second, the 
bill prohibits all persons and entities from maintaining a cat or dog kennel, or keep any cat or 
dog for breeding purposes, without first applying and receiving a breeder permit. Third, AB 702 
requires all animal breeders to adhere to specific standards, in addition to those specified under 
the Warranty Act. Fourth, this bill mandates animal control agencies to be responsible for 
administering and enforcing the provisions of all cat and dog breeding permits issued. AB 702 
broadly applies to anyone engaging in animal breeding, and would require a permit even if 
producing an offspring from one’s own animal or from an accidental pregnancy – as breeding is 
specifically defined under the bill as “the production of offspring, whether the offspring result 
from sexual activity or artificial insemination, and whether the sexual activity was intentional or 
the result of improper confinement.” 

According to the author and sponsor, AB 702 aims to bring transparency to the pet breeder 
industry by requiring cat and dog breeders to obtain a breeder permit with higher health and 
safety requirements for the care of bred cats and dogs, as well as place limits on the number of 
litters per animal per year.  

AB 702 requirements on animal breeders. This bill requires all persons and entities who engage 
in breeding to obtain a permit from a local jurisdiction. In addition to meeting the eight existing 
animal welfare statutory requirements outlined in the Warranty Act (sanitary facility conditions, 
adequate nutrition, water, and socialization, etc…), AB 702 imposes six additional requirements 
on breeding activities: (1) it limits queening and whelping to one litter per year per cat or dog per 
household (note: whelping is the process of giving birth for canines, and queening is the 
equivalent for felines); (2) it requires all births to be reported within 10 days to the local 
jurisdiction; (3) requires all breeders to wait until an offspring has reached eight weeks of age, 
has been immunized against common diseases, and has a documented health check from a 
licensed veterinarian before selling or transferring an offspring; (4) it requires breeders to 
implant a microchip device on an offspring before eight weeks of age that identifies the breeder, 
unless a licensed veterinarian determines the cat or dog is medically unfit for the microchipping; 
(5) it require breeders to feature prominently the permit number and identity of the permitting 
local jurisdiction on all advertising mediums used to market the offspring of a permitted 
unaltered animal; and (6) it requires all breeders to disclose information regarding the license, 
permit requirements of the jurisdiction, medical records, health certificates, and microchip 
information, when transferring ownership of a cat or dog for compensation or otherwise. 

AB 702 requirements on local jurisdictions. AB 702 requires all local jurisdictions or its local 
animal control agency to create a breeder permit program for cats and dogs, and enforce the 
requirements enacted on animal breeders listed above. To fund the creation and administration of 
the breeder permit programs, AB 702 authorizes local jurisdictions to enact a fee for a breeder 
permit that must not exceed the reasonable costs of administering the program. However, the fee 
assessed by a local jurisdiction must not be duplicative of any other local fee in that local 
jurisdiction. 
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Because of the broad definition of animal breeding under this bill, AB 702 would make 
accidental or unintended pregnancies without a permit a violation. The bill was amended to 
direct local animal control agencies to only issue a nonmonetary warning citation for a first 
violation of AB 702’s provisions. For a second or subsequent violation of this chapter, animal 
control agencies shall issue civil penalties of not less than two hundred fifty dollars ($250) per 
violation, with any collected penalties used to pay for the costs of enforcement of breeding 
permits. AB 702 further authorizes a local animal control agency to revoke a permit of an owner, 
after notice and an opportunity to be heard, for a failure to comply with the requirements of the 
permit program.  

Finally, AB 702 specifies the information that must be included as part of an application for a 
breeding permit. Specifically, local jurisdictions will be required to collect information across 
eleven categories: (1) a complete description of the nature and extent of the breeding to be 
conducted and for which application is made, including the breed of each cat or dog proposed to 
be bred; (2) the address of the location at which breeding will occur and, if different from the 
breeding address, the address of the location at which the litter will be queened or whelped; (3) 
the name and address of each applicant; (4) a statement by each applicant stating who owns each 
cat or dog to be bred and that there are no other owners; (5) evidence that each cat or dog to be 
bred does not have the same sire or dam; (6) evidence that the dam to be bred is of an appropriate 
breeding age for that size and breed of cat or dog; (7) a copy of a valid certificate of health for 
the dam; (8) evidence that each cat or dog to be bred has a microchip device implanted with the 
contact information of the applicant or owner; (9) if every owner of a cat or dog is not an 
applicant, written authorization to breed, queen, or whelp; (10) a statement by each applicant that 
they have reviewed and will comply with all applicable rules and regulations regarding breeding 
and keeping animals on private property; and (11) any other information that may be required by 
the local jurisdiction, consistent with the purposes of establishing an breeding permit.  

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT:  

Social Compassion in Legislation, Alma Rescue Foundation, the American Rat Terrier 
Rescue, Angels in Fur Dog Rescue, the Animal Protection and Rescue League, the Animal 
Rescuers without Borders, the Castillo Animal Veterinary Corporation, the Eastwood 
Ranch Foundation Animal Welfare and Rescue, E.M.I.L.Y. Dog Rescue, the Ghetto Rescue 
Foundation, A Home for Every Living Pet, Howe-2 Care 4 Critters, In Defense of Animals, 
Jane UnChained News Network, the King of Hearts Foundation, Kosmos’ Garden of Eden, 
Last Chance for animals, Lioness Productions, Los Angeles Democrats for the Protection of 
Animals, Lovebugs Rescue, Not One Animal Harmed, Our Honor, Our Underdog Rescue 
Squad, the Palo Alto Humane Society, Paws Protectors Rescue, Peace 4 Animals, the Pet 
Assistance Foundation, Poison Free Malibu, Project Counterglow, the Riverside Animal 
Rights Voters, Saving Pets One at a Time, Scratch my Belly Dog Rescue, Seeds to Inspire 
Foundation, St. John Creative, Starfish Animal Rescue, START Rescue, Take me Home 
Animal Rescue, Vegans of LA, Villa Chardonnay Horses with Wings, Women United for 
Animal Welfare, and Zazzy Cats Kitty Rescue collectively write in support: “AB 702 aims to 
help reduce the pet overpopulation problem in California while ensuring dogs and cats are bred 
responsibly by requiring that no person shall breed a dog or cat without a breeder permit from 
the local jurisdiction. The bill also sets out minimum requirements for the care and breeding of 
dogs and cats that must be adhered to as a condition of receiving a breeding permit. The bill 
leaves the cost of the permit at the discretion of the local jurisdiction as well as exempting those 
breeding animals for service or guiding. […] A significant number of animals in shelters 
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originate from the activities of amateur dog and cat breeders, commonly referred to as “backyard 
breeders.” While some may have good intentions, in many cases the driving motivation is to 
make money, but at the expense of the animals being bred. Often times the conditions where the 
animals are kept are substandard, nor is proper care provided for the animals that are bred, 
including lack of proper vaccinations and veterinary care. […] Requiring breeder permits with 
specified minimum requirements for the care of bred dogs and cats, as well as limits on the 
number of litters per animal per year will reduce the number of animals that find their way into 
our state’s animal shelters, saving taxpayer dollars and reducing the suffering of countless dogs 
and cats being irresponsibly bred.” 

The Public Interest Coalition writes in support: “If ever a commercial activity needed 
regulatory oversight, it is the dog breeding industry—cats need to be included also, but our 
experience has been primarily with dogs. In addition to serious dog- and/or cat-overpopulation 
problems, for too long, irresponsible, unaccountable breeders continue to operate unscrupulously 
by breeding their multiple female dogs (or cats) at every possible estrous season they can—one 
litter after another, even if that means two or three per year (“Small breed dogs may cycle three 
times per year). It is well established that such unnatural, “over breeding” severely compromises 
female canine health, stamina, and life expectancy and exacerbates dog and cat overpopulation 
problems. Equally disturbing is the fact that because there is little-to-no-regulation, puppies or 
kittens coming from such breeders often end up with genetic or “inbreeding” health problems. 
Thus, as the animals age, unsuspecting citizens who purchase them end up with overwhelming 
medical bills for serious veterinary life and/or quality-of-life-services. Because strong, emotional 
human bonding occurs very early with a new puppy or kitten, making decisions are stressful and 
extremely difficult. AB 702 is long overdue and will allow legitimate, caring breeders to comply 
and still operate; will slow and, with enforcement, should eventually stop greedy over breeding; 
and will allow female breeding stock, puppies and kittens to live healthier lives and be treated 
more humanely.” 

The Rabbit Rescue writes in support: “Although we are a rabbit-only rescue, we have been 
taking in many stray cats as a result of indiscriminate breeding. These cats have been getting 
dumped at our facility over and over again. The shelters have failed us. The burden has fallen on 
us, small rescue societies, and we just can’t keep up.” 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: 

The California Animal Welfare Association (CalAnimals) writes in opposition: 
“Fundamentally, we see this bill as unnecessary and misdirected. Speaking to the sponsors, we 
understand the intent is to stop the unnecessary over breeding of puppies in CA, and their 
subsequent demise in animal shelters. Though this may have been a valiant effort 10 years ago, 
this bill is trying to solve a problem that doesn't exist today. Overall, there is a shortage of 
adoptable puppies in CA. A single puppy can get nearly 500 community inquiries on a shelter's 
website. This supply and demand issue is causing greater concern related to consumer 
protections. […] In addition, the onerous requirements to obtain a permit are nearly impossible to 
meet, especially for accidental pregnancies, and it isn’t clear why some are included. The bill 
creates a statewide age guideline for reproductive health, something a veterinarian should assess. 
It requires a permanent placement of the breeder on a microchip without even knowing whether 
all microchip companies can provide that service, or the purpose. Lastly, this bill won’t provide 
visibility to the “bad players” in breeding. It will just push them further underground. What this 
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bill does, is places greater barriers on those who want to follow the rules and do the right things. 
These aren’t the breeders we are concerned with in California.” 

The American Kennel Club writes in opposition: “Our commitment to the well-being of all 
dogs is the reason we are opposed to Assembly Bill 702. AKC understands that this bill is 
intended to prevent irresponsible breeding in the state and help with shelter population concerns. 
AKC agrees that no dog should be kept in conditions where they are not safe and basic needs are 
not met. However, this bill will not address those issues and provides unnecessary and 
burdensome requirements on responsible breeders – and local jurisdictions. […] AB 702 
attempts to “fix” a problem that doesn’t exist – According to supporters, this will address the 
supposed shelter overpopulation issues in the state – but this is not true. In fact, animal shelter 
populations in California have been steadily decreasing over the last decade. For example, in Los 
Angeles County alone, shelter populations declined by more than 19,000 from 2014 to 2020, 
according to the National Animal Interest Alliance. […] AB 702 requires a business license that 
may be impossible to obtain – This bill would require a business license. Hobby breeding is 
traditionally done in residential areas – and getting a business license may put them out of 
compliance with HOA and zoning codes. […] AB 702 will limit the ability for Californians to 
get the right dog for their family – Even as demand is rising for pets, this proposal would reduce 
sources of responsibly-bred pets for Californians, as many local breeders may not be able to 
comply with the onerous and ambiguous requirements. This disproportionately harms those who 
do not have the resources to travel out of state to obtain a quality puppy that is the right fit for 
their family and lifestyle.” 

The Rural County Representatives of California, the Urban Counties of California, and the 
California State Association of Counties collectively write in opposition: “The mandate in AB 
702 on local governments to create a permitting scheme for dog and cat breeders is overly 
onerous on already over-extended county animal care resources. Although the bill allows for a 
permitting fee, we fear that the cost recovery will not be sufficient for the enforcement needed to 
ensure the program is successful in addressing backyard breeders. Additionally, we are 
concerned that the fees and permitting requirements will only further push companion animal 
breeding underground, leaving those animals at greater risk for disease and death. It is doubtful 
that those individuals using dog and cat breeding as a source of income will voluntarily obtain a 
permit, again requiring a robust enforcement program that is not realistic, particularly in rural 
counties that cover a large geographic area.” 

NAIA Trust writes in opposition: “AB 702 mandates that anyone whose dog or cat produces 
even one litter, obtain an animal breeding permit. It then sets out the requirements necessary to 
obtain such a permit. It turns out that the requirements are so unreasonable they would prevent 
many responsible, humane, and experienced breeders from qualifying for a permit. Requiring 
breeders – a term which AB 702 applies to anyone whose pet produces even one accidental litter 
– must provide proof of a business license and state and federal tax numbers. This is a problem 
for at least two reasons: In many neighborhoods, businesses are strictly prohibited from 
operating and business licenses are not available. Second, even if this obstacle did not exist – the 
overwhelming majority of citizens that would be regulated under this legislation are not 
businesses. It is also wrong for AB 702 to prescribe breeding practices. Not only are the 
reproductive practices mandated in AB 702 outdated and potentially harmful to the animals 
involved, but they also deal with medical subjects that are the proper domain of veterinary 
professionals, working with their clients. Medical knowledge continues to grow, and legislation 
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should never attempt to substitute current opinions for the medical expertise of veterinary 
professionals working in an evolving field.” 

The California Professional Pet Groomers Association writes in opposition: “We understand 
the need for responsible pet breeding practices and education of the public on pet population 
control, but AB702 will not provide that. In fact, AB702 will do exactly the opposite by taking 
away valuable resources where people might find a well-bred, healthy pets of their choosing. 
AB702 will open our borders to a flood of overseas-bred puppy mill dogs and cats. We are 
already seeing an influx of these foreign bred dogs entering our country. Unwary, uneducated, 
and easily impressed buyers are being captivated by unscrupulous marketing tactics, as these 
animals are touted as “imports”, when these pets are not health tested for genetic disorders and 
are carrying new diseases into our American pet population. While well intended, AB702 is 
poorly composed and filled with contradictions and unreasonable mandates. It totally misses the 
intended mark in solving any pet population issues. Rather than solve an issue, it opens doors for 
more overpopulation and further problems for pet owners. Education and the availability of low-
cost spay/neuter clinics is the key to overpopulation, not the banning of responsible people who 
truly care for the dogs and cats they breed.” 

California Waterfowl, the California Sportsman’s Lobby, SCI CA Coalition, the Outdoor 
Sportsmen’s Coalition of California, the California Rifle and Pistol Association, Cal-Ore 
Wetlands and Waterfowl Council, the California Deer Association, the California Bowman 
Hunters Association and State Archery Association, the Suisun Resource Conservation 
District, the Tulare Basin Wetlands Association, the San Diego Wildlife Federation, the 
Black Brant Group, the California Hawking Club, the California Houndsmen for 
Conservation, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, the Safari Club International San 
Francisco Bay Area Chapter and the Wild Sheep Foundation California Chapter 
collectively write in opposition: “This bill would place unnecessary restrictions and costs on the 
breeding of dogs used for hunting, field trialing and other legitimate sporting purposes. The dogs 
used in conjunction with these activities are highly valued (e.g. the cost of an 8 week old, 
untrained puppy can run into the thousands of dollars) and are typically the result of careful 
selection and breeding over many generations; all necessary care is taken to ensure their health 
and well-being. They rarely, if ever, end up in shelters or pose a public nuisance, safety, or health 
issue. AB 702 gives local jurisdictions too much power and discretion over whether or not to 
issue a breeder permit. Many of the breeder standards mandated under the bill are highly 
subjective, including those for the types of required shelter, food and water, and the local 
jurisdiction could refuse to issue a permit for a variety of reasons. For the bill’s other standards, 
it is unclear whether many have any scientific or other data-driven evidence to support them.” 

The Cat Fanciers’ Association writes in opposition: “This bill fails to recognize the practical 
and commercial differences between cats and dogs. While large scale breeding facilities for dogs 
exist, most commercial breeders have little or no interest in cats. Cats housed in large facilities 
are prone to the rapid spread of respiratory and other contagious illnesses. Instead, most cat 
breeders are hobbyists raising cats in their homes. Raising kittens in a home environment is the 
best possible way to provide healthy and well suited pets for the public. It allows the public to 
inspect the cats, and the home in which they were raised, prior to purchase. It would be 
impossible for many breeders who raise pedigreed cats to comply with this bill, even if they 
could get a business license, because of the many uncertainties - each jurisdiction can charge a 
different fee so it would be hard for breeders to anticipate annual costs. Since most cat breeders 
raise their pets at home, obtaining a business license is sometimes impossible because of zoning 
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restrictions in residential areas. Inspections to assure compliance will require government 
intrusion into people’s homes, and even their bedrooms.” 

The Miniature Bull Terrier Club of Southern California writes in opposition: “While our 
members decry the existence of puppy mills and support efforts to put them out of business, we 
oppose the bill as written because its language is overly broad and imprecise. As currently 
drafted, many purebred dog enthusiasts and hobby breeders who show, train and participate in 
other canine sports would be inappropriately classified and regulated under AB 702. Hobbyists 
breed dogs to maintain bloodlines that are valued for their conformation, their breed-specific 
traits and abilities, their good health and dependable temperaments. These breeders have an 
enthusiast‘s orientation rather than a commercial one. Their primary interest is to preserve and 
improve their breeds and to test their excellence and ability in conformation shows and 
performance trials. [...] Unfortunately, AB 702 will discourage the responsible, purposeful 
breeding of dogs (and cats) through a series of onerous requirements, some of which are even 
detrimental to animal health and wellbeing.” 

NORCAL Golden Retriever Club writes in opposition: “AB 702 attempts to “fix” a problem 
that doesn’t exist. In fact, our shelters are steadily decreasing in capacity. AB 702 requires a 
business license that may be impossible to obtain. Hobby breeding is traditionally done in 
residential areas – and getting a business license will put many out of compliance with zoning 
codes. This bill will be extremely difficult for communities to enforce, and provides no funding. 
This creates an impossible situation for California cities and towns; many of which are already 
dealing with budget crises. AB 702 is unclear and many requirements are ambiguous. 

The Northern California Whippet Fanciers Association writes in opposition: “As taxpayers, 
our members are concerned with the extensive burden this will place on our community leaders 
who will be forced to find the resources to attempt to enforce this arbitrary, vague, and 
unnecessary bill. Data shows that shelter populations are actually decreasing across the state, 
negating the alleged urgent need for this bill. AB 702 creates an unfunded mandate without 
solving any problems – This bill will be extremely difficult for communities to enforce and 
provides no funding. This creates an impossible situation for California cities and towns – many 
of which are already dealing with budget crises.” 

The Orange Coast Weimaraner Club writes in opposition: “Assembly Bill 702 would also 
harm law-abiding hobby breeders – the source of the healthiest and best-socialized dogs 
available. Responsible breeders assure the buyer that puppies are healthy, that the mother and 
father of a litter are health screened, and that puppies are sold on a contract that requires an 
owner to never relinquish a dog they bred to a shelter. Responsible breeders also raise their 
puppies in a sanitary environment, sell puppies no earlier than 8 weeks and with explicit 
requirements on vaccination. Responsible breeders are hobbyists and rarely make a profit on any 
litter, and therefore should not be considered a "business" requiring a business license.” […] 
Additionally, events that the Orange Coast Weimaraner Club, Inc. hosts celebrates responsible 
dog ownership and showcases responsible breeding, and these events bring a significant sum of 
money into the local economy. Conversely, Assembly Bill 702 would eliminate these events and 
introduces unnecessary burden to local jurisdictions and local animal control.” 

The International Cat Association writes in opposition: “The International Cat Association, as 
a policy, opposes breeder regulation/permits/licensing, because our kitten breeders already 
provide humane care as recommended by veterinary experts in feline husbandry. This bill would 
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create barriers to anyone starting or continuing pedigreed cat breeding programs as a hobby, let 
alone as a business. […] This proposed scheme is loaded with problems and uncertainties. Not 
all local governments license cats. This bill would require creation of new bureaucracies to 
implement and enforce. Local governments would have to determine how to change ordinances 
and how to comply with the new requirements. Breeder licensing fees would not be sufficient to 
pay for enforcement. Local governments would incur unknown and unreimbursed costs 
implementing the provisions of this bill. This comes at a time when many local governments are 
repealing or reducing pet licensing programs as not cost effective.” 

POLICY ISSUE(S) FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Puppy Mills vs. Backyard Breeders. In recent years, the California Legislature has focused its 
efforts on the influx of sick animals coming from large commercial puppy mills from out-of-state 
and out-of-the-country. For example, several bills in 2017 and 2020 prohibited pet stores from 
selling dogs, cats, or rabbits to prevent the sale or fraudulent sale of dogs sourced from large 
commercial animal breeding operations, some with a history of animal welfare violations (AB 
485, O’Donnell, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2017 and AB 2152, Gloria, Chapter 96, Statutes of 
2020). These efforts recognized the negative and disproportionate impact that commercial puppy 
mills had on animal welfare, California consumers, and shelters who received subsequently 
abandoned and sick animals. According to the Humane Society, there are approximately 10,000 
puppy mills in the United States, with fewer than 3,000 of which are regulated by the USDA. 

Although unethical or untrained breeders exist within California, animal welfare groups disagree 
on whether “backyard breeders” contribute to the bulk of the problem. For example, the author 
and sponsor explain that in California, hundreds of thousands of sheltered dogs and cats are 
euthanized every year due to health conditions that result from irresponsible breeding. However, 
according to data provided by Best Friends in 2019, 711,000 dogs and cats entered CA shelters, 
with approximately 100,000 animals unfortunately euthanized. Of the euthanasia numbers, 78% 
were cats. Many animal shelters recognize that although California has a significant feral cat 
problem, it is not caused by cat breeding operations. Additionally, the data suggests that public 
and private animal shelters are not seeing an influx of puppies or dogs entering the system due to 
irresponsible breeders selling sick animals. In many undeserved communities, shelters report that 
puppies or kittens are actually entering the system through unintended pregnancies, where 
families seek shelter assistance to find good homes for litters coming from unexpected queening 
or whelping. This often occurs in lower resourced communities where spay and neuter 
procedures may be unattainable.   

Based on this information, this committee may want to discuss if the provisions of this bill, and 
future legislation addressing the problem of the sale of sick animals to California consumers, are 
focusing on the right entities and the correct animal breeding operations in order to improve 
animal welfare and lessen the burden on animal shelters across the state.   

Existing regulation of animal breeding. As noted previously in this analysis, California already 
regulates the sale of dogs by dog breeders through the Polanco-Lockyer Pet Breeder Warranty 
Act, and provides several consumer protection guarantees at the point of sale – including options 
for refund or reimbursements should an animal be sick or diagnosed with an illness or a disease 
as a result of improper breeding. In addition, the Warranty Act specifies eight categories of 
animal welfare protections that animal breeders must abide by, including housing, food, water, 
and socialization requirements. This committee should discuss if existing requirements are in fact 
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inadequate, and if there are opportunities to improve, extend, and strengthen the state’s puppy 
lemon law beyond creating local jurisdiction mandates.  

Privacy concerns. Currently, AB 702 requires every applicant for an animal breeding permit to 
provide the local jurisdictions with the name and address of each applicant that will engage in 
breeding activities. Many breeders have approached the Committee with concerns that such 
information would be subject to the state’s Public Records Act, which gives any person the right 
to inspect records held by a state or local agency. With many breeders operating in privately-
owned properties or homes, there are concerns that the breeding permits would expose sensitive 
personal information to the public, including the personal home addresses of many breeders. The 
author and sponsor may want to consider if this applicant information for a breeding permit 
should be subject to the California Public Records Act.  

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES: 

Accidental or unintended pregnancies. As noted previously, AB 702 applies a broad definition of 
breeding, and includes the “production of offspring, whether the offspring result from sexual 
activity or artificial insemination, and whether the sexual activity was intentional or the result of 
improper confinement.” Under this definition, any type of cat or dog pregnancy – be it 
intentional or accidental – would be considered breeding and would necessitate a permit. 
Individuals who own a pet that accidentally becomes pregnant would be technically be in 
violation of the bill’s provisions. The author amended the bill to account for these situations, and 
provided that the first violation would be subject to a nonmonetary warning citation issued by the 
local animal control agency.  

This structure brings about three problems. First, the overall consideration that an animal control 
agency should be tasked with citing any and all individuals who have a pregnant animal in their 
household without a proper permit. Not only animal control agencies do not have the resources 
to carry out such a mandate, but it is unclear if they are expected to conduct inspections in 
private homes to enforce compliance on breeding activities. If so, there are significant privacy 
considerations that should be examined in enforcing the provisions of AB 702. Secondly, 
nonmonetary warning citations would constitute an unfunded mandate for animal control 
agencies, who would still need to spend resources to enforce the permit provisions, but would 
not have any enforcement revenue until the second or subsequent violations. Thirdly, this model 
may discourage individuals from surrendering an animal to a shelter. As CalAnimals notes in its 
opposition letter, “there is great concern that puppies who may need our help won’t end up in a 
shelter because the owner may fear penalties for not obtaining a permit. Most puppies entering 
the public sheltering system aren’t intentionally bred. They are accidental pregnancies, and they 
tend to occur in communities who lack the resources both in location and money to pay for 
spay/neuter services. This bill has a significant impact on the underserved in our state.” 

Given the number of concerns expressed regarding the broad application of AB 702, this 
committee should consider discussing the scope of enforcement, privacy considerations, and 
available animal control agency resources as it relates to implementing the bill’s provisions.  

REGISTERED SUPPORT:  

Social Compassion in Legislation (Sponsor) 
Alma Rescue 
American Rat Terrier Rescue 
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Angels in Fur Dog Rescue 
Animal Protection and Rescue League 
Animal Rescuers Without Borders 
Castillo Animal Veterinary Corp 
Coalition for Pets and Public Safety 
Eastwood Ranch Foundation 
Emily Dog Rescue 
Ghetto Rescue Foundation 
H.E.L.P. 
Helen Sanders Cat Protection and Welfare Society 
How-2 Care 4 Critters 
In Defense of Animals 
JaneUnchained 
King of Hearts Foundation 
Kosmos' Garden of Eden 
Last Chance for Animals 
Law Office of Lori Wade 
Lioness Productions 
Los Angeles Democrats for the Protection of Animals 
Lovebug's Rescue 
Not One Animal Harmed  
Our Honor 
Our Underdog Rescue Squad 
Palo Alto Humane Society 
Paw Protectors Rescue 
Peace 4 Animals 
Pet Assistance Foundation 
Poison Free Malibu 
Project Counterglow 
Public Interest Coalition 
Rabbit Rescue 
Riverside Animal Rights Voters 
Saving Pets One At a Time 
Scratch My Belly Dog Rescue 
Seeds to Inspire Foundation 
St. John Creative 
Starfish Animal Rescue 
Start Rescue 
Take Me Home 
V-dog 
Vegans of La 
Villa Chardonnay Horses With Wings 
Women United for Animal Welfare  
Zazzy CATS Kitty Rescue 
542 invididuals 

REGISTERED OPPOSITION:  

American Kennel Club 
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California Airedale Terrier Club 
California Animal Welfare Association 
California Bowman Hunters Association and State Archery Association 
California Deer Association 
California Hawking Club 
California Houndsmen for Conservation 
California Professional Pet Groomers Association 
California Rifle and Pistol Association 
California Sportsman's Lobby 
California State Association of Counties 
California Waterfowl  
Cal-Ore Wetlands and Waterfowl Council 
Cat Fanciers' Association 
Congressional Sportsmen's Foundation 
Golden Gate Gordon Setter Club 
Miniature Bull Terrier Club of Southern California 
NAIA Trust 
Norcal Golden Retriever Club 
Northern California Whippet Fanciers Association 
Orange Coast Weimaraner Club 
Outdoor Sportsmen’s Coalition of California 
Pacific Coast Pekingese Club 
Redwood Empire Kennel Club 
Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation 
Rural County Representatives of California 
Safari Club International - San Francisco Bay Area Chapter 
San Diego County Wildlife Federation 
SCI CA Coalition 
Sierra-Tuolumne Kennel Club 
Suisun Resource Conservation District 
The Black Brant Group 
The International Cat Association 
Tulare Basin Wetlands Association 
Urban Counties Caucus 
Wild Sheep Foundation - California Chapter 
244 individuals 
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