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Date of Hearing:  August 19, 2021 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Lorena Gonzalez, Chair 

SB 252 (Wiener) – As Amended June 21, 2021 

Policy Committee: Judiciary    Vote: 10 - 0 

      

      

Urgency:  No State Mandated Local Program:  No Reimbursable:  No 

SUMMARY: 

This bill prohibits testing facilities from conducting canine or feline toxicological experiments. 

 

Specifically, this bill:   

 

1) Prohibits a testing facility from conducting a canine or feline toxicological experiment in 

California unless the experiment is conducted for any of the following purposes: 

 

a) Medical research. 

 

b) To comply with federal requirements pertaining to the approval or maintenance of a 

medical device. 

 

c) To achieve discovery, approval or maintenance of a drug, pursuant to a testing 

requirement imposed by the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) or any 

binding agency regulation. 

 

d) To achieve discovery, approval or maintenance of a biologic, or any binding agency 

regulation if the USDA has not concluded that waivers shall be granted for such 

experimentation or studies or expressly indicated acceptance of alternative test methods.  

 

e) To achieve discovery, approval, registration, or maintenance of a pesticide or any binding 

agency regulation promulgated upon notice and comment, if the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has not concluded that waivers shall be granted 

for such experimentation or studies or expressly indicated acceptance of alternative test 

methods.  

 

f) To comply with a requirement to conduct the experiment under the Toxic Substances 

Control Act if the EPA has not concluded that waivers are to be granted for such 

experimentation or studies or expressly indicated acceptance of testing methods 

alternative to laboratory animal testing.  

 

2) States the exclusive remedy for violation of this section is a civil action for injunctive relief 

brought by the Attorney General, the district attorney of the county in which the violation is 

alleged to have occurred, or a city attorney of a city or a city and county having a population 
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in excess of 750,000 and in which the violation is alleged to have occurred. 

 

3) Provides if a court determines the government is the prevailing party in a civil action brought 

for violation of this law, the government may recover costs, attorney fees and a civil penalty 

not to exceed $5,000 for each day that each canine or feline is used in a toxicological 

experiment.  

 

FISCAL EFFECT: 

1) Cost pressures (Trial Court Trust Fund) in the hundreds of thousands of dollars to the trial 

courts in increased workload. This bill authorizes the Department of Justice, county district 

attorneys and city attorneys to file civil injunctive action to enforce the prohibition against 

contract testing facilities conducting toxicological experiments on dogs.  One hour of court 

time costs approximately $1,000. If DOJ, district attorneys or city attorneys file a total of 20 

injunctions statewide requiring an average of 12 hours of court time each, the cost to the 

courts would be $240,000.  

 

Although courts are not funded on the basis of workload, increased pressure on the Trial 

Court Trust Fund and staff workload may create a need for increased funding for courts from 

the General Fund (GF) to perform existing duties. This is particularly true, given that courts 

have delayed hundreds of trials and civil motions during the COVID-19 pandemic resulting 

in a serious backlog that must be resolved. The Budget Act of 2021 allocates $118.3 million 

from the GF to backfill continued reduction in fine and fee revenue for trial court operations 

and $72 million in ongoing GF revenue for trial courts to continue addressing the backlog of 

cases caused by the pandemic. 

2) Costs (Legal Services Revolving Fund) to the Department of Justice (DOJ) of $15,000 in 

fiscal year (FY) 2021-2022, $30,000 in FY 2022-2023 and $15,000 in FY 2023-2024 to 

conduct inspections at state agencies, including Department of Health Care Services. 

Additional costs of an unknown amount, possibly in excess of $150,000, for DOJ to litigate 

civil injunctions. Costs of inspection and litigation will likely be borne by the requesting 

agency, however, may increase workload pressures on the DOJ resulting in additional GF 

resources.  

COMMENTS: 

1) Purpose. According to the author: 

Toxicity testing on dogs and cats, which includes force-feeding or 

injecting the animals with chemicals to test for a harmful reaction or even 

death, is largely ineffective and is not supported by current science. This 

testing does, however, cause a lot of harm to animals. Common household 

pets, like dogs and cats, go through unnecessary suffering that has little 

scientific basis and does not produce useful results. 

2) Existing Law on Animal Testing. Existing law generally prohibits manufacturers and 

contract testing facilities from using animal test methods within California for which an 

appropriate alternative test method has been scientifically validated and recommended by the 

Interagency Coordinating Committee for the Validation of Alternative Methods and adopted 
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by the relevant federal agency or agencies or program within an agency responsible for 

regulating the specific product or activity for which the test is being conducted. 

3) Argument in Support. According to the Humane Society of the United States: 

An expanding body of analysis is showing that dogs are extremely 

unreliable at predicting human reactions to toxic substances and 

that predictions of toxicity based on canine data are little better 

than a coin toss. Alternative testing methods are more affordable, 

more predictive, and clearly less harmful to animals. As we move 

closer to the time when no animals are used for toxicity testing, we 

can take a big step in that direction now by enacting SB 252 and 

ending dog and cat toxicity testing that is not federally required. 

4) Argument in Opposition. According to California Life Sciences: 

We support the goals of restricting dog and cat toxicity testing to 

only that which is necessary, and allowing for future scientific 

innovation to restrict its need further. Under the current language, 

necessary drug testing would not be allowed. The language 

conflicts with actual practice, and thus creates the unfortunate 

prospect of significant unintended.  

5) Prior Legislation. AB 2059 (Kamlager), of the 2019-2020 Legislative Session, was 

substantially similar to this bill and was held on this committee’s suspense file.  

Analysis Prepared by: Kimberly Horiuchi / APPR. / (916) 319-2081


