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Dear Chairman Berman,

The California Veterinary Medical Association (CVMA), representing approximately 7,000
veterinarians, registered veterinary technicians, and veterinary students, has taken an “oppose”
position on AB 867 by Assemblymember Lee. While this bill is aimed at prohibiting veterinarians
from performing a surgical declawing procedure on cats under certain circumstances, it would—
if passed—have a far-reaching and precedential impact on a veterinarian’s ability to practice
veterinary medicine.

The CVMA'’s opposition to this measure is rooted in several critical areas, as stated below.

AB 867 is fundamentally unnecessary inasmuch as the veterinary medical profession has
appropriately regulated itself regarding this procedure over the years, and continues to do so in a
thoughtful and compassionate manner. For example, the CVMA’s own Board of Governors and
House of Delegates have long been proactive in examining the issue of declawing and have
discussed and analyzed the subject on a regular basis. In January of 2022, this ongoing dialogue
and assessment led the CVMA to revise its formal position statement regarding the declawing of
cats, making it one of the strongest statements of any veterinary medical association in the country.
The CVMA’s position statement reads as follows:

The CVMA discourages the declawing (onychectomy) of cats as an elective
procedure and supports non-surgical alternatives to the procedure.

The decision to declaw a cat should be made by the owner(s) in consultation with
their veterinarian on a case-by-case basis and only for a medical reason or when
scratching presents a health risk to the owner(s).

The veterinarian has an obligation to educate clients on alternatives to the
declawing procedure and what a declawing procedure entails, including the
potential surgical complications. A declawing procedure should not be
performed unless all alternatives have been explored and attempted.



The CVMA’s work on this issue is not limited to policy statements. Indeed, the veterinary
profession now more commonly provides information to clients to help educate them on
alternatives to the procedure. As a result, consumer demand for declaws has been substantially
waning over the years. While some busy veterinary practices note they might only perform one or
two declaws per year, others report they have not conducted a declaw surgery in several years.
The procedure is no longer taught in either of California’s two veterinary schools and several
major veterinary corporate conglomerates—in addition to many, many smaller practices—
have decided to no longer perform declawing procedures. Thus, the veterinary community has
already self-regulated so that those procedures are performed far less frequently than even a decade
ago.

In light of the above, the CVMA requests the following amendments to AB 867:
1. Remove subdivision (a)(1)(C)

The current law attempts to define declawing to include “any other procedure that prevents
the normal functioning of an animal’s claws.” This statement does not align with what is
traditionally understood by the veterinary profession to be declawing. Assuming that the
author is referring to “cats” instead of “animals” in general, this could mean that trimming
nails or placing “nail caps” (e.g. “Soft Paws”) would be prohibited. As written, this section
could potentially mean that a cat owner could not trim their own cat’s nails.

2. Include owner medical conditions among “therapeutic purposes” that may justify a
declawing

On the rare occasion that a veterinarian performs a cat declaw surgery in California, it is
typically because a client has presented with an unavoidable personal/human medical
condition that would prohibit them from keeping their cat if it were to scratch them. Examples
include chemotherapy patients, people taking blood thinners, and immunocompromised
individuals. In many cases these individuals’ cats serve a vital role in sustaining mental health,
such that the loss of the cat would be devastating. The CVMA would thus appreciate an
amendment stating that a surgical declaw procedure on a cat is permissible both where
necessary to support the health of the cat and where necessary to help owners who are already
burdened with serious medical problems. In either scenario, a declawing surgery may be
integral to keeping cats and their owners together.

3. Remove CVMB documentation requirement

Part (c) of the bill is a veiled pathway for animal rights activists to obtain sensitive client
information through Public Records Act inquiries in order to target veterinarians and
consumers. It places veterinarians and animal owners at risk of harassment and potentially
worse, based on the CVMA’s extensive first-hand past experiences. In addition, the California
Veterinary Medical Board (CVMB) is already burdened by numerous significant
administrative tasks, as is the veterinary profession in general. As noted above, the veterinary
profession has demonstrated effective self-regulation in regard to cat declawing, with most
large corporate practices banning it altogether. To police a legitimate medical procedure in
this manner is unnecessary, as veterinarians perform this procedure rarely and conscientiously
and document all procedures in the patient’s medical record, which the CVMB may request
at any time.



4. Remove subdivision (e)

The CVMA has major concerns with subdivision (e) of the bill regarding the authority of
municipalities to supersede state law to impose penalties and restrictions on veterinary
practice. The clear intent of this subdivision is to circumvent California Business and
Professions Code section 460, a law that prohibits municipalities from impinging on licensed
health professionals’ ability to practice within the recognized scope of their professions. In
that regard, we would call your attention to SB 762-Aanestad, enacted in 2009, which
introduced an amendment to Section 460 protecting veterinarians and other healing arts
professionals from municipal interference in those licensees’ scope of practice. SB 762 was
the product of a sustained, specific legislative effort led by the CVMA and other Department
of Consumer Affairs-regulated medical licensee groups, and reflects the Legislature’s
recognition that clinical decisions in a healing arts context need to be made by clinicians and
their clients/patients, not municipalities or other groups operating well outside the confines of
that relationship (in veterinary medicine, the veterinarian-client-patient relationship, or
VCPR).

In closing, the CVMA is deeply concerned that the veterinary profession is being singled out
among our fellow healing arts professionals with legislation proposing to ban specific medical and
surgical procedures in statute, which is a dangerous precedent. Accordingly, the CVMA
respectfully must “oppose” AB 867, and request the substantial amendments noted above.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Do b %

Dan Baxter, Executive Director
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Assemblymember Lee

Assembly Business and Professions Committee

Eddie Franco and Robby Sumner, Consultants, Assembly Business and Professions
Committee

Bill Lewis, Assembly Republican Caucus

Christina DiCaro, CVMA Lobbyist, KP Public Affairs



