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April 22, 2026

The Honorable Mike Johnson The Honorable Hakeem Jefftries
Speaker Democratic Leader

U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
H-232, The Capitol H-204, The Capitol
Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Speaker Johnson and Leader Jeffries:

The American Association of Swine Veterinarians (AASV) is a professional association of veterinarians
specializing in swine health, welfare, and production. Over 1,300 AASV members represent all facets of the
veterinary profession including practice, research, allied industry, public health, government, and education. It is
the mission of the AASV to increase the knowledge of swine veterinarians, protect and promote the health and
well-being of pigs, advocate science-based approaches to veterinary, industry, and public health issues, and
promote the development and availability of resources that enhance the effectiveness of professional activities.

It is critical Congress asserts its constitutional authority to protect the freedom of veterinarians to maximize
animal health and welfare.

The AASV supports efforts that recognize the responsibility of veterinarians to work with farmers to ensure
swine are raised in a manner that promotes animal health, animal wellbeing, and human safety. Because no
single husbandry style is applicable in all situations, on-farm animal management decisions should be based on
the best available scientific evidence and professional judgement. The veterinarians and farmers who work with
these animals daily are best informed to make those decisions. Regulatory requirements placing arbitrary limits
on the veterinarian's ability to work with our clients to promote the best on-farm husbandry practices may not be
in the best interest of the animals under our care.

It is the position of the AASV that, given the variability inherent in different housing systems, we support the
use of sow housing configurations that provide every animal with access to appropriate food and water; protect
sows and piglets from detrimental effects associated with environmental extremes, particularly temperature
extremes; reduce exposure to hazards that result in disease, pain or injury to sows or piglets; allow sows and
piglets to express appropriate behaviors and minimize expression of inappropriate behaviors within the
constraints of the housing type; minimize aggression and competition between sows; promote good air quality
and allow proper sanitation; facilitate evaluation and care of individual animals while protecting worker safety;
and provide alternative housing for sows based on evaluation of each sow's individual needs.



There are advantages and disadvantages to any sow housing that should be considered by weighing scientific
evidence and veterinary professional judgement. The veterinarian’s role is to teach and promote appropriate
stockmanship, which is as important as housing type in meeting the needs of the animals. Methods of selection
(genotypic and phenotypic) should be considered for identifying animals that can thrive in various housing
environments. Furthermore, we support research that investigates the impact of housing on sow welfare.

California’s Proposition 12 prohibits the sale of products based on arbitrary animal housing requirements on a
host of animals—including swine. The ballot initiative does not objectively improve animal welfare. In fact, in
some cases, it may compromise animal welfare.

A well-established body of scientific literature assessing biological metrics of sow welfare in individual stalls
and group pens shows that both housing methods can be important tools in managing a healthy herd.
Categorically banning one of them, as Proposition 12 does, will likely harm rather than improve animal
wellbeing. There is a strong scientific consensus that, to maximize animal welfare, the choice between
individual stalls and group pens must be made on a case-by-case basis, depending on the circumstances faced
by each individual herd and farm. When this choice is made according to sound husbandry and veterinary
principles, animal-welfare outcomes are similar between group housing and individual stalls.

The scientific evidence thus indicates that both individual stalls and group pens are valuable management
options for sow housing. Which of them is best to use, in what proportions, and at what times in a sow’s
reproductive cycle, are questions that depend on the individual circumstances of a farm and its herd.
Maximizing animal health and welfare therefore requires housing arrangements for sows in farm herds to be
determined on a case-by-case basis, by farmers and veterinarians considering all the circumstances of each
individual herd and farm.

Without a solution, veterinarians will be restricted in their options to maximize animal welfare based on a herd’s
specific needs.

Some advocacy groups have provided the protection of public health as a secondary justification for abandoning
individual stalls. There is no scientific evidence to support a claim that requiring group pens for pregnant sows
have an impact on public health, and there are multiple scientific reasons to doubt such a claim. First, scientific
evidence suggests that the use of individual stalls in a sow herd does not correlate with disease spread even in
that herd itself. In fact, nose-to-nose contact and shared feed and water sources are risk factors for disease
transmission among animals. Second, Proposition 12’s space requirement does not apply to slaughter pigs
themselves but instead mandates the amount of space that must have been offered to the slaughter pigs’ mother
sows. There is no evidence that disease prevalence in mature slaughter pigs has any relationship to whether their
mothers were housed in stalls 6 months prior to the offsprings’ harvest. Third, it is even less likely that sow
housing arrangements could correlate with any risk of disease transmission from their offspring’s meat to
humans. Even if it were possible, the U.S. federal system of inspection of animals and carcasses ante- and post-
mortem ensures that only safe and wholesome meat enters the market. Finally, there is no evidence that the
choice between individual stalls or group pens for breeding sows has any effect on the need for, or use of,
antibiotics in connection with those sows or their offspring.

There is no one-size-fits-all housing type that is best for all sows in all situations. For all sow housing systems,
careful husbandry, facility maintenance, and farmworker training are important to maximizing sow well-being.
The best solution for animal welfare is for each team of farmers and veterinarians to have flexibility to
determine the housing arrangements that are best for their animals in their circumstances. Because Proposition
12 would take away that flexibility, it places at risk the well-being of many animals. Moreover, the Supreme
Court’s decision in National Pork Producers v. Ross opened the door for additional unscientific state regulations
across agriculture and veterinary practice.



We ask Congress to support Section 12006 in the Farm, Food, and National Security Act of 2026 and urge you
to ensure any farm bill reauthorization provides certainty to producers and protects their investments from a 50-
state compliance patchwork. The Supreme Court’s opinion clearly stated only Congress can intervene.

Sincerely,

Harry Snelson, DVM
Executive Director
American Association of Swine Veterinarians



