
 

 

 

 

 

March 23, 2015  

 

Chairman David Rouzer and Ranking Member Jim Costa 

Subcommittee on Livestock & Foreign Agriculture 

House Committee on Agriculture 

1301 Longworth House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 

 

Sent Via Email:  AgRepublicanPress@mail.house.gov 

 

Re: R-CALF USA’s Letter, Comments, and/or Written Testimony Regarding the 

Hearing Titled “Meat Labeling Requirements” Scheduled for March 25, 

2015 by the U.S. House Committee on Agriculture Subcommittee on 

Livestock and Foreign Agriculture . 

 

 

Dear Chairman David Rouzer, Ranking Member Jim Costa, and Subcommittee Members:  

 

The Ranchers-Cattlemen Action Legal Fund, United Stockgrowers of America (R-CALF 

USA) appreciates this opportunity to address country of origin labeling (COOL), which is the 

subject of the hearing titled “Meat Labeling Requirements” scheduled for March 25, 2015 by the 

U.S. House Committee on Agriculture Subcommittee on Livestock and Foreign Agriculture 

(Subcommittee). The stated purpose of the hearing is, “To examine the implications of potential 

retaliatory measures taken against the United States in response to meat labeling requirements.” 

 

R-CALF USA is the largest producer-only national non-profit trade association 

representing the U.S. cattle industry. It represents thousands of independent U.S. cattle farmers 

and ranchers in 40 states. R-CALF USA works to sustain the profitability and viability of the 

U.S. cattle industry, a vital component of U.S. agriculture. R-CALF USA’s membership consists 

primarily of independent cow-calf operators, cattle backgrounders and feedlot owners, as well as 

numerous state cattle association affiliates. Various main street businesses are non-voting 

associate members of R-CALF USA. 

 

For the reasons set forth below, R-CALF USA strongly urges the Subcommittee to 

preserve and defend competition in U.S. livestock and meat markets by supporting COOL; 

preserve and defend United States’ sovereignty by upholding our constitutionally-passed COOL 

law; and, ensure that imported meat is no longer allowed to deceptively assume the attendant, 

positive reputation of U.S. cattle producers through the non-disclosure of origin(s) by upholding 

COOL. 

 

  

R-CALF United Stockgrowers of America 
P.O. Box 30715 
Billings, MT 59107 
Fax: 406-252-3176 
Phone: 406-252-2516 
Website: www.r-calfusa.com 
E-mail: r-calfusa@r-calfusa.com 
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The country of origin of products and services matter in a free and competitive society. 

Indeed, if this statement was untrue, then the official rules governing the operation of the U.S. 

House Committee on Agriculture would not expressly require the disclosure of the country of 

origin of any payment or contract received by a witness, or the entity represented by the witness, 

appearing before the Committee. (See Rule VIII-Hearing Procedures, ¶ (d)(3)(iii).) Just as the 

non-disclosure of the county of origin of payments and contracts would impair the ability of the 

House Committee on Agriculture to discover the truth in hearing matters, so too would the non-

disclosure of meat derived from imported animals impair the ability of the marketplace to convey 

truthful information to consumers.  

 

A. Notwithstanding the WTO’s Opinion, Country of Origin Labeling Is Necessary 

to Facilitate Robust, Marketplace Competition. 

 

In our free enterprise system, robust competition occurs only when the ultimate consumer 

is empowered to exercise choice in the marketplace. When a consumer chooses a particular 

product based on a preferred attribute, that choice translates into a tangible demand signal that 

travels upstream along the product’s supply chain. That demand signal, in turn, tells the supply 

chain what attributes a products must possess to satisfy consumer demand. 

 

Only with COOL are consumers empowered to choose among meat products that are 

exclusively of U.S. origin, of partial U.S. origin, or of foreign origin. Thus, only with COOL can 

the ultimate consumer infuse competitive demand signals into the meat supply chain based on 

those three differing attributes. So it is that with COOL consumers are King as they alone are 

empowered to establish the respective demand for meat products originating exclusively or 

partially in the United States or outside the United States.      

  

Consumer-initiated competition cannot occur without COOL. Without accurate COOL 

labels the dominant suppliers along the supply chain (i.e., packers and retailers), and not the 

ultimate consumer, are inappropriately empowered to decide where they will source livestock 

and meat for which to sell to consumers, regardless of the consumers’ potential concerns 

regarding differences in the food safety regimes of various foreign countries. This is detrimental 

to competition and can place the U.S. cattle industry in peril if, for example, a disease outbreak 

of considerable concern to consumers occurs in a country where packers and retailers source 

their livestock and meat. Without the ability to distinguish products produced in the country 

suffering the disease outbreak, consumers would have no alternative except to avoid all meat in 

the U.S. market, which could cause widespread market collapse.  

 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit recently substantiated our 

assertions by concluding that Congress’ objective in implementing COOL included 

“empowering consumers to take possible country-specific differences in safety practices into 

account” and it found that COOL can provide economy-wide benefits by “confining the market 

impact of a disease outbreak.”  

 

Further, studies show that when given a choice, consumers do assign preferences to meat 

products based on origin distinctions. As recently as November 2014, Oklahoma State University 
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reported the results of its Food Demand Survey that indicated “consumers valued beef that was 

born or born and raised in Canada $0.89 and $1.05 less, respectively, than beef that was born, 

raised, and slaughtered in the U.S.” (Food Demand Survey, Vol. 2, Issue 7, November 2014, 

available at http://agecon.okstate.edu/agecon_research.asp) Also, a 2010 investigation by the 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) found that consumers are willing to pay more for “beef 

produced entirely within the United States” and that “Packers were not able to sell beef with 

“Canada” or “Mexico” labels for the same prices as beef produced entirely within the United 

States.”  (USDA-GIPSA Investigative Report on COOL, at 1, 347.  Available at http://www.r-

calfusa.com/COOL/090205File3COOLstudy.pdf.) These studies confirm that competitive forces 

properly generated by consumer choices are impacting the value of beef produced from imported 

livestock, not the COOL law or regulations that merely empower consumers to make such 

choices.  

 

Finally, it must be noted that COOL is the only tool available to the U.S. cattle industry 

for which to counter the unprecedented monopsony power that dominant meatpackers have over 

livestock supply chains. If the four largest beef packers that now control about 85 percent of the 

U.S. fed cattle market and, likewise, the wholesale fed beef market, are accorded carte blanche 

authority to decide from which country to source their livestock (a circumstance that would 

result if consumers were no longer empowered to exercise origin-related choices) then those 

dominant packers would be free to strategically time their acquisition of imported livestock for 

the purpose of reducing domestic livestock prices for U.S. cattle farmers and ranchers. (See, e.g., 

Under Siege: The U.S. Live Cattle Industry, Bill Bullard, South Dakota Law Review, Vol. 58, 

Issue 3, at 587-589, available at http://www.r-calfusa.com/wp-

content/uploads/2013/04/130101UnderSiegeSDlAWrEVIEWBillBullard.pdf.) 

 

Unfortunately, the World Trade Organization (WTO) is oblivious to the fact that because 

of the severely limited competition that now exists in the U.S. fed cattle marketplace, dominant 

beef packers are unrestrained in their ability to arbitrarily impose non-competitive discounts on 

cattle of any origin. It is inarguable that in a major U.S. marketing region where only one fed 

cattle buyer is available to purchase live cattle for 18 weeks during the year and where no buyers 

are available for 4 weeks that the packer or packers operating in that region can purchase cattle 

for less than a competitive market would dictate. Based on testimony presented during the 2010 

Livestock Workshop jointly sponsored by the U.S. Department of Justice and the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture (USDA), this is precisely the situation in the prominent 

Texas/Oklahoma/New Mexico fed cattle region. (See id., 574-577.) 

 

For the foregoing reasons the Subcommittee should not become an unwitting participant 

in the WTO’s past and perhaps future efforts to further reduce the already marginal competition 

that remains in the U.S. fed cattle market by taking action that would repeal or in any way 

weaken COOL. Weakening COOL would include, for example, any effort to blur the specific 

origin information presently required by our COOL law that enables consumers to select meat 

based on where the animal from which the meat was derived was born, where it was raised, and 

where it was slaughtered.  

 

http://agecon.okstate.edu/agecon_research.asp
http://www.r-calfusa.com/COOL/090205File3COOLstudy.pdf
http://www.r-calfusa.com/COOL/090205File3COOLstudy.pdf
http://www.r-calfusa.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/130101UnderSiegeSDlAWrEVIEWBillBullard.pdf
http://www.r-calfusa.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/130101UnderSiegeSDlAWrEVIEWBillBullard.pdf


Chairman David Rouzer, Ranking Member Jim Costa, and Members of the Committee 

March 23, 2015 

Page 4   

 

B. Notwithstanding the WTO’s Opinion, Congress Should Not Cede the United 

States’ Sovereign Right to Continue Providing Consumers with the Detailed and 

Accurate Origin Information Passed Under the Framework of our U.S. 

Constitution.   

 

The constitutionality of the U.S. COOL law has now been upheld by the U.S. Court of 

Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit and the unsuccessful plaintiffs that attempted to 

strike down the COOL law have now withdrawn their suit and they are not challenging the 

court’s decision.  

 

On the other hand, the WTO, which is an international advocacy organization that is 

actively promoting a product label in direct conflict with the U.S. county of origin label, has 

persistently attempted to force the U.S. to capitulate to Canada’s and Mexico’s desire to continue 

concealing the true origins of meat derived from cattle they export to the United States. 

 

U.S. jurisprudence would scoff at the notion that an entity that actively promotes a “Made 

in the World” label replete with its own marketing logo (see 

https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/miwi_e/miwi_e.htm), could ever preside over a case 

involving country-specific origin labels. Richard McCormack, editor of Manufacturing News, 

attributed to former WTO Deputy Director General Alejandro Jara the statement that “The 

WTO's Made in the World initiative is part of a process of "re-engineering global governance." 

(See Everything is ‘Made in the World’: WTO is One Step Closer to Eliminating Country-of-

Origin Labels, Richard McCormack, Editor, Manufacturing News, May 14, 2013, available at 

http://www.manufacturingnews.com/news/madeintheworld514121.html.) The essence of the 

WTO’s “Made in the World Initiative” is to discourage country of origin labels and encourage a 

broader (e.g., Made in the World) label that reflects the origins of all of the inputs that comprise 

a final product.  In the case of cattle, for example, it likely would necessitate recognition of the 

origins of such inputs as vaccines, livestock handling equipment, and a host of other products 

incidental to cattle raising, which may even include a ranchers’ workwear. 

 

Congress should not even consider ceding any U.S. sovereignty to the WTO with respect 

to the constitutionally-passed COOL law when the WTO is known to be actively advocating for 

an origin labeling regime that is inconsistent with the U.S. COOL law and regulations. If this 

was not reason enough for Congress to stand firm on our constitutionally-passed COOL law, the 

WTO actually assigned a Mexican national, Ricardo Ramírez-Hernández, as an appellate jurist to 

the COOL dispute that Mexico and Canada filed against the United States. As a Mexican 

national, Mr. Ramírez-Hernández has an obvious conflict of interest since Mexico is a party to 

the COOL dispute. (See Report of the Appellate Body, AB-2012-3, June 29, 2012, at ¶ 497, 

available at https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds384_e.htm.) 

 

C. Notwithstanding the WTO’s Opinion, COOL Is Needed to Stop the Deceptive 

Practice Whereby Imported Meat Was Allowed to Assume the Attendant, 

Positive Reputation of U.S. Cattle Producers Through Non-disclosure of the 

Imported Meat’s True Origin(s) 

 

https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/miwi_e/miwi_e.htm
http://www.manufacturingnews.com/news/madeintheworld514121.html
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds384_e.htm
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Each year Canada exports more than 2 million head of live cattle to the United States.  In 

2014 approximately 730,000 Canadian cattle were exported to the United States for immediate 

slaughter. That means the cattle were delivered to the packer and slaughtered within two weeks, 

with no value added by U.S. cattle producers. Prior to the implementation of COOL, the meat 

derived from such imported cattle was eligible to be graded with a U.S. grade stamp (i.e., USDA 

Prime, USDA Choice, USDA Select, etc.) and it received a U.S. inspection sticker, with no 

origin identification. With no origin identification on the meat derived from these imported 

cattle, consumers reasonably concluded that that meat was derived from cattle that were 

exclusively born in the United States and raised by United States farmers and ranchers. Those 

consumers were, of course, wrong. But, they had no way to know that the cattle from which the 

meat was derived had spent their entire lives on foreign soil and they were neither born in the 

U.S. nor raised and fed by U.S. farmers and ranchers. County of origin labeling has remedied 

this deception both for cattle imported for immediate slaughter and for cattle imported as lighter 

weight calves and subsequently fed in the United States prior to slaughter. 

 

With COOL, consumers know under which country’s production regime the animal from 

which the meat they purchase for their families was derived was born, raised and slaughtered. No 

longer can meat from animals born and/or raised in a foreign country be passed off to 

unsuspecting U.S. consumers as meat deserving of the U.S. farmers’ and ranchers’ reputation. 

Now, as it should be in a transparent and competitive marketplace, meat subject to our U.S. 

COOL law will assume the attendant reputation of the cattle producers in the country or 

countries from which it originated. 

 

For the foregoing reasons, R-CALF USA strongly urges the U.S. House Committee on 

Agriculture Subcommittee on Livestock and Foreign Agriculture to take no action that would in 

any way undermine our U.S. COOL law.  Our COOL law is successfully facilitating marketplace 

competition, it is emblematic of the sanctity of our U.S. Constitution, and it ends the years of 

deception that U.S. consumers faced before Congress and the USDA embarked on their 14-year 

journey to finally begin providing accurate origin information on meat. 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to express R-CALF USA’s strong support for country of 

origin labeling.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
Bill Bullard, CEO 

 

 

 


