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Dear Ambassador Greer,

The Consumer Federation of America (CFA) appreciates the opportunity to submit these
comments with respect to ongoing trade negotiations with Canada and Mexico, and to urge you to
negotiate concessions with Canada and Mexico that clear the path for reinstatement of mandatory
Country-of-Origin Labeling requirements for beef and pork (COOL). These rules have benefitted
consumers and ranchers alike and should receive priority under any conceivable trade policy bearing
the moniker “America First.”

The story of COOL is one of corrupt institutions’ brazen capture by a transnational
meatpacking oligopoly.! USDA once required labels on beef and pork products to inform
consumers of where the source animal was born, raised, and slaughtered.” Meatpackers tried and
failed to defeat the law in federal courts.’ They then proceeded to partner with Canada and Mexico
to challenge COOL as an unlawful trade barrier before the World Trade Organization (WTO). The
WTO authorized the two counttries to levy over $1 billion in tariffs on U.S. goods,* and less than
two weeks later, Congress passed a rider repealing COOL.” Tucked into a 2,000 page, $1.1 trillion
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omnibus spending bill, the ridet’s proponents made clear that it was meant to avoid “economically
devastating tariffs.”

United States law has required products to indicate country of origin on their labeling for
over 125 years.” However, it was not until 2009 that these requirements applied to beef and pork.”
This legal change was prompted in part by increased imports from Canada and Mexico of cattle and
hogs, which sometimes were immediately slaughtered and labeled “Made in the USA.” The policy
also responded to U.S. authorities tracing a case of mad cow disease back to Canada.” Congressional
leaders cited sustainability, support for domestic ranchers, and a basic consumer right-to-know when
they passed legislation applying COOL to beef and pork in the 2002 Farm Bill."" All of these reasons
still apply today.

Less clear is whether the threat of retaliatory sanctions still applies as a reason 7of to reinstate
COOL. USTR should make that clear. Currently, legislation to reinstate COOL enjoys bipartisan
support in Congress. This past February, Senate Majority Leader John Thune reintroduced the
American Beef Labeling Act (S.421), and in the House, Representative Harriet Hageman published a
companion bill."" The bills’ opponents, like the National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, are quick to
point out that new COOL rules “may violate international trade laws,” potentially “subjecting the
U.S. to severe retaliatory tariffs.”"* But do they? If the Administration refuses to negotiate
concessions to allow COOL, it should explain to the public why. Does it agree with the meatpackers
that the benefits to ranchers and consumers do not justify the additional recordkeeping expense? Or
is the United States’ negotiation position just not strong enough to demand the right to set our own
labeling laws? The public deserves to know where the Administration stands.

USTR’s apparent neglect of COOL until now in its USMCA trade negotiations raises
particular concerns with the recent decision to quadruple the tariff rate quota for beef from
Argentina, stressing domestic cattle ranchers and increasing the likelihood of consumers unwittingly
opting for foreign products.” By and large, consumers want to support domestic ranchers. Polling
commissioned by CFA has shown that an overwhelming majority—=89%—of Americans strongly
support mandatory country of origin labeling for fresh meat.' But while USDA has insisted that it is
“expanding ...consumer transparency’’ and “ensuring consumers have clear, truthful information
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about American beef,” its “plan to fortify the American beef industry” does not go beyond the
voluntary “Product of USA” labeling requirements introduced during the Biden Administration."

These voluntary standards do not go far enough. They do not require beef from Argentina,
for example, to bear a label reading “Product of Argentina.” Consumers deserve this information, or
at the very least, they deserve an explanation as to why their elected leaders will not require this
information on labels. International law and the threat of retaliatory sanctions would no longer seem
to apply; the Administration has unilaterally raised tariffs on Canada and Mexico, and on the rest of
the world, increasing prices for consumers and disrupting domestic ranchers’ and other producers’
operations. USTR could negotiate terms to allow COOL’s reinstatement at comparatively little cost.
Its continued failure to do so undercuts the Administration’s stated commitment to American
consumers and cattle ranchers alike.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,
Thomas Gremillion

Director, Food Policy Institute
Consumer Federation of America
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