
 

 

 

 
 

July 22, 2009 
 

The Honorable Tom Vilsack 

Secretary of Agriculture 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Ave., S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250 
 

Sent via facsimile and U.S. Mail:  202-720-6314 
 

Re: Recently Disclosed Documents Show COOL Rule Was Compromised by Quid Pro 

Quo Exchange at WTO 
 

Dear Secretary Vilsack: 
 

 R-CALF USA does not know whether you have been informed of how the final rule for 

mandatory country-of-origin labeling (COOL) came to contain provisions that effectively 

undermined the program’s purpose and defied Congress’ intent.  We recently obtained copies of 

correspondence dated January 7, 2009 between Ambassador John Gero, Premanent Mission of 

Canada to the WTO, and Ambassador Peter Allgeier, Permanent Mission of the United States to 

the WTO, that sheds considerable light on this subject.  Attached to this letter are the copies of 

the referenced correspondence.     

 

These correspondences between U.S. and Canadian Ambassadors to the WTO indicate 

that the decision to retain and solidify in the U.S. Department of Agricultfinal COOL rule the 

most troublesome and misleading provisions of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA’s) 

interim final COOL rule – the ability for packers and retailers to misinform consumers with 

multi-country labels instead of ‘Product of USA’ labels for those commodities produced 

exclusively in the United States -  was made not to achieve the public interest, but rather, to 

avoid conflict with Canada.   

 

These correspondences suggest that USDA’s concessions were the result of a quid pro 

quo exchange whereby Canada’s requests would be honored in return for Canada’s promise not 

to pursue a WTO dispute for a period of eight months.  Further, these correspondences indicate 

that USDA had granted a foreign country – Canada – the opportunity to dictate the final contents 

of the Final COOL Rule, while U.S. consumers and producers were afforded no such 

opportunity. 

  

 We do not know if this type of decision making was a common practice under the 

previous Administration.  Nor do we know whether other rulemakings, such as those involving 

USDA’s relaxation of safeguards against bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), were 

likewise subjected to the granting of preferential treatment to foreign countries or other interests.  

However, we strongly believe that your Administration should review whether similar quid pro 
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quo arrangements controlled any other agency decisions, including rulemakings, and take 

decisive action to reverse any decisions that were so influenced.   

 

Based on this available evidence that specifically relates to the final COOL rule, we urge 

you to immediately reverse the inappropriate concessions accorded to Canada during the 

previous Administration and to promulgate a new final COOL rule that conforms to Congress’ 

clear intent to accurately inform consumers as to the origins of food covered under COOL.   

 

Thank you for your consideration of this important matter and please let me know if we 

can provide any additional information. 

 

Sincerely,      

 

 

Bill Bullard 

CEO, R-CALF USA  
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