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Overview of U.S. COOL Statute 

 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (2002 Farm Bill) 

 Initially voluntary beginning September 30, 2002 

 Mandatory September 30, 2004 

 Covered Commodities: beef, pork, lamb, fish and shellfish, fruits 
and vegetables, and peanuts 

 January 2004: Implementation suspended over industry concerns, 
negotiations continued 

 Amended in the Food, Conservation and Energy Act of 2008 
(2008 Farm Bill)  

 included chicken, goat meat, macadamia nuts, pecans, and ginseng 

 Final implementation date: September 30, 2008 

 Final rule issued: March 16, 2009 



Motivations of the study 

 MCOOL opponents especially Canada and Mexico claimed 
that the  law unfairly targeted their products 

 December 2008: Canada and Mexico filed dispute settlement 
proceedings with the WTO challenging U.S. COOL law on 
meat products 

 Their complaint: U.S. COOL statute and its implementation 
unfairly discriminated Canadian and Mexican meat exports 
to the U.S. 

 A WTO Panel ruled in November 2011that the U.S. had the 
right, under WTO rules, to adopt COOL requirements on 
meat products  

 

 



Motivations of the study 

 The panel disagreed with the manner in which the U.S. designed 

and implemented its COOL statute. 

 In the Panel’s view U.S. may have violated the agreement on TBTs 

 The U.S. subsequently appealed against this finding in March 2012 

 A WTO Appellate Body affirmed (29 June, 2012)  U.S.right to 

adopt COOL on meat products 

 However it upheld the earlier ruling that the manner of 

implementation may have violated  TBT agreement 

 In the Appellate Body’s words COOL “accords less favorable 

treatment to imported Canadian cattle and hogs than to like 

domestic cattle and hogs.” 

 

 



Research Objectives 

 What has been the effect of MCOOL on U.S. demand for 
imported meat products?  

 

 Does MCOOL constitute a ‘technical barrier to trade’ as 
alleged by U.S. trading partners?  

 

 Objectives 

 Analyze impact of MCOOL on U.S. meat import demand from 
major trading partners.  

 Compute elasticities of import demand both prior to and after 
COOL requirements were enforced 

 



Methods 

Import Demand Analysis 

  Source-Differentiated AIDS Model (SD-AIDS) 

      Each meat product is differentiated by source country 

                           Australia, Canada, 

        Beef:           Mexico, New Zealand 

                           Nicaragua,  Uruguay 

 

       Pork:              Canada, Denmark 

 

        Lamb:              Australia, New Zealand 

 



 SD-AIDS model 

 ln(Y)   =  

Model Restrictions 

Elasticities are computed as follows 

  

Adding-up: 

  

= 

Homogeneity: 

Symmetry: 

; ; 

Expenditure elasticity: 

  

  

Marshallian price elasticity 



Impulse Response 

  We specify an impulse response model to test the impact of         

MCOOL on import demand for each meat product type and 

source 

  similar to intervention analysis model of 

   Enders, Sandler, and Cauley (1990), and Enders (2004) 

 

 

 

Maybe generalized to include any number 

of ARMA (p, q) processes 

Zt   

=0 prior to 2009:3 

=1  from 2009:3 

C0:  Initial/impact effect of COOL on meat import demand  

C0/(1   -      ):  Long-run effect of COOL 



Data 

 Monthly data on meat products imports (1989-2012) 

 Including beef (including veal), pork (frozen and chilled), and 

lamb 

 Chicken left out because U.S. does not import significant 

quantities 

 The data are from USDA Foreign Agricultural Service (GATS 

database) 

 Meat products differentiated by source i.e. Canada, Mexico, 

Australia, Uruguay, Nicaragua, Denmark, and New Zealand 

 



U.S. Beef and Veal Imports, 1989-2012 
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U.S. Pork Imports, 1989-2012 
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U.S. Cattle Imports, 1989-2012 
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U.S. Hog Imports, 1989-2012 
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 Estimation Results 



 Estimation Results 



Estimation Results 



 Estimation Results 















Impulse Response Analysis 



Concluding Remarks 
 The share of beef imported from Australia has declined 

  while the shares of beef from Mexico, Nicaragua, Uruguay have 
increased 

 Share of pork from Canada increased 

  Share of lamb from Australia increased 

 

 Initial impact of COOL led to decline in import of beef from Australia 
and decline in pork import from Denmark 

 

 Pre/post analysis shows that expenditure elasticities have not shifted 
following implementation of MCOOL 

 

 Mandatory COOL appears to have had mixed effect on U.S. import 
demand based on the source origin of each meat product 


