
 

 
 

 
 

Oppose HB20-1117 
Misbranding Nonmeat and Imported and Artificial Meat 

 

The bill seeks to require all retailers to label meat as “Imported” if they cannot prove that the meat comes from 
an animal that was born, raised, and harvested in the United States. 

 
 

House Bill 20-1117 Facts 

● This legislation does not provide consumers information about where their meat comes from.  It simply 
says that the meat must be labeled as “imported” but does not say where it is imported from. 

● This legislation would require livestock tracking from all 50 states in order for meat products to be 
accurately labeled and sold in Colorado, placing sole obligation of compliance on companies and 
retailers in Colorado. 

● This bill puts the burden on the retail sector to provide information to their consumers without the 
appropriate tools.  Without a mandatory traceability program for marketing purposes starting from the 
farm there is no way to accurately prove where the animal came from.   

● COOL does not provide any additional food safety or animal health information or protection. All meat 
products (domestic and imported) sold in the US meet the same rigorous food safety standards and the 
passage of HB20-1117 would not improve food safety and would also place an unnecessary onus on 
businesses and families in Colorado.  

● Voluntary labeling programs have been successful in returning premiums to livestock producers and 
retailers for decades and the role of the government has been to protect the integrity of these programs. 
This legislation would reverse that approach and place an undue burden on producers, retailers, and 
families.  

o Federal Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) labeling preemption clause, which disallows any state law 
requirements “in addition to, or different than” those promulgated by the USDA. “Marking, 
labeling, packaging, or ingredient requirements in addition to, or different than, those made 
under this chapter may not be imposed by any State . . . with respect to articles prepared at any 
establishment under inspection in accordance with the requirements under subchapter I of this 
chapter, but any State or Territory or the District of Columbia may, consistent with the 
requirements under this chapter, exercise concurrent jurisdiction with the Secretary over articles 
required to be inspected under said subchapter I, for the purpose of preventing the distribution 
for human food purposes of any such articles which are adulterated or misbranded . . . .” 21 
U.S.C. § 678 (2006) 

Based on historic COOL positions and the undue hardships that would come to Colorado meat producers and 
consumers, the vast majority of Colorado producers, organizations, and companies are opposed to a 
mandatory COOL program at the state or national level.  Not to mention, that this legislation is in direct 
violation of the Federal Meat Inspection Act and the commerce clause, a provision of the U.S. Constitution. 


