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Introduction: In the U.S., federal, state, and local governments have various legal tools to support
public health and prevent diet-related disease, including enacting policy and bringing lawsuits
against businesses that produce harm-causing products. Yet, states preempt, or limit, government’s
authority to enact public health policies or initiate litigation.

Methods: In 2018, research was conducted to find state laws enacted through March 16, 2018,
using state legislatures’ websites, LexisNexis, UConn Rudd Center’s Legislative Database, Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention Chronic Disease State Policy Tracking System, and the Internet,
that preempt local food and nutrition policies including their legislative histories; and preempt law-
suits related to food consumption and chronic disease (e.g., Commonsense Consumption Acts),
including explicitly preempting government activity.

Results: Between 2008 and March 16, 2018, 12 states enacted 13 preemptive laws on nutrition
labeling, content or “criteria”; consumer incentive items; “food-based health disparities”; sale, dis-
tribution, or serving of food and beverages; portion size; food safety; menus; taxes; and “marketing.”
Between 2003 and 2013, 26 states enacted laws preempting lawsuits claiming long-term food con-
sumption causes obesity and diet-related disease; of these, ten states explicitly preempt such liti-
gation by the government and five explicitly preempt laws providing litigation as a remedy.

Conclusions: State preemption may hinder public health progress by impeding local food and
nutrition policies and government-initiated litigation. Local governments are in a prime position to
address fundamental concerns, such as reduction of health disparities, the provision of nutrition
information, access to healthy food, and the cost of unhealthy food. Government-initiated litigation
could potentially support broader policy changes.
Am J Prev Med 2019;56(1):47−57. © 2019 American Journal of Preventive Medicine. Published by Elsevier Inc.
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I n the U.S., the primary public health concerns have
progressed from diseases that stem from contagions
and sanitation, where the problems were directly

amenable to public health solutions, to harm-causing
products, where the problems and solutions directly
implicate business interests. The use of the law to
address harmful business practices has been successful
when government enacts protective policies (e.g., smoke-
free laws)1 or initiates affirmative litigation against the
companies that cause harm (e.g., litigation against major
tobacco companies by the state attorneys general).2 As a
result, business entities use their political strength to try
to defeat public health policymaking and litigation at the
outset, by urging the federal and state legislatures to
enact preemptive laws.
Preemption (also called “ceiling preemption”) is

most often discussed in the context of policy and
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occurs when a higher level of government withdraws
or limits the ability of a lower level of government to
act on an issue.3 Although the federal, state, and local
governments all play a role in public health policy,4

local governments are often the first to create innova-
tive policy solutions to public health problems,5 and
are also in a prime position to address health dispar-
ities and inequities.6 Moreover, successful local poli-
cies have the potential to spread and solve problems
at a national level (e.g., New York City’s trans-fat
ban).3 As a result, the tobacco and firearm industries
historically made state preemption of local public
health policies a political priority.7 More recently,
preemption is being used to thwart a whole range of
public health policies, including paid leave, civil
rights, and food and nutrition.8

Under the Supremacy Clause, Congress may pre-
empt state and local action while acting pursuant to
its other powers (e.g., the Commerce Clause). States,
on the other hand, may preempt locales without uti-
lizing other authorities because political subdivisions
are a creation of the state. States determine the extent
to which local governments can exercise control over
all issues and specify this authority through state con-
stitutions or statutes.9 Therefore, the final determina-
tion of which powers are granted to locales “rests in
the absolute discretion of the state.”10 As such, the
state legislature may remove previously granted
authority by amending the state constitution, repeal-
ing a statute, or enacting a new law.
In addition to supporting preemption of policies,

select industries also have successfully encouraged the
federal and state governments to preempt litigation
against their businesses, with the firearm and food
industries leading this charge. In the case of food, such
laws preempt civil lawsuits claiming that long-term food
consumption causes obesity and diet-related disease,
with some additionally preempting lawsuits by the gov-
ernment. These laws are most commonly called
Commonsense Consumption Acts, and will be referred
to as such herein, although a few have other names (e.g.,
Personal Responsibility in Food Consumption Act). Liti-
gation has the potential to provide remedies for injured
people, expose industry practices through the exchange
of documents, and lead to broader policy change, as was
the result of the government litigation against the
tobacco companies.2 Although legislative efforts to con-
strain litigation are not new (e.g., tort reform for medical
malpractice claims11; the Vaccine Act, which preempts
litigation but provides an alternative method for recov-
ery12), legislative preemption of entire causes of action is
relatively recent. Nonetheless, courts have upheld legisla-
tures’ authority to broadly preempt civil claims,12,13 and
the U.S. Supreme Court explicitly referred to this act as
preemption.13

State legislatures have thus ceded to food industry
requests to enact preemptive laws in two contexts:
preempting local governments from passing food and
nutrition policies14; and preempting litigation claim-
ing that food consumption causes obesity and diet-
related disease, including litigation initiated by the
government.15 The food industry and its allies have
even created model policies to encourage both types of
preemption.16,17 Yet, there is a gap in the literature
evaluating state preemption of food and nutrition pol-
icies and analyzing this as part of a broader strategy to
protect the food industry from both direct regulation
(through policy) and indirect regulation through liti-
gation. To fill this gap, this paper reports the results of
research on state preemption of local food and nutri-
tion policies and state preemption of litigation against
the food industry, including identifying explicit pre-
emption of the ability of local and state governments,
including the state attorneys general, to bring lawsuits
in this context.
METHODS
In 2018, research was conducted to find state laws enacted
through March 16, 2018, by searching state statutes and the Inter-
net, and using LexisNexis, the UConn Rudd Center’s Legislative
Database (which included bills and laws from 2010 to 2018),18

and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Chronic Disease
State Policy Tracking System (which included bills and laws from
1979 to 2017).19

First, state laws that preempt local food and nutrition policies
were identified. Table 1 sets forth terms used to research and ana-
lyze preemptive language. Food and nutrition policies were
defined to include any topic related to food marketing (i.e., prod-
uct, price, place, or promotion); portion size; consumer incentive
items (e.g., toys in children’s meals); nutrition labeling, content,
or criteria (e.g., menu labeling); food and nutrition programs (e.g.,
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program); and attempts to
address health disparities related to food and nutrition. Historical
state laws that generally prohibit local taxes were excluded, as
were laws related to industrial agriculture or concentrated animal
feeding operations because all states regulate farming to varying
degrees and these laws have additional policy considerations, such
as nuisance and environmental justice concerns.20 Using Lexis-
Nexis and state legislatures’ websites, the bill tracking information
and final version of the state laws were collected. If the legislative
history mentioned a court case related to the law, the case was
reviewed. Data extracted from each law included the state, food
policy topics covered, and the time from proposal to enactment.

Second, laws that preempt civil litigation based on complaints
that obesity or diet-related disease resulted from food consump-
tion were identified. The findings were cross-referenced with simi-
lar research conducted in 2012 on the same laws.15 Data extracted
from each law in the current study included the state, date of
www.ajpmonline.org



Table 1. State Legislation Preemption Language

Entity Legislative words for preemption

City, county, municipality, political subdivision Shall not
May not
Must not

City, county, municipal, political subdivision law, regulation, ordinance, or rule Null and void
No effect
Not more restrictive than

No city, county, municipal, or political subdivision Shall/may do any of the following
Shall/may enact an ordinance
Shall/may issue a rule or regulation

State Has sole authority
Has exclusive authority
Preemption

[Topic/subject matter] is/are of statewide concern
of statewide interest
of statewide regulation
Reserved to the state
Reserved to the [state] legislature
Preempted

Law, regulation, or rule Shall be applied uniformly
Shall be applied with uniformity
Shall be applied consistent with state law
Shall be applied identical to state law

[Business’s/residents’/state’s] interest in avoiding Patchwork laws, regulations, ordinances, or rules
Piecemeal laws, regulations, ordinances, or rules
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enactment, and whether the law specifically preempts govern-
ment-initiated lawsuits or other government activity.
RESULTS

Between 2008 and March 16, 2018, a total of 12 states
enacted 13 preemptive food and nutrition policy laws, with
the majority enacted in 2011 and 2013 (Table 2). The laws
preempt local regulation of the following topic areas: nutri-
tion labeling or information (seven states); consumer incen-
tive items (four states); “food-based health disparities”
(three states); the sale, distribution, or serving of food and
beverages (two states); portion size (two states); food and
beverage taxes and fees (two states); food safety (one state);
menus (one state); “nutritional content” (one state); “nutri-
tional criteria” (one state); and “marketing” (one state).
Many terms were not defined in these laws, including
“food-based health disparities,” and “marketing,” which are
broad terms that could preempt a wide range of policy
topics. The earliest two laws (from 2008 and 2009) preempt
nutrition labeling, while the two most recent laws (from
2017 and 2018) preempt food and beverage taxes. Tennes-
see is the only state to enact a law to solely preempt action
by a non-elected body of a municipality, county, or metro-
politan government (e.g., an agency) as opposed to local
governments as a whole. Several states included multiple
topics in one law. Laws in Kansas and Mississippi included
the most with four of the above topics and both laws also
preempt laws restricting the growing and raising of food,
January 2019
which is broader than industrial agriculture.21,22 Kansas
was the only state to additionally prohibit state action on
the topics preempted.
Bill tracking resulted in finding that preemptive

laws were often enacted swiftly, certain laws were drafted
by the industry or based on industry-sponsored model
legislation, and preemption was sometimes added to
other topics late in the legislative process. Michigan
was the first state to enact a law solely preempting
taxes and fees on foods and beverages, and the bill
advanced from proposal to passage in both houses in 10
legislative days.23 Laws in Kansas and Mississippi were
based almost entirely on model legislation created by
an industry group.17 In Tennessee, the state enacted
preemption in direct response to a menu labeling regula-
tion passed by the Board of Health in Nashville/David-
son County. In another example, at the request of
the fast-food industry in response to Cleveland’s success-
ful enactment of a trans-fat ban, the Ohio legislature
“tucked away” in a 3,000-page appropriations bill, a
“rider taking up less than two pages” preempting
local food policies.24 Ohio state senators added the
rider after the House had already voted on the amend-
ments and without a hearing in either chamber.24 In
2013, an Ohio appellate court found the law unconstitu-
tionally limited municipalities’ (including Cleveland’s)
home rule police powers.24 However, this state law
has not been repealed, which is why it is included in
the results.



Table 2. State Preemption of Local Food and Nutrition Policies: Topics and Dates

State law Topics preempted Date bill introduced
Date bill passed both
houses/enrolled

Date signed by governor
to become a law

Georgia: Ga. Code Ann. x 26-2-
373

Nutrition labeling February 22, 2008 March 27, 2008 May 12, 2008

Utah: Utah Code Ann. xx 10-8-
44.5; 17-50-329

Nutrition labeling February 11, 2009 March 12, 2009 March 24, 2009

Tennessee: Tenn. Code Ann.
x 53-8-204; Tenn. Code Ann.
x 68-14-704 (as amended
2013)

Food safety
Nutritional information
Regulate menus
[Only by a nonelected body of any
municipality, county, or metropolitan
government (so a local health
department is preempted but a local
legislature is not)]

February 12, 2009 June 16, 2009 Vetoed by governor July 1, 2009;
Senate overrode veto January 28,
2010; House overrode veto February 8,
2010; Public chaptered February 22,
2010

Arizona: Ariz. Rev. Stat. x 44-
1380

Consumer incentive items January 18, 2011 April 6, 2011 April 13, 2011

Florida: Fla. Stat. Ann. x
509.032

Nutritional content
Marketing

March 8, 2011 May 6, 2011 June 2, 2011

Alabama: Ala. Code x 20-1-7 Nutrition labeling March 8, 2011 June 2, 2011 June 9, 2011

Ohio: Ohio Rev. Code Ann. x
3717.53

Consumer incentive items
Nutrition labeling
Food-based health disparities

Appropriations bill introduced
March 15, 2011 without
preemption language;
preemption added in the Senate
after the House passed the bill.15

The bill went to the Senate May 5,
2011

June 30, 2011 June 30, 2011

Mississippi: Miss. Code Ann.
x75-29-901

Consumer incentive items
Nutrition labeling
Food-based health disparities
Sale, distribution, serving of food/
beverages
Growing or raising of foods/
beverages

January 21, 2013 March 7, 2013 March 18, 2013

North Carolina: N.C. Gen. Stat.
xx153A-145.2; 160A-203

Portion size April 11, 2013 July 10, 2013 July 18, 2013

Wisconsin: Wis. Stat. Ann.
x66.0418

Nutritional criteria, such as the
number of calories
Portion size

Budget and appropriations bill
introduced February 20, 2013
without preemption language;
amended to include preemption
by the Assembly Substitute
Amendment 1 offered by the Joint
Committee on Finance on June 4,
2013

June 24, 2013 June 30, 2013

(continued on next page )
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The specific language of these 13 preemptive laws
rarely uses the terms preempt, preemption, or other
variations. Instead, the laws often used the terms in
Table 1, such as no political subdivision shall do any
of the following.22

Second, 26 states enacted Commonsense Food Con-
sumption Acts between 2003 and 2013 (Table 3).
Louisiana was the first state to enact such a law in 2003,
followed by 11 states in 2004, ten states in 2005, one state
in 2006, one in 2012, and two in 2013. The specific focus
of all of these laws is to preempt lawsuits based on claims
that a consumer’s weight gain, obesity, or associated health
conditions resulted from long-term consumption of food.
Most laws focus on the various types of food businesses
protected from such litigation, including manufacturers,
sellers, trade associations, agricultural producers, whole-
salers, brokers, retailer packers, distributors, carriers, hold-
ers, marketers, and advertisers.25,26 Most laws also identify
the specific plaintiffs who are prohibited from bringing a
preempted action. Ten of these laws explicitly preempt
civil lawsuits filed by the government, most commonly by
“any government entity,” which would include state attor-
neys general. Only one of these ten laws (Michigan’s)
applies solely to local governments, which means that local
governments are preempted from filing such lawsuits, but
the Michigan Attorney General is not. The laws that do
not specify which plaintiffs’ actions are preempted may
preempt lawsuits by the government, but this would be a
question for that state’s courts. Interestingly, although all
Commonsense Consumption Acts would implicitly pre-
empt local laws that provide causes of action preempted
by the acts, five states additionally explicitly preempt either
“any law of this state” or “any state statute, rule, public
policy, court or administrative decision, municipal ordi-
nance, or other action having the effect of law” on the
topics preempted (Table 3).
Eleven states had both types of preemptive laws: pre-

empting food policies and litigation (Figure 1). Only
Mississippi preempts local food policies but not liti-
gation. North Carolina was the only state to pass both
preemptive clauses, for food policy and litigation, in the
same bill. The rest of these laws were enacted through
separate bills in different years, with the vast majority of
Commonsense Consumption Acts enacted prior to state
preemption of local food and nutrition policies.
DISCUSSION

This study identified 12 states that preempt political sub-
divisions from acting on a wide range of food policy
topics, including evidence-based policies (e.g., sugar-
sweetened beverage [SSB] taxes), policies that increase
transparency and information to consumers (e.g.,



Table 3. State Commonsense Consumption Acts and Preemption of Government-Initiated Litigation and Related Laws

State (year enacted) Preempts specific plaintiffs Government action preempted

Alabama: Code of Ala. xx 6-5-730— 6-5-736
(2012)

Natural person, any other person which includes:
any individual, corporation, company, association,
firm, partnership, society, joint-stock company, or
any other entity, including any governmental entity
or private attorney generala

Lawsuit by any governmental entity

Arizona: A.R.S. x 12-683 (2004) Plaintiff in a products liability action No

Colorado: C.R.S. 13-21-1101—C.R.S. 13-21-
1106 (2005)

Natural person, any other person which includes:
any individual, corporation, company, association,
firm, partnership, society, joint-stock company, or
any other entity, including any governmental entity
or private attorney generala

Lawsuit by any governmental entity

Georgia: O.C.G.A. xx 26-2-430— 26-2-436
(2004)

Natural person, any other person which includes:
any individual, corporation, company, association,
firm, partnership, society, joint-stock company, or
other entity, including any governmental entity or
private attorney generala

Lawsuit by any governmental entity; Also, preempts laws
that would create a cause of action by stating that
liability shall not arise under “any law of this state.”

Florida: Fla. Stat. x 768.37 (2004) “Personal injury or wrongful death” presumably
means the consumer

No

Idaho: Idaho Code xx 39-8701— 39-8706
(2004)

Natural person, any other person which includes:
any individual, partnership, corporation, firm,
association, governmental subdivision or agency,
public or private organization or other legal entity

Lawsuit by any governmental subdivision or agency,
public organization or other legal entity

Illinois: 745 ILCS xx43/1— 43/20) (2004) “Person” which means an individual, corporation,
company, association, firm, partnership, society,
joint stock company, or any other entity, including
any governmental entity

Lawsuit by any governmental entity

Indiana: Burns Ind. Code Ann. xx 34-30-23-0.1—
34-30-23-3 (2006)

Not specified Unclear

Kansas: K.S.A. x 60-4801 (2005) By or on behalf of a natural person, as well as any
other claim lawfully asserted by or on behalf of
such person

Unclear

Kentucky: KRS xx 411.600— 411.640 (2005) By or on behalf of a natural person, as well as any
derivative or other claim arising therefrom asserted
by or on behalf of any other person

Unclear

Louisiana: La. R.S. x 9:2799.6 (2003) “Personal injury or wrongful death” presumably
means the consumer

No

Maine: 14 M.R.S. x 170 (2005) “Personal injury or death” presumably means the
consumer

No

Michigan: MCLS x 600.2974 (2004) “Personal injury or death” presumably means the
consumer. A political subdivision of this state shall
not file, prosecute, or join, on its own behalf or on
behalf of its citizens or another class of persons, a

Lawsuit by a “political subdivision” which is defined to
include a county, city, township, or village.

(continued on next page)
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Table 3. State Commonsense Consumption Acts and Preemption of Government-Initiated Litigation and Related Laws (continued)

State (year enacted) Preempts specific plaintiffs Government action preempted

civil action described in this section for damages or
other remedy against a person. “Person”means an
individual, partnership, corporation, association, or
other legal entity.

Missouri: x 537.595 R.S.Mo. (2004) Natural person, any other person which includes:
any individual, corporation, company, association,
firm, partnership, society, joint-stock company, or
any other entity, including any governmental entity
or private attorney generala

Lawsuit by any governmental entity

North Carolina: N.C. Gen. Stat. xx 99E-45— 99E-
49 (2013)

Natural person, individual, corporation, company,
association, firm, partnership, society, joint-stock
company, or any other entity, including any
governmental entity or private attorney generala

Lawsuit by any governmental entity

North Dakota: N.D. Cent. Code, xx 19-23-01—
19-23-03 (2005)

Not specified, includes “any claim” Unclear
Additionally preempts state and local laws that would
create such a cause of action by stating that the food
businesses “may not be subject to civil liability arising
under any state statute, rule, public policy, court or
administrative decision, municipal ordinance, or other
action having the effect of law.”

Ohio: ORC Ann. 2305.36 (2005) Not specified Unclear

Oklahoma: 76 Okl. St. xx 38—40 (2013) Natural person, any other individual, corporation,
company, association, firm, partnership, society,
joint-stock company, or any other entity, including
any governmental entity or governmental officer, or
private attorneya

Lawsuits by any governmental entity or governmental
officer. Also, preempts laws that would create a cause of
action by stating that liability shall not arise under “any
law of this state.”

Oregon: ORS x 30.961; ORS x 174.100 (2005) “Person,” which includes individuals, corporations,
associations, firms, partnerships, limited liability
companies and joint stock companies.

No

South Dakota: S.D. Codified Laws xx 21-61-2—
21-61-4 (2004)

Not specified, includes “any case” Unclear

Tennessee: Tenn. Code Ann. x 29-34-205 (2004) Natural person, any other person, any individual,
corporation, company, association, firm,
partnership, society, joint stock company, or any
other entity, including any governmental entity or
private attorney generala

Lawsuits by any governmental entity

Texas: Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code Ann. xx
138.001—138.004 (2005)

Person other than the individual on whose weight
gain, obesity, or health condition the action is
based; and any individual or any representative,
spouse, parent, child, or other relative of any
individual. Not specified but presumably also
preempts the individual whose weight gain,
obesity, or health condition the action is based.

No and explicitly does not limit normal AG consumer
protection actions. But does preempts laws that would
create a cause of action by stating that liability shall not
arise under “any law of this state.”

(continued on next page )

Pom
eranz

etal/A
m

JPrev
M
ed

2019;56(1):47−
57

53

January
2019



Ta
bl
e
3
.
S
ta
te

C
om

m
on

se
ns
e
C
on

su
m
pt
io
n
Ac
ts
an

d
P
re
em

pt
io
n
of

G
ov
er
nm

en
t-
In
iti
at
ed

Li
tig

at
io
n
an

d
R
el
at
ed

La
w
s
(c
on

tin
u
ed

)

S
ta
te

(y
ea

r
en

ac
te
d)

P
re
em

pt
s
sp
ec

ifi
c
pl
ai
nt
if
fs

G
ov
er
nm

en
t
ac

ti
on

pr
ee

m
pt
ed

U
ta
h:

U
ta
h
C
od

e
An

n.
xx

7
8
B
-4
-3
0
1
—
7
8
B
-4
-3
0
6

(2
0
0
4
)

B
y
or

on
be

ha
lf
of

a
na

tu
ra
lp

er
so
n,

as
w
el
la
s
an

y
de

ri
va
tiv
e
cl
ai
m

ar
is
in
g
fr
om

it,
an

d
as
se
rt
ed

by
or

on
be

ha
lf
of

an
y
ot
he

r
pe

rs
on

.

U
nc
le
ar

Ad
di
tio

na
lly

pr
ee

m
pt
s
st
at
e
an

d
lo
ca
ll
aw

s
th
at

w
ou

ld
cr
ea

te
su
ch

a
ca
us
e
of

ac
tio

n
by

st
at
in
g
th
at

th
e
fo
od

bu
si
ne

ss
es

“m
ay

no
t
be

su
bj
ec
tt
o
ci
vi
ll
ia
bi
lit
y
ar
is
in
g

un
de

r
an

y
st
at
e
st
at
ut
e,
ru
le
,p

ub
lic

po
lic
y,
co
ur
to

r
ad

m
in
is
tr
at
iv
e
de

ci
si
on

,m
un

ic
ip
al
or
di
na

nc
e,

or
ot
he

r
ac
tio

n
ha

vi
ng

th
e
ef
fe
ct
of

la
w
.”

W
as
hi
ng

to
n:

R
ev
.C

od
e
W
as
h.

(A
R
C
W
)x

7.
7
2
.0
7
0

(2
0
0
4
)

P
ri
va
te

pa
rt
y

N
o

W
is
co
ns
in
:W

is
.S

ta
t.
x8

9
5
.5
0
6
(2
0
0
5
)

N
ot

sp
ec
ifi
ed

U
nc
le
ar

W
yo
m
in
g:
W
yo
.S

ta
t.
xx

1
1
-4
7
-1
0
1
—

1
1
-4
7
-1
0
1

(2
0
0
5
)

“T
he

in
di
vi
du

al
”
co
ul
d
in
di
ca
te

th
e
co
ns
um

er
on

ly
bu

t
un

cl
ea

r
U
nc
le
ar

a
Pr
iv
at
e
at
to
rn
ey

ge
ne

ra
lr
ef
er
s
to
th
e
la
w
in
so
m
e
st
at
es

th
at
al
lo
w
s
pr
iv
at
e
pe
rs
on
s
to
in
iti
at
e
a
la
w
su
it
ba
se
d
on

a
cl
ai
m
of
ha
rm

to
th
e
po
pu

la
tio
n—

in
es
se
nc
e
ac
tin
g
as

a
“p
riv
at
e
at
to
rn
ey

ge
ne
ra
l.”

AG
,a
tto

rn
ey

ge
ne
ra
l.

54 Pomeranz et al / Am J Prev Med 2019;56(1):47−57
nutrition labeling), and policies aimed at addressing
health disparities (e.g., presumably policies on “food-
based health disparities”). Some preemptive laws include
clear definitions of which policies are preempted,
whereas others are vague, making it difficult for local
governments to know exactly what is preempted in those
states. Moreover, these states did not simultaneously use
their powers to address these issues at the state level;
rather, they withdrew local control over topics typically
within the purview of political subdivisions.
In some cases, states passed preemption in response to

local innovation or policy proposals, whereas others pre-
empted consideration of policies enacted nationally but
not expressly being considered within the state, as in the
case of Michigan’s and Arizona’s laws preempting taxes.27

State preemption of local food and beverage taxes is quite
new but seems to be increasing. Several bills to preempt
SSB taxes are pending around the country and, after data
collection for this study concluded, California state legisla-
tors, on June 25, 2018, amended a budget bill originally
introduced in January 2018, to preempt local govern-
ments from adopting any new SSB tax for the next
12 years. Within 4 days, this bill passed through both
houses and was signed by the governor on June 28,
2018.28 The swiftness from introduction to passage in
both Michigan and California left little opportunity for
stakeholders to organize in opposition to preemption.
This study also provides new information on the

26 state laws that preempt litigation based on claims that
long-term food consumption is associated with diet-
related disease, including ten that explicitly preempt
government-initiated litigation. Although litigation pre-
emption in this domain seems to have plateaued (there
were no bills on the topic after 2013), these laws high-
light the two-pronged approach the food industry and
its supporters have taken to preempt public health-
related efforts and gain protection from the govern-
ment.16,17,29 (Similarly, the firearms industry successfully
supported passage of laws preempting legislation and lit-
igation nationally.30) Preemption of litigation can have
far-reaching consequences for public health. Litigation
that progresses through the discovery phase can produce
documents that expose industry practices, which in turn
can support increased regulation of harm-causing prod-
ucts.31 Moreover, although lawsuits brought by private
individuals may produce various outcomes, litigation by
state attorneys general has successfully led to industry
behavior changes in the context of food, tobacco, and
other products.32 Yet ten states specifically preempt
claims by the government, including nine that preempt
the state attorneys general from bringing such an action.
State legislatures’ explicit stripping away of state attorney
general authority may be one reason state attorneys
www.ajpmonline.org



Figure 1. State preemption of local food and nutrition policies and litigation (Commonsense Consumption Acts).
aPreempts nonelected bodies of local governments only.
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general have not acted in the context of food to the
extent legally feasible.32

Once a preemptive law is passed, there is little
recourse to challenge such laws in court. For this reason,
food policy stakeholders need additional methods to
combat and prevent preemption. Previous research
found that monitoring preemption, engaging grassroots
movements, unifying allies around preemption, and
using media advocacy can be useful tools to combat pre-
emption.33−36 Anti-preemption activity should occur
concurrently with food policy advocacy, education, and
promotion. Therefore, before preemption is introduced
in a state, stakeholders should monitor bills throughout
the legislative process and form relationships with offi-
cials in state legislatures to help identify preemptive bills
and amendments early. In addition, stakeholders should
continuously engage grassroots activists and traditional
and nontraditional allies and partners to create a unified
front against preemption across issue areas. Media advo-
cacy can be used to educate community members about
the negative aspects of preemption, such as removing
the ability of local governments to protect community
members’ health and safety, industries’ desire to avoid
regulations, and exposing secrecy behind preemptive
bills, including the use of front groups or preemptive
language added late in the legislative process. For exam-
ple, the American Heart Association issued a press
release calling the June 2018 California SSB tax preemp-
tion law “a last-minute, backroom deal negotiated and
January 2019
written in secret by beverage industry lobbyists and
their allies.”37

In order to prevent preemption, stakeholders at the fed-
eral and state level can advocate for laws to be written in a
way to advance public health interests by enacting mini-
mum standards (also called “floor preemption”) and includ-
ing a savings clause. A savings clause is an explicit statement
in the law that allows lower levels of government to enact
stronger protections. Because a savings clause is explicit, it
leaves no question that the legislature intended to allow
lower levels of governments to enact additional protective
laws, which can help guard against lawsuits challenging
their authority.38 One example of a savings clause at the fed-
eral level is the National School Lunch Program, which
contains minimum nutrition requirements for federal
reimbursement for school lunches, but includes a savings
clause, allowing state and local education agencies to
implement stricter nutritional requirements than the
federal law.39

Preemption threats are still evolving. New efforts
include attempts to weaken substantive public health
protections after preemption is enacted. For example,
the U.S. House of Representatives passed the Common
Sense Nutrition Disclosure Act in February 2018 to try
to amend and weaken the federal menu labeling law,
enacted in 2010 with broad preemption.40 Another tactic
is “blanket” preemption of all local control without refer-
ence to a specific issue.41 This type of preemption could
appear in a law that is unrelated to food and beverage
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policies. Two additional extreme methods to preempt
local control include the punitive withholding of state
revenues from locales deemed to have enacted a law pre-
empted by the state42 and amending the state constitu-
tion to make it more difficult for local governments to
levy a tax.43 Both of these fiscal measures could destroy
the ability of local governments to conduct routine activ-
ities, such as providing police, fire, and public health
protections.44 Moreover, although not preemption per
se, some state legislators are seeking to amend the ballot
initiative process to make it more difficult for citizens to
place any issue on the ballot, including local ballot meas-
ures—the mechanism by which several communities
passed SSB taxes.45

Limitations
This study is the first to track state preemption of local
food and nutrition policy efforts and provide a broader
context for preemption efforts nationally by including liti-
gation preemption and specifically identifying preemption
of government-initiated lawsuits. Limitations of this study
include that it might not have captured all laws that pre-
empt relevant policies or litigation. Additionally, although
legal recourse to challenge state preemption is available in
only a small number of cases, there are circumstances in
which a legal challenge can be successful,24 so it is impor-
tant that stakeholders consult attorneys familiar with their
state’s constitution and statutes.
CONCLUSIONS

State legislatures are increasingly using the legal mechanism
of preemption to block local control and innovation over
food policy issues. Yet, local governments are often in the
best position to enact food and nutrition policies and espe-
cially those that address such fundamental concerns for
public health as health disparities, healthy food access, food
prices, and nutrition information. Therefore, states should
avoid using preemption to hinder public health progress.
Preemption of food policies is part of a broader effort to
reduce government regulation of the food industry, includ-
ing preemption of litigation. Preemption is thus one of the
most important policy topics for public health and should
be central to all food policy discussions and advocacy
efforts. A concerted effort to fight preemption alongside
food policy advocacy is necessary to change the culture of
preemption in each state across the country.
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