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HEARING TO REVIEW U.S. AGRICULTURAL
SALES TO CUBA

THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 1:45 p.m., in Room
1300, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Collin C. Peterson
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Members present: Representatives Peterson, Holden, Boswell,
Baca, Costa, Halvorson, Dahlkemper, Bright, Schauer, Boccieri,
Murphy, Pomeroy, Minnick, Lucas, Goodlatte, Moran, Johnson,
King, Neugebauer, Conaway, Smith, Roe, Luetkemeyer, Thompson,
and Cassidy.

Staff present: Aleta Botts, Tyler Jameson, John Konya, Clark
Ogilvie, April Slayton, Debbie Smith, James Ryder, Mike Dunlap,
Tamara Hinton, Kevin Kramp, Josh Mathis, Nicole Scott, and
Sangina Wright.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

The CHAIRMAN. Good afternoon and welcome to today’s hearing.

Right now, Cuba relies heavily on imported food to feed its peo-
ple; and the United States provides about 30 percent of the food
Cuba imports. Given our geographic location close to Cuba and
high-quality, well-priced commodities, the U.S. International Trade
Commission estimates that the United States could provide as
much as %2 to %5 of the food and agricultural imports if current
trade restrictions were lifted. These restrictions are limiting a very
promising market for U.S. agriculture producers. To that end, I
have introduced legislation H.R. 4645, along with Congressman
Moran and other Republicans and Democratics, including Members
of this Committee, to expand U.S. agriculture exports to Cuba.

The bill we have introduced would eliminate the requirement
that our farmers have to go through a third country bank to do
business in Cuba, and would place agriculture exports to Cuba on
the same terms for cash payment as other countries, requiring pay-
ment when the shipment changes hands, as opposed to what it is
now.

It will also make it easier for U.S. citizens to travel to Cuba, al-
lowing American agriculture producers to more easily conduct busi-
ness with Cuba and boosting demand for U.S. products in Cuba at
the same time.

o))
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However, it should be very clear that this bill will not end the
U.S. embargo on Cuba, and will not allow U.S. banks to extend
credit to Cuba. It will simply allow U.S. agriculture exporters to
offer their products for sale in Cuba in the same way that they do
for business with all of our other trading partners.

American agriculture is eager to increase exports and grow this
important sector of the U.S. economy. That is why many diverse
agriculture groups have already voiced support for this bill, includ-
ing the American Farm Bureau, The National Farmers Union, the
National Milk Producers, the National Chicken Council, the Na-
tional Corn Growers, the National Wheat Growers, USA Rice Fed-
eration, U.S. Rice Producers, American Soybean Association, Amer-
ican Cotton Shippers, National Council of Farmer Cooperatives,
and U.S. Apple Association, and others.

Before we begin, I think it is important to clarify one other thing
right now. I do not think any of the Members here, or any of the
witnesses at this table today, are supporters of the Castro regime.
None of us support the Cuban Government’s detainment of political
prisoners. However, these policies we have in place today have
done nothing to remove the regime or to improve the situation for
political prisoners.

I have here and am entering into the record without objection
letters from the Human Rights Watch and Conference of Catholic
Bishops that support this legislation that I have introduced be-
caus? they recognize the restrictions in place are failing the Cuban
people.

[The documents referred to are located on p. 71.]

The CHAIRMAN. America’s current policies have failed to achieve
their stated goal; and, instead, they have hand-delivered an export
market in our own backyard to the Brazilians, the Europeans, and
other competitors around the world. It is time we ask ourselves
why we have in place policies that simply do not work and only
harm U.S. interests.

So, again, I want to thank all the witnesses for joining us today,
and thank the Members for their interest in this important issue.
I look forward to the witnesses’ testimony

[The prepared statement of Mr. Peterson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. COLLIN C. PETERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA

Good morning and welcome to today’s hearing of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee. Right now, Cuba relies heavily on imported food to feed its people, and the
United States provides about 30 percent of the food Cuba imports. However, given
our geographic location close to Cuba and high quality, well-priced commodities, the
U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that the United States could pro-
vide as much as % to %3 of Cuba’s food and agriculture imports if current trade
restrictions were lifted. These restrictions are limiting a very promising market for
U.S. agriculture producers.

To that end, I have introduced legislation, H.R. 4645, along with Congressman
Moran and other Republicans and Democratics, including many Members of this
Committee, to expand U.S. agricultural exports to Cuba.

The bill we have introduced would eliminate the requirement that our farmers
have to go through a third country bank to do business in Cuba, and would place
agricultural exports to Cuba on the same terms for cash payment as other countries,
requiring payment when the shipment changes hands. It would also make it easier
for U.S. citizens to travel to Cuba, allowing American agricultural producers to more
easily conduct business with Cuba and boosting demand for U.S. products in Cuba.
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However, it should be very clear that this bill will NOT end the U.S. embargo on
Cuba and will not allow U.S. banks to extend credit to Cuba. It will simply allow
U.S. agriculture exporters to offer their products for sale to Cuba in the same way
they do business with all of our other trading partners.

American agriculture is eager to increase exports and grow this important sector
of the U.S. economy. That is why many diverse agriculture groups have already
voiced support for H.R. 4645, including the American Farm Bureau Federation, Na-
tional Farmers Union, National Milk Producers Federation, National Chicken Coun-
cil, National Corn Growers Association, National Association of Wheat Growers,
USA Rice Federation, U.S. Rice Producers Association, American Soybean Associa-
tion, American Cotton Shippers Association, National Council of Farmer Coopera-
tives, and U.S. Apple Association, among others.

Before we begin, I think it’s important to clarify one other thing right now. I do
not think any of the Members here or any of the witnesses at that table today are
supporters of the Castro regime. None of us support the Cuban Government’s de-
tainment of political prisoners. However, the policies we have in place today have
done nothing to remove the regime or improve the situation for political prisoners.
I have here, and am entering into the record, letters from Human Rights Watch and
the Conference of Catholic Bishops that support the legislation I have introduced,
because they recognize that the restrictions currently in place are failing the Cuban
people. America’s current policies have failed to achieve their stated goal and in-
stead they have hand-delivered an export market in our own backyard to the Brazil-
ians, the Europeans, and our other competitors around the world. It’s time we ask
ourselves why we have in place policies that simply do not work and that only harm
U.S. interests.

I thank our witnesses for joining us today to talk about this important issue, and
I look forward to their testimony.

The CHAIRMAN. I will now recognize the gentleman from Okla-
homa, the Ranking Member, for a statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK D. LUCAS, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM OKLAHOMA

Mr. Lucas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am glad we had an opportunity today to discuss the important
role that exports play in the success of our farmers and ranchers.
I look forward to hearing from a full set of witnesses who represent
producers with agricultural export interests, several of whom are
producers themselves.

Exports are essential to the prosperity of American farmers, and
we should consistently seek greater opportunities for exports. We
have several such opportunities ready and waiting. The three pend-
ing free trade agreements the U.S. signed with Panama, Colombia,
and Korea are worth more than $2.6 billion in new market access
for American agricultural exports. The Korean agreement alone is
the most economically significant agreement negotiated in 16
years.

Ulnfortunately, these agreements are being delayed unneces-
sarily.

The Obama Administration has in recent weeks passed up three
key opportunities to lay out a clear path for expanding U.S. agri-
cultural exports. Neither the President’s budget proposal, his ex-
port initiative, nor this year’s trade policy agenda places an empha-
sis on finally implementing our pending trade agreements. Instead,
the Administration seems narrowly focused on trade enforcement
and technical assistance to expand trade. These are important ac-
tivities, but they are inadequate when it comes to opening new
markets.

Today, we are here to talk about trade with Cuba. U.S. farmers
are well positioned to supply food and agricultural products, which
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are exempt from the embargo on humanitarian grounds. Since
2001, U.S. agricultural exporters have used licenses to send prod-
ucts to Cuba. Over the past decade, the U.S. share of the Cuban
food market has risen dramatically.

In 2005, some additional changes were made to regulations gov-
erning exports to Cuba; and this Committee is interested in hear-
ing how those changes have been implemented. Of particular con-
cern is the issue of specific and general licenses for exports and
travel, and how these licenses have been administered.

I hope that our witnesses can help us understand how these
issues fit into our overall picture of expanding U.S. exports. I hope
we can shed light on some of a few questions, such as regulations
administered in an equitable and timely manner, are they? What
changes can the Administration make to respond to your concerns?
And what other avenues of exports do you see are a necessary com-
ponent to our U.S. trade policy?

As we discuss these topics today, it is important to understand
that our priorities should be finding a way to increase agricultural
exports to help meet the food needs of the Cuban people without
supporting Cuba’s current oppressive government.

I thank the Chairman for this hearing, and I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lucas follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK D. LUCAS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM OKLAHOMA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am glad we have an opportunity today to discuss the important role that exports
play in the success of our farmers and ranchers. I look forward to hearing from a
full set of witnesses who represent producers with agricultural export interests, sev-
eral of whom are producers themselves.

Exports are essential to the prosperity of American farmers, and we should con-
sistently seek greater opportunities for exports. We have several such opportunities
ready and waiting. The three pending free trade agreements the U.S. signed with
Panama, Colombia, and Korea are worth more than $2.6 billion in new market ac-
cess for American agricultural exports. The Korean agreement alone is the most eco-
nomically significant agreement negotiated in 16 years. Unfortunately these agree-
ments are being delayed unnecessarily.

The Obama Administration has in recent weeks passed up three key opportunities
to lay out a clear path for expanding U.S. agricultural exports. Neither the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal, his export initiative, nor this year’s trade policy agenda
places an emphasis on finally implementing our pending trade agreements. Instead,
the Administration seems narrowly focused on trade enforcement and technical as-
sistance to expand trade. These are important activities, but theyre inadequate
when it comes to opening new markets.

Today, we are here to talk about trade with Cuba. U.S. farmers are well posi-
tioned to supply food and agricultural products, which are exempt from the embargo
on humanitarian grounds. Since 2001, U.S. agricultural exporters have used licenses
to send products to Cuba. Over the past decade, the U.S. share of the Cuban food
market has risen dramatically.

In 2005, some additional changes were made to regulations governing exports to
Cuba, and this Committee is interested in hearing how those changes have been im-
plemented. Of particular concern is the issue of specific or general licenses for ex-
ports and travel, and how those licenses have been administered.

I hope that our witnesses can help us understand how these issues fit into their
overall picture of expanding U.S. exports. I hope they can shed some light on a few
questions, such as are regulations administered in an equitable and timely manner?
What changes can the Administration make to respond to your concerns? What
other avenues for exports do you see are a necessary component to our trade policy?

As we discuss these topics today, it’s important to understand that our priority
should be finding a way to increase agriculture exports to help meet the food needs
of the Cuban people without supporting Cuba’s oppressive government.
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman.

All the Members will be able to put a statement into the record
if they so wish.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cuellar follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY CUELLAR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM TEXAS

Thank you Chairman Peterson and Ranking Member Lucas for holding today’s
hearing of the House Committee on Agriculture to review United States agricultural
sales to Cuba. I look forward to our hearings on this issue, as I believe there are
both strong positives and negatives to changes to our current policy.

When reviewing changes to our current relationship with Cuba, I must first and
foremost represent my Congressional District and constituents. I understand the
strong views that Cuba policy elicits, and I hope our hearings will serve to answer
many questions about the short and long term implications this may lead to.

American agricultural producers are the best in the world. They have every abil-
ity to compete and succeed in any marketplace, and I do believe that expanding
markets for them during some of the toughest economic times in our lifetimes will
help lessen the impact of our current recession. That is why I have supported in
the past increased access and trade globally. In fact, this Congress I created the
Pro-Trade caucus. Let there be no doubt—trade creates jobs for American workers.

However, let us not be blind to the negatives of this legislation. Cuba is a com-
munist country with a Dictator. There is no debating that. The United States has
made a near 50 year commitment to ending the communist rule that lives only 90
miles off our border. We must carefully consider if now is the time—or if changing
the policy now puts our last 50 years to waste.

Finally, we must try to ensure that by expanding trade into Cuba, we don’t only
generate revenue for the Cuban Government, but also improve the quality of life
for 11 million Cuban citizens.

I have approached this issue with an open mind, and I will continue to learn of
the impact this legislation will have in its current form. I look forward to a sub-
stantive and productive debate with my colleagues on the Committee on Agri-
culture, as I know many of them share my concerns.

Again, I thank the Chairman and the Ranking Member for holding these hear-
ings. I understand the emotions that any discussion of Cuba can bring out. I look
forward to the testimony today, and our continued work on this Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. We welcome our first panel, the Presidents of our
two major general farm organizations, Mr. Bob Stallman, the Presi-
dent of the American Farm Bureau, and Mr. Robert Johnson, the
President of the National Farmers Union.

So, gentlemen, we appreciate you being here with us today; and
I guess, Mr. Stallman, you are up first. Welcome to the Committee.

STATEMENT OF BOB STALLMAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION; RICE AND CATTLE PRODUCER,
COLUMBUS, TX

Mr. STALLMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Lucas, Members of the Committee.

I am Bob Stallman, President of the American Farm Bureau
Federation and a rice and cattle producer from Columbus, Texas;
and I certainly appreciate this invitation to share our views on U.S.
agricultural exports to Cuba.

The American Farm Bureau Federation supports H.R. 4645. We
appreciate the leadership of the Chairman and Representative
Moran for sponsoring this legislation, and the efforts of other
House Members who worked together to develop this bill.

H.R. 4645 will increase agricultural exports and supply food to
the Cuban people. U.S. agricultural exports to Cuba do reach the
Cuban people and are not solely placed in hard currency super-
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markets. Cuba’s agricultural production is not able to meet the food
demands of the nation, so they must import agricultural goods. If
not, many Cuban citizens would go hungry.

On the average, the United States has exported $320 million in
U.S. product per year since 2000. We have exported a variety of
products, including corn, wheat, soybeans, rice, poultry, dairy prod-
ucts, pork, live cattle, dried beans and peas, and fresh and dried
fruits, including apples, grapes, and pears.

The International Trade Commission has reported that the value
of agricultural imports by Cuba has more than tripled since 2000,
but those sales values have fluctuated. Our submitted statement
includes U.S. commodity export numbers. Given that my colleagues
representing those commodity groups will be testifying, I will focus
my comments on the legislation and its importance.

The major factor contributing to sales fluctuations is that the
U.S. is not viewed by Cuba as a reliable supplier due to our sales
restrictions, and the ability of the U.S. Government to alter those
restrictions on a whim. The United States should be the preferred
supplier in Cuba, given our competitive prices, high-quality prod-
ucts and lower delivery costs due to the proximity of our countries.
Instead, we have opened the door to countries like the European
Union, Brazil, Canada, Vietnam, while hindering ourselves. Our
competitive disadvantage in the market is not a result of partner-
imposed trade reasons, but, rather, our own government-imposed
restrictions.

What we are asking for from Congress is to give U.S. farmers the
competitive advantage in Cuba that they should rightly have, and
the opportunity to increase U.S. agricultural exports. The provi-
sions of H.R. 4645 include returning the so-called payment of cash
in advance rule to normal commercial terms, as intended by Con-
gress. The Office of Foreign Assets Control rule change in 2005 ne-
gated the original intent of Congress, created a special case that
only applies to Cuba, thus increasing the cost of purchasing our
products and negatively impacting our sales. The current definition
does nothing to protect U.S. exporters, but was put in place to at-
tempt to hinder U.S. exports.

The additional dollars that Cuba now has to spend to purchase
U.S. product does not go to the U.S. farmer, but, rather, the foreign
bank carrying out the transaction. Payment of cash in advance was
the method of doing business with Cuba prior to the change, and
those who used this method previously are supportive of returning
to what Congress originally intended.

The legislation would also eliminate the requirement that Cuba
wire any payment for U.S. goods through a third country bank.
This process comes with a high fee, again increasing the cost of
purchasing agricultural goods from the United States. While U.S.
telecommunications companies are authorized to receive payments
directly from their Cuban counterparts, U.S. agriculture is singled
out for this expensive, unnecessary, and discriminatory require-
ment.

The opposition has tried to argue against this bill based on
Cuba’s creditworthiness and the risk to U.S. suppliers. This bill
does not allow credit or are we asking for credit. This bill would
still require Cuba to pay for U.S. purchases in cash. The issue of
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credit and Cuba’s ability to pay does not apply to what is being
proposed.

Finally, H.R. 4645 would lift the U.S. travel ban. Lifting the
travel restrictions on U.S. citizens will have a direct impact on U.S.
agricultural sales. Increased travel to Cuba by U.S. citizens will
boost food demand in the country, and coupled with these other re-
forms U.S. industry would expect to meet the increased food needs.
Remember, Cuba does not have the capacity to fully meet its own
food needs.

This need also brings with it the opportunity to sell Cuba higher
valued products, increasing the overall value of our exports to the
country. Given that Cuba would still be required to purchase prod-
uct from the U.S. with cash, those dollars received from U.S. visi-
tors would be spent to meet those additional food needs.

Travel will also have a positive impact on the Cuban people and
their food consumption. U.S. citizens traveling to Cuba will use dol-
lars, and some of those dollars will flow back to the Cuban people.
This will increase the income of the Cuban people, allowing them
to purchase products they previously could not.

U.S. agriculture’s goal is to make the United States the number
one supplier in agricultural products to Cuba. In order to achieve
this goal, Cuba must view the United States as its preferred sup-
plier. Eliminating these restrictions will decrease the advantage
the United States has given our competitors and restore the advan-
tage to U.S. farmers.

U.S. agriculture is not requesting the embargo be lifted, but rath-
er for Congress to take the small step of lifting key restrictions
that will increase U.S. agriculture’s competitiveness in the market.
We urge Members of this Committee and this House to cosponsor
and support H.R. 4645.

Thank you, and I look forward to the opportunity to answer
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Stallman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BOB STALLMAN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU
FEDERATION; RICE AND CATTLE PRODUCER, COLUMBUS, TX

My name is Bob Stallman. I am President of the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion and a rice and cattle producer from Columbus, Texas. I appreciate the invita-
tion to share Farm Bureau’s views on U.S. agricultural exports to Cuba. Farm Bu-
reau is the nation’s largest general farm organization, with more than six million
member families, representing producers of every commodity from every state as
well as Puerto Rico.

While the United States has only been exporting U.S. agricultural products to
Cuba for just over 10 years, we have seen the promise the market holds. Unfortu-
nately, because of restrictions on U.S. exports to Cuba, U.S. farmers have not been
able to benefit from the full potential of the market.

Because of the market potential, the American Farm Bureau Federation has been
an advocate for easing restrictions on exports to Cuba and is a supporter of H.R.
4645, The Travel Reform and Export Enhancement Act. We appreciate the leader-
ship of Chairman Collin Peterson and Rep. Jerry Moran for drafting this legislation,
and the efforts of other House Members who worked together to develop this bill.
This legislation will eliminate costly obstacles for American farmers interested in
exporting to Cuba and will expand the potential for increase food consumption pro-
viding an even greater opportunity to export U.S. products to the market.

H.R. 4645 will increase agricultural exports and supply food to the Cuban people.
U.S. agricultural exports to Cuba do reach the Cuban people and are not solely
placed in hard-currency supermarkets. Cuba’s agricultural production does not meet
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the food demands of the nation so they must import agricultural goods, if not many
Cuban citizens would go hungry.

The Cuban Market

U.S. agriculture has seen significant growth and experienced significant setbacks
since being allowed to trade with Cuba in 2000. We have seen our sales increase
and decline over the years, but on average the United States has exported roughly
$320 million in U.S. product per year since 2000. The factors that have contributed
to these fluctuations can be attributed to U.S. regulation changes, cost of doing busi-
ness with the United States, commodity prices, transportation cost, etc., but the
major factor is that the United States is not viewed by Cuba as a reliable supplier
due to our sales restrictions and the ability of the U.S. Government to alter those
restrictions at a whim.

The United States has exported a variety of commodities to Cuba. Of those com-
modities grain and feed has consistently been the top export group with sales of
$369 million making up more than half of our total exports in 2008. With an 81
percent increase from 2007 to 2008, corn and wheat have been the largest bene-
ficiaries of these sales. Rice on the other hand had seen major growth until 2006
when exports reached a high of $39 million; since then rice sales have been on a
sharp decline resulting in no rice sales in 2009.

Oilseeds are the second largest group of exports to Cuba. The majority of what
Cuba is importing from the United States in this group consists mainly of soybeans
and soybean products. Of these products the United States exported $135 million
in 2008 and has seen a growth of 119 percent since Cuba began purchasing these
products in 2002.

Since 2001 Cuba has been an importer of U.S. meats and dairy products. A major-
ity of these sales have come from poultry purchases by Cuba. U.S. poultry sales
showed nearly 80 percent growth in 2008 from 2007, with sales reaching a high of
$139 million. U.S. dairy sales have been less regular with dramatic sales increases
and decreases. In 2008, the United States exported more than $15 million in dairy
products but those sales were a little more than half of what we exported during
our top year, 2005 ($30 million).

While the above mentioned products represent our largest exports, the United
States also exports products like pork, live cattle, dried beans and peas, fresh and
dry fruits including apples, grapes and pears. U.S. agriculture sales to Cuba expo-
nentially increased until around 2005; however, after 2005 sales dropped as Cuba
increasingly turned to our competitors to fill its needs. This shift in purchases was
a result of the increasingly complex sale requirements, which caused Cuba to view
the United States as an unreliable supplier. The Foreign Agriculture Service,
United States Department of Agriculture, trade data comparing the export informa-
tion for 2009 compared to the same period in 2008 shows our exports dropped by
23 percent.

According to the U.S. International Trade Commission (ITC) report, “U.S. Agricul-
tural Sales to Cuba: Certain Economic Effects of U.S. Restrictions,” Cuba’s value of
agricultural imports more than tripled from approximately $500 million in 2000 to
more than $1.8 billion in 2008. There is much more opportunity to expand the U.S.
market share. The United States should be the preferred supplier in Cuba given our
competitive prices, high-quality products and lower delivery cost due to proximity
of our countries. Instead, we have opened the door to countries like the European
Union, Brazil, Canada and Vietnam while hindering ourselves. At this point our
competitive disadvantage in the market is not a result of the usual trade reasons,
tariffs, partner-imposed sanitary and phytosanitary measures or other non-tariff
barriers, but rather our own government-imposed restrictions.

Making U.S. Agriculture Competitive in the Cuban Market

The American Farm Bureau is not currently advocating fully lifting the embargo,
but we believe now is the time for Congress to take action to ease some of the cur-
rent restrictions. President Obama early last year took action to eliminate the re-
strictions placed on Cuban American travel and remittances, as well as restrictions
allowing U.S. telecommunication companies to do business in Cuba. Steps have also
been taken by the Administration and some within Congress to engage with Cuba.
This Congress passed a 1 year measure to ease restrictions on “cash payment in ad-
vance,” and a measure to allow travel to Cuba for agricultural sales to be done on
a general license, which is currently being implemented.

What we are asking for from Congress and the Administration is to give U.S.
farmers the competitive advantage in Cuba that they should rightly have and the
opportunity to increase U.S. agricultural exports. We believe the way to make that
happen is to return “payment of cash in advance” to the commercial terms as in-
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tended by Congress, eliminate the need to go through third country banks, issue
visas for Cuban agriculture inspectors and eliminating all travel restrictions on U.S.
citizen travel to Cuba.

The Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) re-defining “payment of cash in ad-
vance” negated what was the original intent of Congress, ignored the commercial
definition to create a special definition that only applies to Cuba, increased the cost
of purchasing our products and negatively impact our sales. The current definition
does nothing to protect U.S. exporters but was put in place in an attempt to hinder
U.S. exports. “Payment of cash in advance” was the method of doing business with
Cuba prior to the change, and those who used this method previously are supportive
of returning to what Congress had intended.

The opposition has tried to argue against this bill based on Cuba’s credit worthi-
ness and the risk to U.S. suppliers. This bill does not allow credit nor are we asking
for credit. This bill would still require Cuba to pay for U.S. purchases in cash. The
issue of credit and Cuba’s ability to pay does not apply to what is proposed.

U.S. citizen travel to Cuba will create a new demand for food in the market, in-
creasing the opportunity to sell U.S. agricultural product. To meet the demand Cuba
will have to import more food. Cuba does not have sufficient agricultural production
to meet its own consumption. Travel will also have a positive impact on the Cuban
people and their food consumption habits. U.S. citizens traveling to Cuba will use
dollars and many of those dollars will flow back to the Cuban people. This will in-
crease the income of the Cuban people allowing them to purchase higher valued food
products they previously could not afford.

Payment of Cash in Advance

On Feb. 22, 2005, the OFAC issued a regulation narrowing the application of the
term “payment of cash in advance” for sales to Cuba. Under the new OFAC defini-
tion, cash payments for U.S. agricultural goods sold to Cuba are restricted to pay-
ments received prior to shipment of the goods from U.S. ports. This restriction is
contrary to the Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act of 2000 (Ex-
port Enhancement Act), which allows for the shipment of agricultural goods under
a broader interpretation of “payment of cash in advance” terms, consistent with
practices successfully used by U.S. exporters.

Most contracts made with the Cuban Government for the purchase of U.S. agri-
cultural products have used “payment of cash in advance” as the method of pay-
ment. Under its original interpretation, U.S. agricultural products could be shipped
to Cuba but all certificates, title and ownership of the goods would only be trans-
ferred once payment was received from Cuba. Contracts now being made with Cuba
are done under letters of credit from third party banks. These letters of credit have
increased the cost of doing business with the United States which translates into
a higher price for our commodities. The additional dollars Cuba spends for these
transactions do not go to the U.S. farmer but rather the foreign bank carrying out
the transaction.

Third Country Banks

Currently, Cuba must wire payments for U.S. goods through a third country bank
in order for U.S. banks to receive the cash for the U.S. product to be delivered. This
process comes with a high fee for handling the transaction, increasing the cost of
purchasing agricultural goods from the United States. Having to go through a third
country bank puts U.S. products at a disadvantage to those of our competitors.
While U.S. telecommunications companies are authorized to receive payments di-
rectly from their Cuban counterparts, U.S. agriculture is singled out by law for the
expensive, unnecessary and discriminatory requirement that payments must flow
through foreign banks.

Removal of the Travel Ban

Lifting the travel restrictions on U.S. citizens will have a direct impact on U.S.
agricultural sales. Increased travel to Cuba by U.S. citizens will boost food demand
in the country and, coupled with other reforms, U.S. industry would expect to meet
the increased food needs. The ITC study mentioned previously in this statement
concurs that visitors would boost the demand for imported agricultural products.
U.S. farmers have the capability to fulfill the demands of the Cuban citizen and the
added demand of the country’s visitors. This new demand also brings with it the
opportunity to sell Cuba higher-valued products, increasing the overall value of our
exports to the country.

Increased travel will also bring much needed funds to purchase U.S. commodities.
Given that the United States would not extend credit to Cuba, Cuba would still be
required to purchase product from the U.S. with cash. Those dollars received from
U.S. visitors would be spent to meet those food needs.



10

Denial of U.S. Visas

Cuban travel has been denied by the United States for important meetings for
Cuban officials, like veterinary officials, to confer with U.S. suppliers, inspect facili-
ties, discuss sanitary and phytosanitary issues and verify U.S. procedures and
standards associated with the sale of U.S. food and agricultural exports to Cuba.
Visits of this type are routinely conducted by U.S. officials and U.S. importers in
markets that sell to the United States. It is also customary practice for foreign pur-
chasing agents and government technical teams to travel to the U.S. to meet with
U.S. suppliers and tour facilities. The denial of the visas associated with these com-
mercial visits from Cuban officials has drastically limited the export of some U.S.
products, hindering our trade growth and is contrary to the spirit of the Export En-
hancement Act.

Conclusion

U.S. agriculture’s goal is to make the United States the number one supplier of
food and agricultural product to Cuba. In order to achieve this goal, Cuba must also
view the United States as its preferred supplier. Our competitors do not have the
same obstacles in trading with Cuba we face. Eliminating these restrictions will de-
crease the advantages the United States has given our competitors and restore the
advantage to U.S. farmers. These actions will make it easier for Cuba to purchase
U.S. commodities and most importantly will reduce the cost of purchasing our com-
modities. U.S. agriculture is not requesting the embargo be lifted but rather for
Congress to take the small step of lifting key restrictions that will increase U.S. ag-
riculture’s competitiveness in the market.

We hope that Members of this Committee, and the House, will support Chairman
Peterson’s and Rep. Moran’s Travel Reform and Export Enhancement Act, H.R.
4645. The bill will reverse the restrictions on “payment of cash in advance,” elimi-
nate the third country bank requirement and lift the ban on travel. Passage of this
bill will make agriculture a strong player in the Cuban market and will increase
U.S. agricultural exports.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Stallman, I appreciate that.
Mr. Johnson, welcome to the Committee.

STATEMENT OF ROGER JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
FARMERS UNION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee.

For the record, my name is Roger Johnson. I am President of Na-
tional Farmers Union, and a farmer from North Dakota. I am for-
merly the North Dakota Agriculture Commissioner and in that ca-
pacity I have personally lead eight trade-related missions to Cuba.
So I speak with some firsthand experience.

The National Farmers Union has long supported ending the
Cuban embargo. We think it is simply not achieving the goal that
it was intended to achieve. And so, consequently, we clearly are in
support of the Travel Restriction Reform and Export Enhancement
Act that is before us today. It at least goes in the right direction
by doing the right things. Allowing for direct financial transactions
will allow for significant efficiencies in the marketplace to be real-
ized, allowing for the same sorts of payment requirements that are
afforded to other countries for our exporters, and, of course, allow-
ing U.S. citizens to travel to Cuba.

Since the passage of the 2000 TSRA, U.S. farmers have earned
about $4 billion from sales to the Cubans. They have had an excel-
lent repayment record. I know of no one who has not been paid in
the extensive trips that I have had there and the contacts that I
have made with U.S. suppliers.

Between 2000 and 2006, Cuba’s food and export and ag imports
nearly doubled. We have picked up a significant share of that, as
has already been pointed out. We are very well positioned to supply
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this market. One might argue that we are the best positioned of
any country in the world to supply the Cuban market.

U.S. ag producers have already experienced positive impacts
since the passage of TSRA. Nonetheless, the current policy is tepid
and inconsistent with the policy that this country has towards a
number of other countries in the world; and, frankly, the current
policy which allows for the cash sale of food and medicine to Cuba
is getting a little old.

We need to continue to advance in this current policy. Trade is
based on relationships, and our word means something and rela-
tionships mean something between trading partners. We need to
get beyond where we are at and get beyond the diplomatic slaps
in the face that the 2005 change in policy, already referenced, that
was intended to provide.

The current cash-only sales policy may seem to be in our best in-
terest. However, it is an inefficient system characterized by small
sales, the absence of long-term contracts, unnecessarily high trans-
action costs, and exchange rate losses, all of which hurt our com-
petitiveness. Direct banking transfers, if they were permitted be-
tween the U.S. and Cuba for these products, would also add addi-
tional efficiencies.

Our policy currently is designed to use food as a weapon, and we
would argue that that policy has failed. Just under 50 years ago,
60 percent of Cuba’s food imports came from the U.S. We ought to
get back to that goal.

The International Trade Commission predicts that lifting the ban
on ag products would increase U.S. exports to Cuba to between
$900 million and about $1.2 billion, leading to an increase of some-
where between $v4—$%2 billion annually. We ought to do this. This
bill would get us a long ways down the road towards making that
accomplishment.

That report also pointed out a number of factors that are both
positive and negative with respect to our relationship. They are de-
tailed on page four of my testimony. You can see the three positive
factors that we have deal with our competitive prices and high
quality of products, our lower cost of delivery, and the smaller vol-
umes that, because of our proximity, we are able to move into that
market on a just-in-time basis.

But that report also details eight factors that hinder our ability
to access that market. This bill would go a long ways towards
eliminating a majority of those eight factors.

I realize that there are political factors to consider as well when
lifting the ban on travel to Cuba. As the Chairman stated at the
opening of this hearing, we have never been supportive of military
dictatorships. We do, however, feel this embargo has failed. It is
time to move on, and passing this bill would at least be a signifi-
cant step in the right direction. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Johnson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROGER JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Chairman Peterson, Ranking Member Lucas and Members of the Committee,
thank you for the opportunity to testify about the importance of agricultural trade
with Cuba. My name is Roger Johnson and I am President of the National Farmers
Union (NFU). NFU is a national organization that has represented family farmers
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and ranchers and rural residents for more than 100 years. As a point of reference,
during my career I have personally led eight trade-related missions to Cuba, so I
speak from firsthand experience.

NFU has long supported ending the Cuban embargo and establishing trade rela-
tions with Cuba. For this reason, NFU supports the Travel Restriction Reform and
Export Enhancement Act sponsored by House Agriculture Committee Chairman
Collin C. Peterson, Agriculture Appropriations Chair Rosa L. DeLauro, Representa-
tive Jerry Moran and Representative Jo Ann Emerson.

This bill would allow direct financial transactions for agricultural sales to Cuba;
require agricultural exports to Cuba to meet the same payment requirements as ex-
ports to other countries; and would allow U.S. citizens to travel to Cuba.

Since January 2009, 13 bills have been introduced in Congress to ease restrictions
on travel, financial transactions or agricultural trade with Cuba. Clearly, in this
case, politics is blocking good policy decisions.

Trade with Cuba

Since passage of the 2000 Trade Sanctions and Reform Act (TSRA), U.S. farmers
have earned $4 billion from sales to the Cuban market and Cubans have had an
excellent payment record. However, due to continued arbitrary restrictions on U.S.
agricultural sales driven by Executive Orders rather than Acts of Congress, U.S.
producers have failed to unlock the full market potential in Cuba. Cubans have
begun to shift their purchases of several commodities to other suppliers, such as
Vietnam, Canada, Brazil and the European Union (EU).

Expanding exports and trade are critical to expanding opportunities for U.S. agri-
cultural producers and will allow producers to provide the highest quality food prod-
ucts to people around the world. Cuba relies on imports for most of its food needs.
Between 2000 and 2006, Cuba’s food and agricultural imports nearly doubled. Pas-
sage of such legislation will increase exports, meaning millions of dollars for U.S.
agriculture.

U.S. producers are well-positioned to supply Cuba with additional commodities,
with the ability to reach three major Cuban ports in 1 day or less, compared to 25
days from Brazil. Current U.S. policy hampers our ability to supply the Cuban mar-
ket, a market we once dominated.

Effects of U.S. Trade Restrictions with Cuba

U.S. agricultural producers have already experienced positive impacts from the
sale of agricultural products into the Cuban market since the passage of TSRA.
Nonetheless, our current policy is tepid and inconsistent with policy the United
States has with other countries. Current policy allows for cash sale of food and med-
icine to Cuba, yet direct banking exchanges are not allowed.

The current “cash only” sales policy may seem to be in the best interest of the
U.S.; however, it is an inefficient system, characterized by small sales, the absence
of long-term contracts, unnecessarily high transaction costs, and exchange rate
losses. This policy needs to be changed so U.S. producers can benefit from full and
normalized trade relations with Cuba. If direct banking transfers were permitted be-
tween the U.S. and Cuba for the purchase of American-made products by Cuba, no-
table positive impacts on both countries’ economies would be possible, creating a
win-win situation. Current U.S. policy is designed to use food as a weapon, and it
has failed.

Just under 50 years ago 60 percent of Cuba’s food imports came from the U.S.
Our policy should allow domestic producers to reach that level once again. More re-
cently, agricultural trade with Cuba reached a value of approximately $750 million
before additional regulations, which were designed as a diplomatic slap in the face,
were put in place during the Bush Administration. Following the additional restric-
tions, agricultural sales have steadily declined with a recent report by the Inter-
national Trade Commission (ITC) showing approximately $290 million in agricul-
tural cash sales to Cuba.

Parties in both Cuba and the U.S. have increasingly cited how cumbersome agri-
cultural trade has become. Some are considering abandoning trade altogether, with
Cubans left to source their commodities from other origins. The current embargo is
not working.

Last year the U.S. Government purchased more than $300 million in surplus U.S.
agricultural goods in an attempt to support the market; while opening the Cuban
market would not fully offset these purchases, it would certainly help. Ending the
Cuban embargo would both save taxpayer dollars and assure Cuba a consistent
source of reasonably priced, high-quality food.

As this cumbersome trade process continues, we have seen a ten percent decrease
in imports from the U.S. to Cuba in 2005 and an additional decrease of four percent
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in 2006. Looking at the percentage of market access the U.S. has in Cuba, clearly
grains are the easiest commodity to move because of the uncertain timeframe it will
take to get all of the necessary paperwork in line. Shipping is clearly not the prob-
lem. The U.S. has almost no market share of value-added or processed foods, which
are usually more perishable and more costly to ship, allowing Brazil and the EU
to fill this demand. Value-added goods also tend to yield higher returns for U.S. ex-
porters and create more jobs and economic activity than commodity sales. The very
t{pg of food exports we most want are the ones our current restrictive policy pre-
clude.

The ITC predicts lifting the ban on agricultural goods would increase U.S. exports
to Cuba by between $924 million and $1.2 billion. This would also increase the U.S.
market share in Cuba compared to other competing countries from the current 38
percent to between 49 percent and 64 percent.

U.S.—Cuba Trade Policy Recommendations

Lifting the current restriction on tourism would provide Cuba with more U.S. dol-
lars, which could then be used to purchase more U.S. products, particularly more
value-added agricultural products for the food service and hotel trades. Many of
these products could have a significant impact on economic growth and support for
rural farm and ranch families.

Passage of this legislation would mean millions of dollars in agricultural exports
for U.S. producers and the economy. According to the ITC report released in June
2009, there are only three major factors that enhance the competitiveness of U.S.
agricultural exports to Cuba:

1. U.S. exporters offer competitive prices and high-quality products.
2. U.S. exporters benefit from lower cost of delivery than competing suppliers.

3. U.S. exporters can provide smaller volumes of individual shipments on a just-
in-time basis to smaller Cuban ports.

However, according to the same report, U.S. exporters are hampered by eight
major factors making the U.S. a less desirable trading partner and decreasing mar-
ket access:

1. U.S. exports cannot offer credit to Cuba for the purchases while other trading
partners to Cuba make concessions for trade with Cuba.

2. The U.S. Government requires payment from Cuba in cash in advance chan-
neled through third-country banks, driving up transaction fees.

3. When purchasing U.S. products, ALIMPORT may incur additional storage
and demurrage costs if the transactions paperwork is not completed on sched-
ule.

4. U.S. exporters wishing to travel to Cuba in order to complete sales contracts
find the travel licensing process to be cumbersome, nontransparent and time
consuming.

5. The U.S. restricts visits by Cubans for sales negotiations and for sanitary and
phytosanitary inspections of U.S. products and processing facilities.

6. U.S. agriculture trade associations cannot use industry-generated funds or
U.S. Department of Agriculture Market Access Program money for market re-
search and promotion activities in Cuba.

7. U.S. regulations penalize foreign vessels that dock in Cuban ports, resulting
in less competition among carriers and higher maritime transportation costs.

8. The Cuban Government makes purchases from certain countries based on
geopolitical motivations.

Travel to Cuba

The Obama Administration has, by Executive Order, lifted part of the travel ban
for Cuban Americans to travel to Cuba to visit family. Every American should be
free to travel to and from Cuba.

The aforementioned ITC report clearly indicates that lifting the travel ban will
result in an influx of U.S. tourism. An enhanced tourism industry would boost the
demand for imported agricultural products, particularly high-valued products from
the U.S., and bring more hard currency into the country, allowing ALIMPORT to
buy more U.S. agricultural products for the domestic Cuban population.

I realize there are political factors to consider when lifting the ban on travel to
Cuba. This is a sensitive topic, and as an organization NFU may be criticized for
supporting lifting this ban, but I want to clearly state NFU has never been sup-
portive of a military dictatorship. However, this 50 year embargo has not worked



14

for our nation’s farmers and ranchers and has only caused the Cuban people, not
the Cuban Government, to suffer.
Conclusion

NFU has clear, common-sense policy on Cuba. It is our recommendation that the
Cuban embargo be lifted. If that is not possible, at minimum the eight impeding
roadblocks outlined by the ITC must be dissolved in order to increase U.S. exports
to Cuba. Passage of the Travel Restriction Reform and Export Enhancement Act
would be a significant step toward tearing down artificial walls put in place by past
Administrations and Congressional actions. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
today and look forward to responding to any questions Committee Members may
have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Roger—Mr. Johnson, Mr. President.

Mr. JOHNSON. You are welcome.

The CHAIRMAN. He is my neighbor. I can call him Roger.

Mr. Stallman, you mentioned that we are not viewed as a stable
supplier, and we have this 1 year fix that was put in and it is ap-
parently being implemented on part of this. Do you think that is
going to be enough to make any difference? Or do we need a more
permanent fix to make this work?

Mr. STALLMAN. No. I mean, obviously, as much as it is—it is
good, but it is not enough. You need more long-term certainty when
you are dealing with trade.

That is what I meant by not being viewed as a reliable supplier.
We made the change back in 2005, on a short-term basis. And for
longer term trade you need to have certainty about what policy will
be in terms of transactions. Having the short-term implementation
is good, but it is not enough.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Johnson, you have been to Cuba a bunch of times, as you
mentioned. Could you just tell us what the effects of that travel
were both in the United States and Cuba? And why did you travel
to Cuba? And how did that travel relate to U.S. agriculture? Can
you just elaborate a little bit more on that, and on how the current
policy is negatively affecting the smaller sales?

Mr. JOHNSON. Sure, I would be pleased to, Mr. Chairman.

All of my trips to Cuba were in the order of trying to advance
trade. We led trade delegations, usually of North Dakota compa-
nies, but often for our neighboring Minnesota companies, as well,
that went down with agricultural products. We had to get specific
licenses. That has been changed now, so a general license will get
folks down there. We are still finding out how that will play out.
It was a fairly cumbersome process. To get the licenses, you had
to license each individual participant, and you had to demonstrate
that their reason for traveling exclusively related to selling food or
ag products.

I can tell you that the way the financial transactions have to be
handled is extraordinarily cumbersome. The way it used to be is
the goods would dock at the port, usually in Havana; and before
they could be off-loaded, the money had to be received. But that is
just a little piece of it. The money would normally get wired across
the ocean, converted into a foreign currency, and then converted
into the U.S. dollar. So you would have two conversions, both of
which would lose you some money in transaction costs.

And then, because of time changes, a day later they would get
transferred back to the U.S. bank. It would get in the bank in
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which—that would be paying the seller. In that case, the North Da-
kota company or Minnesota company that would be selling the
products, or their broker.

And then that would have to be confirmed by the Federal Gov-
ernment before word could be send back to Cuba, “Yep, we have
the money. It is in the bank. Now you can offload the ship.”

This is very inefficient. The Cubans told us repeatedly five to 15
percent right off the top they accounted for just because of that
process.

Now, in 2005, when the Administration made that change—and
essentially same process, except that all this now had to happen at
the port in the U.S., instead of the port in Cuba—there was a long
period of time, 6 to 9 months, where the policy had changed, but
there was no official recognition of the change. You saw enormous
uncertainty in the market.

I think it was intended as a diplomatic slap in the face. Clearly,
that is what it was received as by the Cubans. There were lots of
concerns about that. We can go into that if you want to pursue it
more. But the system is extraordinarily inefficient.

The last point I would like to make about this, we have—on
three of the trips, specifically the Cubans were interested in pota-
toes coming out of the Red River Valley, both table stock and seed
potatoes. On two of those trips, we specifically negotiated deals to
sell table stock and seed potatoes to Cuba. None of those sales have
yet occurred, because of the complexities of getting all these travel
arrangements to allow the Cuban inspectors to come up and to get
our sanitary and phytosanitary standards reconciled between the
two countries, since USDA can’t talk to Cuba, only the State De-
partment can.

We were left in our Department and the Minnesota Department
of Agriculture and the Department of Agriculture in the State of
Maine trying to negotiate those requirements with the Cubans and
then coming back to the State Department and to USDA. We never
got it all done. It just never happened, and the sales have never
happened as a result of it.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

The gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. Lucas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I do appreciate this hearing today, and I am very pleased to have
knowledgeable witnesses. Part of these hearings, of course, is the
exchange of information to better enlighten the Committee to un-
derstand what is really going on.

First, before we move directly into the Cuba issue, on the free
trade agreements, can you reiterate, gentlemen, your organizations’
position, if you have a position, on the timely efforts to move the
free trade agreements with Panama, Colombia, and Korea?

Mr. STALLMAN. Our Bureau has been supportive of passing those
agreements. We supported negotiating them, and we supported
passing them once they were negotiated. That applies to Colombia,
Panama, and South Korea. They are absolutely good for American
agriculture. We need to pass those agreements, and obviously there
are issues holding those up. We have communicated that to the Ad-
ministration and also to this Congress.

Mr. Lucas. Thank you, Mr. Stallman.
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Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON. I don’t believe that the Farmers Union has taken
a specific position on those three agreements.

I will say as a general matter our policy argues that trade needs
to be much more fair and that, in particular, we want labor re-
quirements to be part of trade agreements and environmental re-
quirements, currency rates, those sorts of things. I will say that our
annual convention begins in 2 days, and I expect we may very well
end up debating this issue there. But, right, now I don’t think we
have a policy on those three particular agreements.

Mr. Lucas. After the convention, if you decide to be consistent,
I would be most appreciative to know that and if you would for-
ward it to me.

Gentlemen, you are both obviously very good farmers or you
would not have been elected by your farm organization, so you un-
derstand production agriculture hands on. Mr. Johnson, you al-
luded to several trips to Cuba. Mr. Stallman, have you been to
Cuba?

Mr. STALLMAN. Yes, I have, not as many times as Mr. Johnson,
but I have been there.

Mr. Lucas. Absolutely. My question for both of you is, when you
have been in that country, have you spent any time out in the
countryside in addition to the being in the urban areas working on
the trade issues?

Mr. STALLMAN. We absolutely did. We went down with multiple
goals, one, obviously, to talk to all important government officials,
also to look at their port facilities and determine what the trans-
portation infrastructure was. But we also went out into the coun-
tryside to try to get what was, frankly, a superficial assessment of
what their ability was to produce food and what the opportunities
were for imports. So we did travel some in the country.

Mr. Lucas. I will admit I have not been there. So I ask you this
question, what were your observations about the quality of the soil.
Most assuredly good people, well-educated people, would you say
that if their system would permit it that they have the potential
to greatly increase their own agricultural production?

Mr. STALLMAN. They definitely have potential. They have, obvi-
ously, a tropical climate and soils decent enough to grow a lot of
crops suitable for that climate. They lack capital. The people are
willing to work. When I was there they were just beginning to open
up, I guess you would say, farmers markets that would allow pro-
ducers to come in and actually sell their products, as opposed to
having it sold to the government. So that was a small step. The po-
tential is there, but the restriction on their system and lack of in-
frastructure investment and capital is hindering their ability.

Mr. Lucas. The reason I bring that question up, when we do
business with the Cuban Government, we facilitate their ability to
not only meet the needs of their constituencies down there, but to
also continue to exist. It is one of the few examples of Soviet-style
communism that still exists in the world, which means not a mar-
ket-driven economy but a government-dominated economy. Even in
places like mainland China, where the Communist party still at-
tempts to maintain absolute political control, they have adopted a
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more market-oriented process and, consequently, have seen dra-
matic economic growth in the last 10 to 20 years.

I guess what I am getting at is, in your observations the soil is
good, the potential is there, good people clearly, but don’t you think
that the system that they have that controls the resources, isn’t
that impeding their ability? And would we therefore—second ques-
tion—would we therefore be continuing the problems they have by
directly or indirectly helping the system survive?

That is a good question for you, Bob. I look forward to the an-
swer.

Mr. STALLMAN. The first part of that answer is that, yes, there
is no question their form of government and the type of control that
comes from the top from the Castro family, and the military, inhib-
its their ability to do this.

In terms of what would happen based on our engagement and
opening up the travel ban, I think the more opportunity that we
have to interact with Cubans at all levels and the greater oppor-
tunity there is for them to see the truth about America versus the
web of propaganda and lies that they are given by the government.
It enhances the opportunity to, ultimately, move more towards
democratic reforms. I think it is that interaction and exchange that
we want.

The government has maintained themselves in power over the
years by putting all of their problems on the backs of the United
States, or trying to, because of our policies. That is what the gov-
ernment has done. But if the truth is known by the Cuban people
about Americans and about our form of government and our cap-
italistic system, I think that will provide a great opportunity for
that exchange of information and ideas to occur.

Mr. Lucas. Mr. Johnson?

Mr. JOHNSON. There were a whole bunch of questions, Ranking
Member. Let me see if I can kind of remember them in order.

First of all—

Mr. Lucas. The basic question is, do we—by making it easier for
the Cuban Government to buy things here, do we facilitate their
ability to hold on and keep the Cuban people in this place they are
trapped in now?

Mr. JOHNSON. I understand that question, and I agree fully with
what Mr. Stallman said. I firmly believe that the best way to bring
light, if you will, to the people down there is to open up travel. I
think the influx of American tourists that would come into that
country, and the exchange of views that would occur between our
citizens and their citizens, would be healthy for both of our people.

And if you look at what has happened, the policy we put in place
some 50 years ago was designed to get rid of a system of govern-
ment. Ten U.S. Presidents have come and gone, and all we have
done is move from one Castro to a younger brother who is not very
young. We would argue that the policies we have used to try and
make the changes that I think you and I agree ought to be made
have simply not worked.

Mr. Lucas. And the contagion has spread to other countries in
Central and South America.

Tolerate me one more moment, Mr. Chairman. I can see where
the need to meet the basic food needs of the Cuban people should
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be met. That is a humanitarian issue, meeting things that are on
those ration cards. And I understand they have an amazing system
for allocating out the calories that people get. Meeting those needs,
I can’t argue with that for a moment.

I just don’t want to facilitate things that wind up enabling the
regime to hold on and to spread its style of governance around by
using access to things that the average Cuban citizen never sees.
They probably don’t drink much bourbon, and they don’t see any
lobster tails, but those kind of things help facilitate a tourism in-
dustry that brings real, hard cash into the country. Those are the
kind of things we need to look at.

I realize that is more than the scope of this bill and, perhaps,
more than the scope of this hearing, but it is the kind of thing we
need to think about in our overall policies.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Holden.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Johnson, I am having a rough time grasping
how this cash-in-advance provision works. I know you have elabo-
rated on it in some detail. Can you maybe elaborate a little more
and how the provisions in the Chairman and Mr. Moran’s bill
would change that?

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, I would be pleased to.

The basic provision of this bill relative to cash in advance is sim-
ply to put in law what you already did with the last appropriation
bill, T think it was, that put it in place for this year but that ex-
pires at the end of this fiscal year. So this would simply extend
that provision, going forward.

It would essentially return us to the policy that was in place
from the beginning in 2000 when we first had some opening under
the TSRA Act to the point in 2005 when the Administration put
a different definition on the term cash in advance than what is
used anywhere else in the world. So it would put us back to the
normal definition, if you will.

Now, related to that is the ability to do direct financial trans-
actions, which is also in this bill. It is essential to get rid of 90 per-
cent of that garbage that I talked about in that very convoluted
system. If you did that, instead of sending the Cubans’ money over
to Europe, converting that into a Euro or some other currency and
then reconverting to a dollar and then sending it back, you would
just directly send the dollars to the U.S. bank. That would take
probably 2 or 3 or 4 days of delay out of the system, and it would
take the inefficiencies of currency conversions out of the system,
which can be very substantial if they need to happen in a very
rapid basis, as they always do in these kinds of transactions.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Stallman, I believe you said that EU and
Brazil and Canada are the three biggest—where Cuba imports
most of the agriculture products from; is that correct?

Mr. STALLMAN. Yes.

Mr. HOLDEN. And I also believe you said that all sectors of the
U.S. agriculture economy would benefit from this legislation. What
sector do you think would benefit the most?

Mr. STALLMAN. Oh, gosh, that would be difficult. It would prob-
ably vary over the years. I mean, rice was a huge export to Cuba
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in the past. You know, they obviously eat a lot of pork. Their mar-
ket for dried beans—the whole list that I read are potentials, and
I don’t know, ultimately, which one would benefit.

The point is, in the aggregate, if we can remove some of these
restrictions that we have been talking about, you will enhance the
opportunity, basically, for all commodities that would be desired by
the Cubans to purchase.

Mr. HOLDEN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I recognize the gentleman from Kansas, the co-
sponsor, and thank him for his leadership. Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for holding this hearing;
and I am pleased to be your ally in regard to this legislation.

I appreciate the testimony of the two Presidents of our farm or-
ganizations. I don’t have any questions. I just want to kind of out-
line the history and my understanding of what we are about here.

In July of 2000, I offered an amendment on the House floor, as
a relatively new Member of the House of Representatives, that
would prohibit the use of any money in an appropriation bill from
being used to enforce sanctions for food, medicine, and agriculture
products in a sale to Cuba.

The end result of that amendment—and it was a controversial
day. I remember it as part of my time in Congress. It will stand
out to me. But, ultimately, despite being suggested that this bill or
this amendment would be overwhelmingly defeated, it passed by
301 to 116. A majority of Republicans, a majority of Democratics
said it is time to change the policy.

It changed the history of our relationship between the United
States and Cuba, a history that had been in existence for 40 years,
of which there were no sales of any of those products to Cuba.
Again, we are not talking about trade. We are talking about sales.

So the end result of that amendment and the broad support here
in that Congress, July of 2000—and, in fact, all the Members to my
right voted for that amendment. It is so long ago that there is no
one here that voted against that amendment. They just weren’t
here at the time. So broad support among the Agriculture Com-
mittee and a broad set of supporters among all Members of the
House; 301 to 116 said let’s do something different.

I remember my conversation on the House floor that said, “In
Kansas, we will try something once. If it doesn’t work, we probably
will try it again. We might even try it a third time. But after about
40 years, Kansans would decide let’s try something different. If our
goal is to change the leadership of Cuba, let’s do something dif-
ferent than what we are doing, because it is not working.”

And I will admit that my interest in this was very provincial. It
was about Kansas farmers. It was how do we get another market
in a very difficult economy in which we can sell our products to.
And, as a result, the Trade Sanctions and Reform Export Enhance-
ment Act of 2000 became law.

We were doing just fine until 2005 when the Treasury Depart-
ment decided to change the regulations and say that cash in ad-
vance no longer meant, as it does every other place in our relation-
ship, it no longer means when the ship arrives in Havana. It
means when the ship leaves the United States. So we added an-
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other set of 4, 5, 6, days, 2 weeks in which the Cubans had to pay
that much earlier.

We also said from the very beginning you have never been able
to finance this. There are no government subsidies in these sales.
We restricted the ability to use a U.S. bank in those regulations.
And so they then had to go to a third party bank in a foreign coun-
try, get a letter of credit, and we increased the cost of doing busi-
ness with the United States.

As a result, after the 2005 change in regulations, we lost 20 to
30 percent of our exports. And so year after year I have offered the
amendment again to an appropriation bill that says, no money can
be spent in this appropriation bill to enforce those new regulations
which make no sense. And that amendment has passed the house
time and time again. That is what is in this bill. It has been ap-
proved as most recently as last year in an appropriation bill. We
have said it is okay, and sometimes when I have offered my
amendment it has been adopted by voice vote. And so the con-
troversy that sometimes surrounds this issue is pretty limited
when it comes to the agricultural side of what we are doing here.

As a result of the change in our laws, and despite the fact that
these restrictions made it more difficult and we were losing market
share, we are seen by the Cubans as an unreliable selling partner,
again not a trading partner, a selling partner. We sold $708 million
worth of agriculture commodities to Cuba in 2008, and it is rice.
They import rice from Vietnam and China if they are not buying
it from us.

This idea of whether or not the food actually gets to the Cuban
people, I don’t understand that issue. Because when we don’t sell,
all we are doing—this is a unilateral sanction. All we are doing is
restricting our ability for our farmers and our agribusinesses to
conduct business in Cuba.

And yet France, Argentina, Canada, they love our embargo. They
love the fact that we made this market more restrictive because
they fill it.

And so if you are interested in whether or not the Cuban people
are getting the food, that is not this bill. We can’t necessarily affect
that. Because when we don’t sell, somebody else does. Those deci-
sions are already made by someplace down the road, not whether
or not we agree to take cash.

All the agricultural side of this legislation does is return us to
the common days, the days before 2005, in which we operated nor-
mally. And it is normal compared to around the world.

And we deal with Communist countries on an ongoing basis in
a trading relationship in which we offer them credit. Who is the
United States biggest creditor? China. And yet we are nervous
about selling for cash up front agriculture commodities, food, and
medicine to a country 90 miles off our shore. What a double stand-
ard we have created in this country.

In Kansas—and I hope to ask my Kansas witness today—we
would not object to selling Boeing aircraft to China, and yet we
worry whether or not we are going to sell wheat to Cuba. I don’t
understand how we got ourselves in this position in which we
worry about this issue, cash up front, no government subsidy. We
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are taking money out of the Cuban Government and putting it into
the pockets of farmers and American business, agribusiness.

Finally—my time has expired a minute and 18 seconds ago—I
would just add my provincial interest started with Kansas farmers
and a desire to see that we have one more market. You may recall
the year 2000 was not a perfect year on farms across this country,
and every market mattered to us for our success.

And, again, Cuba is not the end all. It doesn’t solve all of our
problems or doesn’t make us all wealthy. But having spent some
time on this issue I am convinced, as has been indicated today,
that this is not just about the United States. This is about how we
change the Cuban people’s opportunities.

Because economic freedom, the market system that we all say we
believe in, the free market system causes the Cuban people, when
they have the ability to buy consumer goods—in this case, I am
just talking about food, fill their diet. The more contact we have
with them economically, the more demands they will make upon
the Cuban Government to change for the opportunity for liberty
and freedom. That ultimately is what this is about.

Again, as I started out as just a provincial Kansas Congressman
wanting to take care of Kansas wheat farmers, I think there is a
much more noble cause to this than just that, which is we can
make a greater difference in the lives of Cubans by dealing with
them than by ignoring them.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman for his passion and elo-
quent statement and for his persistence on the issue. I recognize
the gentleman for Iowa, Mr. Boswell.

Mr. BosweLL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thanks for having this
hearing.

And, Mr. Moran, I firmly confirm what you have said. If I had
7 minutes, I would give it back to you and let you say it again. Be-
cause you have said everything, and I totally agree with you.

I, too, have been down there, Mr. Presidents, both of you. I ap-
preciate that but assume that you know who Mr. Alvarez is. I
spent a lot of time with him. I spent quite a bit of time with Mr.
Castro. Sometimes we would be entertained. I can tell you about
that a little bit.

But we went out in the country, and I think that Mr. Moran is
exactly right. I think you all have it right. We are just denying our-
selves markets. Because they can go elsewhere, and they are, and
learn about the process of getting the money to pay for it and what
they had—it cost them more, but they still did it. And there we sat
not being able to send a product that we could have on the way
down there so quick. And they want it, and they can use it.

And as far as the other parts of the political side of it, how many
years do we have to wait to figure out that this is not working?
And it is not working. It is silliness to keep this up.

So I am very supportive of the bill, in fact, if left up to me, Mr.
Chairman, I would probably expand it. We really are just spiting
ourselves by not taking advantage of this market; and we are deny-
ing our producers, the farmers of Kansas, Iowa, Minnesota, Texas,
Oklahoma, and everywhere, the opportunity to have a place to
sell—not even trade, just to sell. I think this ought to be done.
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So I yield back the balance of my time. Or I could give it to Mr.
Moran, I suppose.

The CHAIRMAN. I think we heard enough out of him.

Mr. BosweELL. We agree. It is time to do something.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. I thank the gentleman.

The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Neugebauer.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you.

I want to echo a lot of things that my good friend from Kansas,
Mr. Moran, said. I opposed the Administration’s plan when they
went to cash before you ship it, cash in advance. I think it is a lit-
tle ridiculous that we have to pretend like we are not having rela-
tions with Cuba and we have to trade through a third country
bank. I think that doesn’t make sense as well.

I, too, have been to Cuba; and I know that that is a wonderful
country. It is unfortunate that such wonderful people are having to
live under this dictatorship, one that has truly kept that country
in the dark ages for a number of years.

I think when I look at this bill—H.R. 4645 I believe is the num-
ber on it—is that I agree with most of the things that the two wit-
nesses said. I think that one of the things that I am a little con-
cerned about is that we can enhance business travel. Where we are
focusing on these trades, we are facilitating people being able to
put those deals together so we can increase and expand the market
for American agriculture.

I am not to the point, personally today, that I am ready to open
up the tourist trade, although for family members or people who
have family in Cuba, we should continue that process. But when
I was down there, it was represented to me by the Cuban people
that live in that country—there were some wonderful hotels along
the beach. The Cuban people are not allowed to go into the lobbies
of those hotels. I think it would be an affront to the Cuban people
for us to embrace the support of those hotels when the Cuban peo-
ple themselves cannot go in there.

So, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Moran, I have a great deal of respect
for both of you; and I support a lot of the concepts of your bill and
would look forward to seeing that we could limit some of the travel
pieces of that where we could facilitate being able to expand Amer-
ican agricultural markets, but at the same time respecting and not
causing a great injustice for us to open up an opportunity that the
Cuban people themselves do not have.

I don’t really have any questions for the panel, but I would give
them an opportunity to respond to the two or three statements that
have been made here. So, Mr. Stallman.

Mr. STALLMAN. Just a response from my visit out there, being
out in the streets and moving around the country. There were tour-
ists from a multitude of other countries from around the world.
They were moving around pretty freely and had interactions with
the Cuba people. And while you are absolutely correct in your de-
scription of their resort hotel system that they have there, having
that opportunity for, once again, the Cuban people to interact with
American tourists, to be able to hear about America, to me that un-
dermines the messages they receive from their government. And,
once again, I think that would be the quickest way to actually
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make progress on this country’s goal of figuring out how to change
regimes and the form of government there.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you.

Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, I certainly agree with what was just said.

On the issue of the Cubans not being allowed into hotels, I think
that was the case, but it is my understanding that in the transition
between Fidel Castro to Raul that that was one of the changes that
has been made under the new government there, that there is no
longer a prohibition against the Cubans using the hotels.

The fact of the matter is that their income levels are so low that
most of them couldn’t afford to pay the room rates that you and
I pay when we go down there. I don’t think it is a prohibition. I
think it is just a matter of the income level to support it.

And, frankly, in some small part, this bill is about helping to
boost their income just a little bit, too. By getting the food to them
in a more efficient fashion at a lower cost, getting it spread out a
little further, maybe that helps boost that income so a few of them
can use those hotels and resorts.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I hear what you are saying, but my observa-
tion is that none of that money really funnels to the Cuban people.
You can increase the GDP in that country substantially, but, unfor-
tunately, it stays in a very small number of hands. And that really
the overall quality of life—and I am sure both of you know what
the allocation of food is, and it is a pretty nominal amount of suste-
nance that the people themselves receive. So while it may increase
the GDP of the country, I don’t think it increases the income of the
Cuban people.

With that being said, I am supportive of the trade pieces of that
and have been—do feel like—I don’t understand the logic behind
the changes made in 2005, it wasn’t the right thing to do. I am
supportive of returning to the way we were doing it before, because
that, as you both testified, that was working.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady from Illinois, Mrs. Halvorson.

Mrs. HALVORSON. I have had a lot of people tell me of their con-
cern about the travel portion of the bill versus the ag portion. I
know I have heard all of the reasons that you believe it would help
if we had travel, but this question will be two-fold, I suppose. How
you feel it would affect your bottom line in agriculture? But, also,
could you still support the bill if the two were separated, if it did
not have the travel? If the travel wasn’t expanded but we still fully
supported or expanded the ag portion?

So if the two of you could answer that, how you felt about if the
two were separated, or if they need to be together, or what the bot-
tom line on agriculture is.

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, I think I made it clear in my testimony that
we would go much further than the bill. And so, obviously, any-
thing that moves in the right direction is something that we would
be supportive of.

I would argue that in some small part, besides allowing the tour-
ists to come in and begin to change the system, which has been
adequately explained here and I fully concur with, another part of
that is the tourists will bring some dollars.
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And so while this bill is not about trade, as Congressman Moran
so eloquently stated, it is about sales. There is a little bit of the
other part of the trade that happens with the tourism, because it
will bring some dollars into the Cuban economy. Now, that does a
couple of things, but, for agriculture, one of the big things it does
is it allows more income into the system so that they can purchase
more agricultural products.

Number two, in my written testimony I didn’t talk about this be-
cause of time. I talked about the value-added in agriculture that
many of us, many of you have spent a lot of time and effort work-
ing on to try and expand value-added in agriculture so that we can
export higher-value products instead of just raw commodities.

The tourism industry—bringing U.S. tourism helps that part of
our export market a whole lot more than just doing the ag piece
that is in the bill. It will—mumber one, there will be a demand for
more of these value-added products from the tourists who have
higher expectations, if you will.

And, number two, that provides an opportunity—one of the
things that I discovered early on with the trade missions that I led
from North Dakota was that the Cubans are very astute business
people. They are not going to spend any more than they have to.
They were very tough negotiators, as they ought to be, as we all
are. Very capitalistic, frankly, in that regard. They saw no need to
spend any more than what they absolutely had to.

We tried to sell value-added products. In fact, our Lieutenant
Governor was the chair of the board of a pasta company, number
three in North America in terms of size, and went down with me
and on his own a couple of times trying to sell pasta. I think we
might have sold a little tiny piece of one container.

Frankly, there just isn’t the ability to pay for those value-added
products. We mostly sold—I would say 99 percent of the products
sold out of North Dakota—probably the same is true across the
board in the U.S. We mostly sold raw commodities that ended up
going into that ration distribution system that has been talked
about. It was to meet the fundamental humanitarian needs of the
Cuban people. And if they had more income they would put more
of that food into that system.

Mrs. HALVORSON. Mr. Stallman.

Mr. STALLMAN. We certainly support the travel provisions that
are in this bill. We have always, as my colleague has said, sup-
ported any measures that move the ball forward with respect to
our trading relationships with Cuba.

Opening up the travel and the tourism, while all of that GDP
growth obviously does not go to the Cuban people, there will be a
lot of casual exchange of dollars. We did that when we were down
there, so some of those dollars will find their way into Cuban’s
hands, and it will increase some Cuban’s purchasing power. That
is in addition to what we have already talked about, the interaction
and exchange of ideas.

We would still support the bill even if it went back to purpose
specific travel, because it does move the ball forward, but we would
prefer to see all the provisions that are in the bill remain.

Mrs. HALVORSON. Thank you. I yield back.
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The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. The gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Conaway.

Mr. CoNAWAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am supportive of the
ag issues in terms of being able to sell more U.S. products, whether
value-added or not, to Cuba. I have been there. Mr. Moran and I
went, he and I were there; there were ten of us on the trip, nine
of whom supported unlimited lifting of the embargo with Cuba and
one guy who didn’t. He got thrown under the bus at every single
meeting that we had with the head of the communist party and all
those folks, and that guy was me. But it was a great trip, very eye-
opening.

I am not convinced that the lifting of the tourist travel will have
any impact that would help us further our goal of freeing up the
Cuban people. The Cuban people right now, in my view, are mud-
dling along reasonably okay. There is not enough misery in the sys-
tem for them to rear up against the totalitarian government that
they live under. There, they control everything down to the point
that they won’t allow the Cuban people to know the box scores on
baseball games. I guess they are afraid that the few Cuban players
who have defected, fled that regime, are doing really well, and they
don’t want their folks at home to know that there is a life on the
other side of the deal.

I also hope, Mr. Stallman, Mr. Johnson, that the same passion
you bring to defending this, trying to do something against this
communist country, that you would bring to the table when we talk
about our one free, democratic friend in South America, and that
is Colombia.

Mr. Johnson, I hope next month at your meeting you will be just
as passionate for doing a free trade agreement. The labor issues
aside, that is false. We all know that. That is a stigma and may
have been true 20 years ago, but it is not the case today. And so
we have a great friend there that we poke a stick in his eye every
day that allows Hugo Chavez to do that.

So I am not convinced that U.S. travel—there is unrestricted
travel from around the world—Canadians and anybody else can go
in there—and it has not had any kind of impact on the deal. So
I support the Chairman and Mr. Moran’s bill with respect to all
things agricultural-wise. I can’t support, at this stage, the lifting of
the travel ban or tourist travel ban that would be a part of it. So
I hope that we can count on your support for Colombia, Panama,
and South Korea’s free trade agreements, because those are our
friends and we ought to treat our friends almost as good as we
treat someone that is not our friend. If we did this, in order for
that totalitarian government to remain in control, they have to
have a bogeyman, and that bogeyman will be the United States—
is the United States. If we had lifted all this and tried to argue
that the United States was not the bogeyman, then the Cuban com-
munity in Miami would be. Somebody is going to be the bogeyman
for this totalitarian government to maintain their strict controls
over everything that has been going on down there.

So I appreciate your comments, and look forward to your help on
the Colombia Free Trade Agreement, and Panama and South
Korea.
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With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back, short of the 7 or 8 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman for his brevity. The gen-
tleman from California, Mr. Costa.

Mr. CosTA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do support
your efforts on this legislation, and I think that, frankly, we have
tried numerous efforts to deal with the oppressive regime in Cuba,
from the Kennedy Administration to the present-day Administra-
tion. And all of those efforts have been unsuccessful, if the ultimate
judgment for success was removing Castro from power and creating
a more democratic regime.

By all standards, all of the efforts with both Democratic and Re-
publican Administrations have been unsuccessful, and Castro,
much to everybody’s surprise, has outlived many Presidents since
that time, since that policy has been in place.

My view is that, I mean, we have dealt with a lot of repressive
regimes, regimes that don’t respect human rights as we understand
them today, whether it be in China or whether it be in other parts
of the world, and yet we do trade with them. For the life of me,
I can’t understand why that same sort of even-handedness should
not be applied to Cuba.

As a matter of fact, frankly, we have seen changes in places like
China and others when we have engaged with them, and we have
seen greater freedoms become available to the populations. So it
seems to me that we ought to just create the good old Yankee
know-how and allow American farmers and ranchers, dairymen,
and others to engage in active trade.

I went to Cuba in 2002. I have viewed their efforts on agriculture
production both as it relates to fruits and vegetables, and as it re-
lates to dairy and livestock. And from my own firsthand observa-
tions, having been a dairy farmer for three generations, I think I
know something about that business, they have a long ways to go.
What they do well is sugar, and we don’t need that. So the fact of
the matter is this legislation is good.

I want to get to a few questions. Mr. Johnson, you talked about
current policy that restricts producers to making smaller sales and
reduced long-term contracts. Can you elaborate on that and how we
can change them?

Mr. JOHNSON. Sure. Just the fact that you can’t do direct trans-
actions makes it really impossible.

Mr. CoSTA. So that has to change?

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. That has to change, the uncertainty that
swirls around what our policy is going to be.

Mr. CosTA. Mr. Stallman made that point in his opening com-
ments. How much do third country banks charge on sales on the
average, and how should we change that in financing, when we
hopefully will change the policy whether through this legislation or
other activities?

But the financing, when I was there in 2002, was also an issue
because, obviously, the limit—everything they were doing was in
dollars at that time.

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. What the Cubans have told me repeatedly is
that it is from five to 15 percent. Perhaps in a couple of cases as
much as 20 percent of the total value of what they bought was
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eroded because of that convoluted transaction arrangement I de-
scribed. How much of that is from——

Mr. CosTA. There has got to be a better way to do that.

Mr. JOHNSON. Of course. And this bill would in fact solve the big-
gest part of that problem.

The ITC report, if I remember, concluded—I believe they said
from 2% to ten percent of the value of the sales was being chewed
up in that exchange process.

Mr. Cosra. Okay.

Mr. Stallman, you talked about, in your testimony, the need for
visas to be issued for Cubans to visit the U.S. for trade-related pur-
poses. Is this not included under the Travel Restriction Reform and
Export Enhancement Act? And if not, should we include it in this
legislation?

Mr. StALLMAN. We need to have that ability to have those gov-
ernment officials from Cuba to come over. And it is the same type
of visa and courtesy that we actually provide every other country
in the world with respect to trade. They come over to inspect facili-
ties, look at phytosanitary issues, and we are restricting govern-
ment officials from coming to do that.

Now, frankly, that hasn’t impacted that many sales yet because
of the other restrictions.

Mr. CosTA. Quickly, before my time is up, you talked about 60
percent—before the Castro regime—of food was exported from this
country to Cuba. Obviously, we couldn’t get back to that overnight.
But what market share at this point do the Europeans and the
South Americans have?

Mr. STALLMAN. Well, the Cubans increased their agricultural im-
ports, and I am probably thinking about 2008 figures, to $1.8 bil-
lion. We think we could have up to %5 of that. So if we had what
we should have and got about $1.2 billion, then that would leave
about $600 million for the rest of the world, and we would be more
than happy with that because we would have the advantage.

Mr. CosTA. Thank you. My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. The chair thanks the gentleman. The gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is an interesting bill from the standpoint that we have agri-
culture and then we have tourism mixed in the same bill, which
is kind of a head-scratcher to me. In one situation we are putting
money in our pockets by trading with these folks, and the other,
by the tourism part of it, we are putting money in thei