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AGRICULTURAL PERSPECTIVES ON THE 
FUTURE OF THE USMCA 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10, 2026 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, D.C. 
The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 

1300, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Glenn Thompson 
[Chairman of the Committee] presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Thompson, Lucas, Scott, 
Crawford, Rouzer, Bacon, Bost, Johnson, Baird, Mann, Feenstra, 
Miller, Moore, Cammack, De La Cruz, Newhouse, Wied, 
Bresnahan, Messmer, Harris, Taylor, Craig, Costa, Adams, Hayes, 
Brown, Davids of Kansas, Davis of North Carolina, Budzinski, 
Sorensen, Jackson of Illinois, Gray, Figures, Vindman, Mannion, 
McClain Delaney, and Carbajal. 

Staff present: Kristen Batstone, Justina Graff, Sofia Jones, 
Karrie Kirschenmann, Hannah Otte, Sam Rogers, John Konya, 
Britton Burdick, Daniel Feingold, Joshua Lobert, Olivia Olson, 
Emma Simon, and Jackson Blodgett. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN THOMPSON, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order. Welcome, and 
thank you for joining today’s hearing entitled, Agricultural Perspec-
tives on the Future of the USMCA. After brief opening remarks, 
Members will receive testimony from our witnesses today, and then 
the hearing will be open to questions. 

So, once again, good morning, everyone, and thank you for join-
ing us today at this important hearing to discuss U.S. agricultural 
perspectives on the future of the United States-Mexico-Canada 
Agreement, otherwise known as USMCA. To each of our witnesses, 
thank you so much for taking time out of your busy schedule to 
share your expertise with us. As we all know, USMCA is a tri-
lateral trade agreement between U.S., Mexico, and Canada that en-
tered into force on July 1, 2020. USMCA replaced the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, or NAFTA, but most importantly, it 
created a more reciprocal, balanced free trade agreement between 
our countries. As the agreement is up for review in July, it is more 
important than ever to talk about what USMCA means for U.S. ag-
riculture. USMCA maintains tariff-free treatment for certain agri-
cultural products while expanding market access for a range of 
U.S.-grown commodities. This has proven to be extremely bene-
ficial, not only to our U.S. farmers, ranchers, foresters, and agri-
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businesses, but also to U.S. consumers and the economy as a 
whole. 

To get us started, I would like to share a few statistics that high-
light those benefits. Economic models show that in 2024 alone, ag-
ricultural and seafood exports to Canada and Mexico generated 
$149 billion in total economic contributions to the U.S. economy, 
supporting nearly 1⁄2 million American jobs and generating $36 bil-
lion in wages. Since USMCA took effect, Mexico and Canada have 
collectively purchased more than $60 billion in U.S. ag commodities 
annually, accounting for roughly 1⁄3 of all U.S. ag exports. Mexico 
and Canada together account for over 40 percent of all U.S. dairy 
exports by value, meaning that USMCA remains the most commer-
cially significant trade agreement for the U.S. dairy industry. 

For the U.S. forest product sector, Canada accounts for 39 per-
cent of imports, and Mexico accounts for 24 percent of the export 
market. For fruits and vegetables, exports from the U.S. to Canada 
and Mexico reached over $7 billion in 2024, representing roughly 
2⁄3 of all global U.S. fresh produce exports. Canada and Mexico to-
gether accounted for $4 billion in exports in marketing year 2024 
for the soybean industry. In 2025, U.S. meat and poultry exports 
exceeded $23 billion, and exports to Canada and Mexico accounted 
for $8 billion of that total. For agribusinesses, USMCA’s provisions 
on things like sanitary and phytosanitary measures help ensure 
that legitimate health and safety rules do not become barriers to 
trade. A recent study by Purdue University also has found that 
North America trade agreements, including USMCA, have helped 
lower food prices for U.S. households, generating an estimated sav-
ings of $700 per year. Now, these statistics and many others across 
the agriculture commodities prove why USMCA is so important to 
the U.S. ag industry. 

Now, I must also recognize that there are provisions within 
USMCA that could and should be improved upon in the upcoming 
renegotiations. Canada’s implementation of its dairy commitments 
on both the TRQs and export disciplines have not met the mark. 
U.S. forest product manufacturers continue to struggle under 
Chapter 10 Binational Panel review process. Reinforcing and build-
ing upon USMCA’s labor requirements, biotechnology provisions, 
food safety standards, and registration approvals will be para-
mount. As we look to the coming months, I am confident that the 
U.S. Government will continue to work closely with industry ex-
perts and our trading partners to renegotiate and solidify this criti-
cally important trade deal. 

Now I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today about 
the ways in which USMCA impacts their operations as well as 
what their suggestions are for improvements, so thank you again 
to our witnesses for being here today. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Thompson follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

Good morning, everyone and thank you for joining us at today’s important hearing 
to discuss U.S. agricultural perspectives on the future of the United States-Mexico- 
Canada Agreement, otherwise known as USMCA. 

To each of our witnesses, thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to 
share your expertise with us. 
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As we all know, USMCA is a trilateral trade agreement between the U.S., Mexico, 
and Canada that entered into force on July 1, 2020. 

USMCA replaced the North American Free Trade Agreement—or NAFTA—but 
most importantly, it created a more reciprocal, balanced free trade agreement be-
tween our countries. 

As the agreement is up for review in July, it is more important than ever to talk 
about what USMCA means for U.S. agriculture. 

USMCA maintains tariff-free treatment for certain agricultural products while ex-
panding market access for a range of U.S. grown commodities. 

This has proven to be extremely beneficial not only to our U.S. farmers, ranchers, 
foresters, and agribusinesses, but also to U.S. consumers and the economy as a 
whole. 

To get us started, I would like to share a few statistics that highlight those ben-
efit. Economic models show that in 2024 alone, agricultural and seafood exports to 
Canada and Mexico generated $149 billion in total economic contribution to the U.S. 
economy, supporting nearly 1⁄2 million American jobs and generating $36 billion in 
wages. 

Since USMCA took effect, Mexico and Canada have collectively purchased more 
than $60 billion in U.S. ag commodities annually, accounting for roughly 1⁄3 of all 
U.S. ag exports. Mexico and Canada together account for over 40 percent of all U.S. 
dairy exports by value, meaning that USMCA remains the most commercially sig-
nificant trade agreement for the U.S. dairy industry. 

For the U.S. forest products sector, Canada accounts for 39% of imports and Mex-
ico accounts for 24% of the export market. 

For fruits and vegetables, exports from the U.S. to Canada and Mexico reached 
over $7 billion in 2024, representing roughly 2⁄3 of all global U.S. fresh produce ex-
ports. Canada and Mexico together accounted for $4 billion in exports in marketing 
year 2024 for the soybean industry. 

In 2025, U.S. meat and poultry exports exceeded $23 billion, and exports to Can-
ada and Mexico accounted for $8 billion of that total. 

For agribusinesses, USMCA’s provisions on things like sanitary and phytosanitary 
measures help ensure that legitimate health and safety rules do not become barriers 
to trade. 

A recent study by Purdue University has also found that North American trade 
agreements, including USMCA, have helped lower food prices for U.S. households, 
generating an estimated savings of $700 per year. 

These statistics, and many others across all agricultural commodities, prove why 
USMCA is so important to the U.S. ag industry. 

Now, I must also recognize that there are provisions within USMCA that could 
and should be improved upon in the upcoming renegotiations. 

Canada’s implementation of its dairy commitments, on both TRQs and export dis-
ciplines, have not met the mark. 

U.S. forest products manufacturers continue to struggle under the Chapter 10 bi-
national panel review process. 

Reinforcing and building upon USMCA’s labor requirements, biotechnology provi-
sions, food safety standards, and registration approvals will be paramount. 

As we look to the coming months, I am confident that the U.S. Government will 
continue to work closely with industry experts and our trading partners to renego-
tiate and solidify this critically important trade deal. 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today about the ways in which 
USMCA impacts their operations, as well as what their suggestions are for improve-
ments. 

Thank you again to our witnesses for being here. 
With that, I will yield to the Ranking Member for any opening comments she’d 

like to make. 

The CHAIRMAN. With that, I would now like to welcome the dis-
tinguished Ranking Member, the gentlewoman from Minnesota, 
Ms. Craig, for any opening remarks she would like to give. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ANGIE CRAIG, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM MINNESOTA 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, and thank 
you to our witnesses in advance for your testimony today. I look 
forward to hearing from you about the importance of USMCA, im-
provements that we can make during this review process and the 
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overall trade environment. I want to say up front that while I am 
happy to have a great group of witnesses before us, I am dis-
appointed that USTR and USDA did not make themselves avail-
able for this hearing. Agriculture is a huge part of USMCA, and 
this Committee needs to have the opportunity to hear directly and 
publicly from the Administration on how they are advancing agri-
culture interests during negotiations. 

Right now, America’s farmers are facing the worst economic cri-
sis since the 1980s. Inputs are up, prices are down, and markets, 
in many cases, have been decimated. Now more than ever they 
need trade certainty to help weather the storm. They are pleading 
for trade, not aid, yet for the past year and a half, we have watched 
this Administration do the exact opposite. It has destroyed Amer-
ica’s reputation as a reliable trade partner. We have seen an abuse 
of tariffs and an inconsistent approach to trade barriers that raise 
prices for consumers, while creating an unpredictable business en-
vironment. Amidst this cloud of economic uncertainty, family farm-
ers have been able to largely turn to our allies to the North and 
South as reliable markets for our goods. They have served as ports 
in the storm during these difficult economic times. Now, by threat-
ening to blow up USMCA, the President and his Administration 
are threatening the last source of trade certainty our farmers have. 
They are right to have concerns. This President is unstable. 

In the past year, the President has asked ‘‘Who would ever sign 
a thing like this?’’ This might surprise the current Trump Adminis-
tration, but USMCA was negotiated by the first Trump Adminis-
tration and signed by President Trump, and while USMCA may 
not be perfect—there are certainly improvements that we should 
make—it is still vital for American farmers, ranchers, foresters, 
and businesses. In our continued pursuit to feed, clothe, and fuel 
the world, Mexico and Canada remain our top agriculture trade 
partners. Our relationships with these allies put money in the 
pockets of family farmers and creates and supports jobs up and 
down the food supply chain. 

In just the last year, my state, Minnesota, exported over $2 bil-
lion worth of agriculture products to Mexico and Canada. Our top 
ag exports are corn, grain, and oilseed, milling products, and soy-
beans. Minnesota exported $51 million in eggs to Canada and $44 
million worth of sugar to Mexico. In total, agricultural exports to 
Mexico and Canada support nearly 10,000 jobs in Minnesota. That 
is 10,000 people in Minnesota able to keep food on their table, raise 
a family, and put a roof over their head because of North American 
trade. That is 10,000 Minnesotans whose jobs are at risk because 
President Trump would rather bully allies than build with them. 
It worries me when the President calls USMCA irrelevant. It is 
even more concerning that, at a time when we should be working 
with our allies to lower costs for farmers and fight back the influ-
ence of China, that the President announced a new ten percent tar-
iff on Canada, Mexico, and the EU. The timing could not be worse 
for more chaos. 

Our farm economy cannot take any more shocks to the system. 
Right now, we need to be strengthening our relationships with al-
lies, not undermining them, and I think that the testimony we hear 
today will affirm that trade across North America is absolutely 
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vital. I look forward to having a frank conversation today. Thank 
you again to our witnesses for being here, and, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Craig follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ANGIE CRAIG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
MINNESOTA 

Good morning and thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you to our witnesses for your testimony today. I look forward to hear-

ing from you about the importance of USMCA, improvements that can be made dur-
ing review and the overall trade environment. 

I want to say up front that while I’m happy to have a great group of witnesses 
before us, I am disappointed that USTR and USDA did not make themselves avail-
able for this hearing. Agriculture is a huge part of USMCA, and this Committee 
needs to have the opportunity to hear directly and publicly from the Administration 
on how they are advancing agricultural interests during negotiations. 

Right now, America’s farmers are facing the worst economic crisis since the 1980s. 
Inputs are up, prices are down and markets have been decimated. Now more than 
ever, they need trade certainty to help weather this storm. They are pleading for 
it—trade, not aid. 

Yet, for the past year and a half, we’ve watched this Administration do the exact 
opposite. It has destroyed America’s reputation as a reliable trade partner. 

We’ve seen an abuse of tariffs, and an inconsistent approach to trade barriers that 
raised prices for consumers while creating an unpredictable business environment. 

Amidst this cloud of economic instability, family farmers have been able to largely 
turn to our allies to the North and South as reliable markets for our goods. They 
have served as ports in the storm during these difficult economic times. Now, by 
threatening to blow up USMCA, the President and his Administration are threat-
ening the last source of trade certainty our farmers have. They are right to have 
concerns—this President is unstable. 

In the past year, the President has asked ‘‘Who would ever sign a thing like this?’’ 
This might surprise the current Trump Administration, but USMCA was nego-

tiated by the first Trump Administration and signed by President Trump. 
And while USMCA may not be perfect—there are certainly improvements that 

can be made—it is still vital for American farmers, ranchers, foresters and busi-
nesses. 

In our continued pursuit to feed, clothe and fuel the world, Mexico and Canada 
remain our top agricultural trade partners. Our relationship with these allies puts 
money in the pockets of family farmers and creates and supports jobs up and down 
the food supply chain. 

In just the last year, my state, Minnesota, exported over $2 billion worth of agri-
cultural products to Mexico and Canada. Our top agricultural exports are corn, 
grain and oilseed milling products and soybeans. 

Minnesota exported $51 million in eggs to Canada and $44 million worth of sugar 
to Mexico. 

In total, agricultural exports to Mexico and Canada support nearly 10,000 jobs in 
Minnesota. 

That’s 10,000 people in Minnesota able to keep food on their table, raise a family 
and put a roof over their head because of North American trade. 

That’s 10,000 Minnesotans whose jobs are at risk because President Trump would 
rather bully allies than build with them. 

It worries me when the President calls USMCA ‘‘irrelevant.’’ It is even more con-
cerning that at a time when we should be working with our allies to lower costs 
for farmers and fight back the influence of China, that the President announced a 
new ten percent tariff on Canada, Mexico and the EU. The timing could not be 
worse for more Trump trade chaos. 

Our farm economy cannot take anymore shocks to the system. Right now, we need 
to be strengthening our relationships with allies, not undermining them, and I think 
that the testimony we hear today will affirm that trade across North America is 
vital. 

I look forward to having a frank conversation today. Thank you again for being 
here. I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The chair would request that other Members 
submit their opening statements for the record so the witnesses 
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may begin their testimony and ensure that there is ample time for 
questions. 

Our first witness today is Mr. Michael Lichte, the Chief Insights 
and Optimization Officer at Dairy Farmers of America. Our next 
witness is Ms. Kristen Sawin, the Vice President of the Govern-
ment and Corporate Affairs at Weyerhaeuser. Our third witness 
today is Mr. Dave Puglia. Mr. Puglia is the President and Chief 
Executive Officer at the Western Growers Association, and I will 
now yield to the Ranking Member to introduce our next witness. 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Our next witness today is 
Ms. Jamie Beyer. Ms. Beyer has a farm near Wheaton, Minnesota, 
where she and her husband, Rod, grow soybeans, corn, sugarbeets, 
and alfalfa. She serves on the board of directors of, and is an execu-
tive committee member at, the American Soybean Association. 
Thank you, Ms. Beyer, for being here today, and I look forward to 
hearing the farmer’s perspective. 

The CHAIRMAN. Our fifth witness is Mr. Michael Schumpp, the 
Senior Director for International Affairs at the Meat Institute, and 
our final witness today is Mr. Neil Herrington, the Senior Vice 
President for the Americas Program at the United States Chamber 
of Commerce. 

I want to thank all of our witnesses for joining us today. I think 
hearing from you all is a great pretext to our work with USTR be-
cause we want to be your voice, yes, so really excited about this 
panel that we have mustered together today, and we are now going 
to proceed through your testimony. You will each have 5 minutes. 
The timer in front of you will count down to zero, at which time 
your time has expired. 

Mr. Lichte, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL LICHTE, CHIEF INSIGHTS AND 
OPTIMIZATION OFFICER, DAIRY FARMERS OF AMERICA, 
INC.; MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, NATIONAL MILK 
PRODUCERS FEDERATION; DIRECTOR, U.S. DAIRY EXPORT 
COUNCIL, KANSAS CITY, KS 

Mr. LICHTE. All right. Thank you, Chairman Thompson. Chair-
man Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the Com-
mittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the impor-
tance of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement to the U.S. 
dairy sector. My name is Michael Lichte, and I serve as Chief In-
sights and Optimization Officer for Dairy Farmers of America. DFA 
is the largest dairy cooperative in the United States, representing 
nearly 5,000 family dairy farms, and marketing more than 64 bil-
lion pounds of milk annually. Our scale gives us a direct line of 
sight into how trade policy shapes the milk prices our farmer own-
ers depend upon to sustain their operations, their families, and 
their communities. I appreciate the opportunity to share our per-
spective on how USMCA is working today and where improve-
ments are needed to ensure the agreement delivers real results for 
our farmers as we approach the Joint Review. 

Exports are essential to the future of the U.S. dairy industry. 
Today, export demand accounts for roughly 17 percent of U.S. milk 
production and is a key driver of growth across our sector. For 
dairy farmers, the ability to access and compete in global markets 
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directly supports the milk prices they receive and the investments 
made across rural America. Within the broader export picture, 
USMCA remains the most important trade agreement for U.S. 
dairy. Mexico and Canada together account for more than 40 per-
cent of U.S. dairy export value. For our farmers, stable and reliable 
market access is not optional. It is foundational to their ability to 
operate and plan for the future. 

First, I want to emphasize that USMCA is working well in Mex-
ico. Mexico is the most important trading partner for the U.S. dairy 
industry, purchasing billions of dollars of U.S. dairy products each 
year that are used throughout the manufacturing, retail, and food 
service channels. This relationship has been built over decades 
through open markets, strong partnerships, and close coordination 
between our industries. It stands today as a clear example of how 
trade agreements can deliver a mutual benefit when implemented 
effectively. 

For DFA, this success is very real. Mexico is our largest export 
destination, representing over 14 percent of our total export rev-
enue. This growth reflects what happens when U.S. dairy farmers 
are given a fair opportunity to compete—they are able to deliver— 
and every dollar of export revenue generated in Mexico flows back 
through our cooperative and supports the milk prices paid to our 
farmer owners. As we approach the Joint Review, it is critical that 
we preserve this success. That includes maintaining duty-free ac-
cess, ensuring that emerging policy developments, such as Mexico’s 
push for milk self-sufficiency or the potential restriction on com-
mon cheese names, do not undermine the open market access that 
has supported our growth thus far. 

At the same time, USMCA has not delivered the same level of 
results in Canada. While the agreement established new opportuni-
ties for market access, those opportunities have not consistently 
translated into commercially meaningful outcomes for U.S. dairy 
exporters. In practice, Canada’s administration of its dairy quotas 
has limited their usability. In some cases, access that was nego-
tiated has been only partially utilized. For example, in 2025, less 
than ten percent of available access under the yogurt quota was ul-
timately filled. At the same time, Canadian dairy pricing policies, 
especially for nonfat milk solids, continue to create conditions that 
distort trade and impact competitiveness for U.S. producers. For 
our farmer owners, the outcome is clear: access that exists on 
paper is not consistently translating into real market opportunities. 
As the Joint Review moves forward, improving how these commit-
ments function in practice will be important to ensuring the agree-
ment delivers real results for U.S. farmers. 

In closing, USMCA remains one of the most important trade 
frameworks supporting the U.S. dairy industry and the rural com-
munities we serve. As policymakers look ahead to the Joint Review, 
we encourage a focused approach: preserve what is working, par-
ticularly our strong relationship with Mexico, while ensuring that 
the agreement delivers meaningful results across all markets. At 
the end of the day, our farmers are asking for one thing: a fair op-
portunity to compete. When they have that opportunity, they win, 
and with the right focus, USMCA can continue delivering the op-
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portunities for years to come to preserve the next generation com-
ing to the family farm. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Lichte follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL LICHTE, CHIEF INSIGHTS AND OPTIMIZATION 
OFFICER, DAIRY FARMERS OF AMERICA, INC.; MEMBER, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION; DIRECTOR, U.S. DAIRY EXPORT COUNCIL, 
KANSAS CITY, KS 

Introduction 
Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the Committee, 

thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony regarding the importance of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA) to the U.S. dairy sector and the 
need to ensure full implementation and enforcement of the agreement’s dairy com-
mitments as part of the forthcoming joint review process. 

My name is Michael Lichte, and I serve as Chief Insights and Optimization Offi-
cer for Dairy Farmers of America (DFA). DFA is the largest dairy cooperative in 
the United States and the third-largest dairy company globally. Our farmer-owners 
operate nearly 5,000 family farms, from which DFA markets 64.7 billion pounds of 
milk annually, some of which goes into DFA’s 82 manufacturing facilities. On the 
global stage, DFA exports more than 30 forms of dairy products to 70 countries, 
partnering with over 200 customers worldwide. In 2025, DFA’s international busi-
ness generated nearly $1 billion in revenue. Our scale and scope give us a direct 
line of sight into how trade policy shapes the milk prices our farmer-owners depend 
on to sustain their operations, their families, and their communities. 

In my current role, I facilitate the development of DFA’s enterprise-wide strategic 
priorities alongside our leadership group, work with business leaders across our co-
operative to enhance business performance, and look to advance long-term growth 
initiatives. Beyond DFA, I am actively engaged in national and international dairy 
policy and trade matters through service on the boards and committees of National 
Milk Producers Federation, U.S. Dairy Export Council, International Dairy Foods 
Association, and Global Dairy Platform. I also serve as a cleared advisor to USDA’s 
Agricultural Technical Advisory Committee for Trade in Animals and Animal Prod-
ucts. 

It is with this experience that I am honored to testify before you today on the 
importance of the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA) for DFA and the U.S. 
dairy industry, and the need for improvements to be made during the joint review 
process to ensure it delivers real results for our dairy farmers and the rural commu-
nities they support. 

Importance of USMCA 
First, I want to thank Chairman Thompson on his diligent leadership in cham-

pioning the bipartisan Whole Milk for Healthy Kids into law earlier this year. We 
appreciate the Chairman and many on the Committee who supported this critical 
effort that supports both our nation’s youth and our hardworking dairy farmers. 

While the Whole Milk for Healthy Kids promises a new opportunity for our farm-
ers domestically, we must continue to look outside of our borders for long-term, sus-
tainable growth. Export demand now accounts for 17 percent of total U.S. milk pro-
duction and has become one of the key drivers of incremental growth across the 
dairy sector. Long-term growth in U.S. milk production continues to outpace domes-
tic consumption growth trends in several product categories, particularly for milk 
solids used in manufactured dairy products and ingredients. As a result, the ability 
of U.S. dairy producers, cooperatives, and processors to access and compete within 
foreign markets has become central to supporting the milk prices our farmers de-
pend on and generating returns on billions of dollars in processing infrastructure 
investments made across rural America over the last few years. 

At DFA, our cooperative exists to find the best possible markets for our farmers’ 
milk, whether that is in a school cafeteria down the road or a cheese plant in Mex-
ico. The stronger and more diverse our export markets, the stronger the returns we 
can deliver back to the farmgate. That is why trade policy matters so deeply to our 
farmer-owners. 

Against that backdrop, USMCA remains the most commercially significant trade 
agreement for the U.S. dairy industry. Mexico and Canada collectively account for 
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over 40 percent of all U.S. dairy exports by value.1 Mexico and Canada are by far 
the top two export destinations for U.S. dairy exports, and have been consistently 
for decades. 

That is the kind of consistency dairy farmers, who milk their cows 365 days a 
year, rely upon. For our industry, market continuity remains particularly important 
because of the nature of dairy production and the inability to shut off production. 
Our farmer-owners structured DFA to ensure that their steady supply of milk pro-
duction can be processed into a wide variety of products that customers around the 
world demand. Meeting this mandate requires substantial fixed costs, efficient 
throughput and stable sales relationships. Capital investments associated with mod-
ern dairy processing infrastructure are measured in hundreds of millions, if not bil-
lions, of dollars and are financed over long planning horizons. Export market disrup-
tion can therefore have immediate downstream effects on manufacturing margins 
and ultimately farm-level milk checks. 

USMCA provides the market assurances that our farmers need to continue oper-
ating. Its importance to our farmers cannot be overstated. Beyond the tariff-free ac-
cess that it provides to the Mexican market, USMCA also included provisions in-
tended to partially address longstanding concerns involving Canada’s dairy market 
restrictions and dairy protein export practices. During the USMCA negotiations, the 
United States secured market access into Canada through the establishment of new 
tariff-rate quotas (TRQs) across multiple dairy product categories. In addition, the 
agreement incorporated export disciplines directed at limiting the ability of Canada 
to offload artificially low-priced dairy proteins into international markets through 
trade-distortive pricing and export mechanisms that adversely affect U.S. dairy 
manufacturers and global dairy protein markets. 

While USMCA has delivered strong results with Mexico, Canada’s implementation 
of its dairy commitments has not yet produced the commercially meaningful out-
comes our farmers were promised. The mandated joint review provides an important 
opportunity for the United States to address these outstanding issues with Canada, 
while preserving the full market access for U.S. dairy products into Mexico, to en-
sure the agreement delivers for our farmers. 
Mexico 

Mexico is the most important trading partner of the U.S. dairy industry. It alone 
purchases billions of dollars annually in U.S. cheese, skim milk powder, whey prod-
ucts, lactose, dairy proteins, and other manufactured dairy products used through-
out the Mexican food manufacturing, retail, and food-service sectors. The commer-
cial integration of the U.S. and Mexican dairy industries developed over decades 
through the gradual elimination of tariffs, the establishment of stable regional sup-
ply chains under USMCA, and a concerted focus by our industry in developing deep 
partnerships within Mexico. The continuation of duty- and trade barrier-free access 
to Mexico under USMCA is critically important to our farmers. 

The relationships that our industry has developed in Mexico are a clear dem-
onstration of how trade agreements can yield mutually beneficial results, if done 
right. Through both NAFTA and now USMCA, the U.S. and Mexican dairy indus-
tries alike have grown in parallel as new dairy product varieties have been intro-
duced in Mexico and joint efforts have been invested to promote and grow consump-
tion. As part of this longstanding relationship-building effort, I have participated in 
an annual U.S.-Mexico Binational Dairy Summit and related bilateral industry en-
gagements. The forums bring together producers, cooperatives and processors from 
both countries to address common regulatory issues, strengthen supply chain coordi-
nation, and support continued growth in dairy consumption across our two markets. 
The long-term collaboration between the industries in both countries has helped es-
tablish one of the most integrated and mutually beneficial agricultural trading rela-
tionships in the world. 

DFA’s own growth in Mexico reflects the strength of this partnership. Mexico is 
the top priority export market for DFA, representing 14.1 percent of our total export 
revenue at $134 million annually. Across the broader U.S. dairy industry, total ex-
ports to Mexico reached $2.6 billion in 2025—with DFA accounting for approxi-
mately 5.2 percent of that total. This growth is rooted in the strengths we value 
most about the Mexican market: strong partners, close proximity, and sound policy. 
When our farmers have a fair shot at competing in open markets, they deliver— 
and the results in Mexico prove that point. Every dollar of export revenue we gen-
erate in Mexico flows back to the cooperative and ultimately supports the milk 
prices paid to our farmer-owners. 
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To preserve that positive relationship, the U.S. dairy industry has closely mon-
itored implementation of USMCA commitments in two key policies in Mexico. The 
first is a strategy Mexico published last year aimed at self-sufficiency in milk pro-
duction, a component of which calls for the reduction of milk powder imports from 
the United States.2 While increasing Mexico’s food security is a goal U.S. dairy sup-
ports, interference with imports and trade markets is not. The second policy is Mexi-
co’s geographical indications (GI) commitments it negotiated with Europe that have 
the potential to restrict cheese names commonly used by U.S. exporters. On both 
of these policy matters, the U.S. Government’s engagement is needed during the 
USMCA joint review to ensure Mexico fully preserves market access for U.S. dairy 
products marketed under common names and does not introduce new restrictions. 
Canada 

Canada’s dairy policies remain one of the most significant trade and competitive-
ness concerns facing U.S. agriculture within USMCA. While USMCA secured impor-
tant new dairy market access and pricing provisions, Canada’s implementation has 
fallen well short of the negotiated intent. 

Since USMCA’s implementation, Canada has administered its dairy tariff-rate 
quotas (TRQs) in a manner that prevents full use of the market access concessions 
secured under USMCA. The overwhelming majority of quota allocations remain con-
centrated among Canadian dairy processors that lack commercial incentives to im-
port outside their own intra-company shipping, while importers/distributors are allo-
cated only minimal shares of the available access. Retailers and food-service opera-
tors remain completely excluded from access to the quota system despite rep-
resenting entities with actual commercial demand for competitively priced U.S. 
dairy products. The resulting under-fill across numerous quota categories limits 
U.S. suppliers from receiving the full benefits of the negotiated market access. 

Demonstrating the limiting effects of Canada’s dairy TRQ administration, U.S. ac-
cess negotiated under the ‘‘Yogurt and Buttermilk’’ quota (TRQ–CA09) for calendar 
year 2025 was 4,135 metric tons. Yet only 382 metric tons were ultimately imported 
under the quota, representing just nine percent utilization of the access Canada 
committed to provide.3 Similar shortfall patterns persist across other dairy cat-
egories. These persistent under-fill rates are particularly difficult to justify given the 
substantial price premiums routinely paid by Canadian consumers for dairy prod-
ucts relative to competitively priced U.S. exports. The continued existence of large 
volumes of unused quota clearly indicates that Canada’s distortionary allocation 
methodology is suppressing commercially viable imports and preventing negotiated 
market access from functioning as intended under the agreement. 

The inability for U.S. producers and processors like DFA to serve demand from 
willing customers in Canada makes these trade barriers an ongoing source of frus-
tration. 

To put this in perspective, Canada currently represents just 3.4 percent of DFA’s 
total export sales at approximately $32 million annually—a fraction of what the 
market could support if the negotiated access were functioning as intended. 

Beyond the TRQ issues, Canada has also sought to circumvent its USMCA dairy 
pricing disciplines. While Canada formally eliminated its discriminatory Class VII 
pricing system as part of its USMCA commitments, it has implemented alternative 
measures that largely replicate the pricing scheme, allowing dairy protein proc-
essors to purchase raw milk at extremely low prices. These pricing policies, com-
bined with Federal and provincial grants and loans expressly provided to address 
Canada’s structural surplus of nonfat milk solids, result in heavily discounted prod-
uct entering the United States and third country export markets around the world. 

A U.S. International Trade Commission (USITC) Section 332 report on the United 
States’ global competitiveness on nonfat milk solids released in May also noted the 
dramatic export growth of Canadian non-fat solids in certain HS codes and that 
Canada’s milk supply management system effectively ‘‘unlinks’’ milk farm prices 
from milk component prices, allowing for greater competitive advantage for Cana-
dian nonfat milk solids production. USITC found that Canada’s exports under the 
‘‘protein isolate’’ tariff code (HTS 3504) grew from just 76 metric tons in 2013–2015 
to over 32,000 metric tons in 2022–2024. While the tariff code is not exclusive to 
dairy proteins, USITC estimates that most of the exports were dairy based.4 
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USITC further notes that the dairy products are entering the United States from 
new and expanded processing plants in British Columbia and Manitoba. The report 
cites that ‘‘[i]n addition to access to cost-competitive sources of [nonfat milk solids] 
components, these facilities received grants and loans from national and provincial 
governments.’’ 5 These expansion investments suggest that Canada plans to continue 
its dairy policy practices that further distort markets, including in the United 
States. 

The USITC findings are consistent with our experiences; Canada appears to have 
shifted surplus nonfat milk solids into product categories structured to avoid the ex-
port disciplines established under USMCA. For our farmer-owners, every metric ton 
of quota left unfilled in Canada, and every pound of artificially priced Canadian 
dairy protein that enters our markets, or take our share of our customers’ markets, 
puts downward pressure on the returns our member farms receive for their milk. 
Getting this right during the joint review is essential to preserving the credibility 
of USMCA and protecting the livelihoods of American dairy farm families. 

The upcoming USMCA joint review must address these issues head-on. Canada’s 
TRQ allocation system requires structural reform to ensure quota volumes are fully 
usable by U.S. dairy exporters—irrespective of their end destination, not just Cana-
dian processors. Stronger utilization requirements and more effective quota return 
provisions are needed to discourage chronic under-fill. Similarly, the review must 
comprehensively address Canada’s pricing of nonfat milk solids by evaluating the 
efficacy and conditions of the pricing formula, reconsidering the export thresholds 
for Canadian nonfat milk solids, and requiring Canada’s full partnership in any 
pricing or quota policies it may change. 
Conclusion 

For DFA and the U.S. dairy industry broadly, USMCA remains one of the most 
consequential trade agreements affecting long-term competitiveness, manufacturing 
investment, and the economic stability of dairy farm families. With Mexico and Can-
ada accounting for close to half of all U.S. dairy exports, the market outlets provided 
through USMCA directly influence the milk checks farmers receive across the coun-
try. 

The long-term success of the agreement depends upon whether its commitments 
produce commercially meaningful outcomes in practice. 

As the joint review process moves forward, the United States should prioritize 
preserving the strengths of the North American dairy trading relationship while se-
curing targeted improvements necessary to strengthen implementation and enforce-
ment of the agreement’s dairy provisions, particularly for Canada. With appropriate 
enforcement and modernization, USMCA can continue supporting investment, ex-
port growth, and economic opportunity for America’s dairy farm families for genera-
tions to come. 

At the end of the day, our farmers are asking for one thing: a fair opportunity 
to compete. When they have that opportunity—as they do in Mexico—they win. It 
is our responsibility to ensure that USMCA delivers on that promise across all of 
North America, so that the next generation of dairy farm families can build on the 
foundation this agreement provides. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lichte, thanks so much for your testimony. 
Ms. Sawin, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF KRISTEN SAWIN, VICE PRESIDENT 
GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE AFFAIRS, WEYERHAEUSER; 
CHAIR, GLOBAL FORESTRY TASK GROUP, NATIONAL 
ALLIANCE OF FOREST OWNERS, SEATTLE, WA 

Ms. SAWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Craig, 
and honorable Members of the Committee. I am Kristen Sawin, 
Vice President of Government and Corporate Affairs at 
Weyerhaeuser, appearing today on behalf of the National Alliance 
of Forest Owners, of which Weyerhaeuser is a member. NAFO rep-
resents private forest landowners who, collectively, own over 44 
million acres of sustainably managed working forests in the United 
States. At Weyerhaeuser, we own 101⁄2 million acres. We appreciate 
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the opportunity to share our perspectives on why trade policy mat-
ters to the U.S. forest product sector and offer some ideas on how 
Congress can ensure a level playing field for the American forest 
landowners. 

American private working forests are among the most productive 
and sustainably managed in the world. We grow 53 percent more 
fiber than we harvest annually. Unfortunately, we are seeing some 
significant market disruptions. Since 2014, there have been over 35 
pulp mill closures and a 20 percent contraction of logging capacity 
in the United States. Increasingly, export markets are an impor-
tant segment of the overall economic picture for our sector. 

I want to talk a little bit about some trade data, first in the U.S. 
log and wood chip exports. These are fairly constrained markets. 
With the trade barriers recently put into place by China in 2025, 
our primary trade partners are now Canada, Japan, and Vietnam. 
Given this concentration, we remain fairly vulnerable to significant 
price deflation when any of these markets tighten. When looking 
specifically at USMCA, you will find that Canada is an importer 
of hardwood logs and chips and an exporter of softwood lumber and 
other wood products, while the U.S. exports finished lumber and 
other wood products to Mexico. That is about 24 percent of our do-
mestic production in the United States. Good policy can help sup-
port the sector and improve market stability for our landowners. 

We would point you in three main areas. First of all, energy mar-
kets, fixing the definition of woody biomass and the Renewable 
Fuel Standard to ensure that low-value and residual-quality wood 
are moved into energy markets is free to the Federal Government 
and is an immediate uplift for landowners and for mills in the 
United States. Second is housing policy. Housing starts drive lum-
ber demand. NAFO supports the House-passed 21st Century ROAD 
to Housing Act (Pub. L. 119–101), and we hope your Senate col-
leagues join you soon. And finally trade policy. Fair and enforceable 
trade rules are critical as are the removal of the non-tariff barriers, 
both sanitary and phytosanitary, and then tariff support for domes-
tic manufacturing operations. 

The United States should be viewed as a wood basket to the 
world. We operate under the highest sustainability standards and 
have more timber than we can process domestically. And unfortu-
nately, year over year, trade data shows that we are actually re-
ducing our exports and not increasing them, and we would like to 
see that changed. I am going to point you to my written testimony 
on some other areas of trade, such as China, India, and the Euro-
pean Union, but focus primarily on USMCA. 

For the USMCA, there is a bit of a quirk for us—at least we view 
it as a quirk—in Chapter 10, which is one of the adjudicatory chap-
ters. It used to be Chapter 19 in NAFTA for those who are inter-
ested. We would ask that you consider eliminating Chapter 10 and 
give it a really hard look. It was originally envisioned as a tem-
porary provision while the WTO was being stood up. In our view, 
Chapter 10 is obsolete but can be used to drag out disputes, and 
has become a little bit more political than adjudicatory lately. 

And in sum, NAFO is committed to being a resource for this 
Committee as you work through these issues. We believe that with 
the right policy support, America’s forests can be an even greater 
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engine for rural prosperity, nature- and climate-positive outcomes, 
and national economic strength. Thank you and look forward to 
your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Sawin follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF KRISTEN SAWIN, VICE PRESIDENT GOVERNMENT AND 
CORPORATE AFFAIRS, WEYERHAEUSER; CHAIR, GLOBAL FORESTRY TASK GROUP, 
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF FOREST OWNERS, SEATTLE, WA 

Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and distinguished Members of the 
Committee: 

I am Kristen Sawin, Vice President of Government and Corporate Affairs at 
Weyerhaeuser and am pleased to appear today on behalf of the National Alliance 
of Forest Owners (NAFO), of which Weyerhaeuser is a member. I am currently the 
Chair of the Global Forestry Task Group at NAFO. 

The National Alliance of Forest Owners represents private forest landowners who 
collectively own and manage over 44 million acres of working forests across the 
United States. These forests are not only a vital natural resource but also the eco-
nomic backbone of countless rural communities, supporting approximately 3.9 mil-
lion American jobs in forestry, wood products manufacturing, pulp and paper pro-
duction, and related industries. Our members are committed to sustainable forest 
management practices that balance economic productivity with environmental stew-
ardship and long-term forest health. 

At Weyerhaeuser, we manage roughly 10.5 million acres of timberland across 
multiple regions of the United States, and we operate 35 wood products mills and 
building distribution centers that employ thousands of Americans in family-wage 
jobs. Our operations span from the Pacific Northwest, the U.S. Southeast and up 
to New England, making us deeply familiar with the diverse forest ecosystems and 
economic conditions across the nation. We harvest timber sustainably, regenerate 
forests for future generations, and produce essential wood products that Americans 
depend on daily. Weyerhaeuser has long standing export relationships to Japan, 
Vietnam, South Korea, and China. We are interested in more meaningful opportuni-
ties to India and the European Union. 

We appreciate the opportunity to share why trade policy matters profoundly to 
the forest products sector and to NAFO members. International trade dynamics di-
rectly affect our ability to compete in global markets, maintain domestic production 
capacity, protect American jobs, and ensure fair treatment for our products abroad. 
When foreign competitors benefit from unfair subsidies, when trade barriers prevent 
our products from reaching overseas markets, or when retaliatory tariffs are im-
posed in response to U.S. trade actions, the impacts reverberate through our mills, 
our timberlands, and the rural communities that depend on them. The decisions 
made by Congress and the Administration on trade policy can mean the difference 
between growth and decline, between job creation and layoffs, between thriving 
rural economies and struggling ones. 

In my testimony today, I will address how trade policy affects the domestic forest 
products sector, highlight specific challenges our industry faces in the international 
marketplace, and offer recommendations on how Congress can help ensure a level 
playing field for American forest landowners and manufacturers. 
A Supply Chain at Risk: Background on the U.S. Forest Products Sector 
State of America’s Working Forests 

America’s private working forests are among the most productive and sustainably 
managed in the world, growing 53% more wood than is harvested annually. The 
supply exists—the problem is markets. Our domestic supply chain is under serious 
and accelerating stress. 

Since 2014, the sector has experienced over 35 pulp mill closures, resulting in 
$800 million in annual forest revenue losses and more than 50 million tons of lost 
wood-processing capacity. The availability of logging crews is a serious concern, as 
logging has contracted by 20% over the past decade as mills have closed. In addi-
tion, U.S. pulp exports to Mexico have declined by over 18% year-over-year. These 
are supply-chain collapses, not market corrections—when markets disappear, they 
do not return. 
Hardwood Lumber Sector Decline 

The hardwood lumber sector presents a contrasting picture of domestic oversupply 
amid declining production. Current consumption is 3 billion board feet (BBF) annu-
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ally, while production reaches 4 BBF—a figure that represents a 46% decline from 
2019 levels and a 67% decrease from 1999 peak production. Capacity stood at 7 BBF 
in 2023, though the sector has experienced a wave of mill closures since that meas-
urement. 

Trade patterns reflect the sector’s export orientation: imports are minimal at 0.2 
BBF, while exports reach 1.1 BBF. Export destinations are notably concentrated, 
with China receiving 28% and Mexico taking 12% of hardwood lumber shipments. 
Log and Wood Chip Export Markets 

U.S. log and wood chip exports demonstrate high market concentration among 
three primary buyers. Canada, Japan, and Vietnam collectively import 78% of total 
U.S. log exports, with Canada alone accounting for 40%, Japan 27%, and Vietnam 
11%. These same three countries also receive 77% of chip exports, with Canada tak-
ing 44% of log exports and 33% of chip exports. That concentration is a vulner-
ability: when any one of those markets tightens, American timberland owners feel 
it immediately and have few places to turn. 

The price data tells that story plainly. Southern pine sawlog export prices are 
down 16.9% year-over-year, while Douglas-fir sawlog prices have fallen 15% below 
their 5 year average. These are not minor fluctuations; rather they reflect a market 
in which U.S. producers are losing ground to competitors who benefit from pref-
erential trade relationships and, in some cases, government support that American 
forest owners do not receive. 
Figure 1: [Sawlog Export Price Trends Showing Year-Over-Year Declines 

for Southern Pine and Douglas Fir] 
Figure 63: U.S. Log and Chip Exports to World by Destination 

Sawlog export prices have experienced significant downward pressure, 
with southern pine prices declining 16.9% year-over-year and Douglas-fir 
prices falling 15% below their 5 year average. These trends reflect chal-
lenging conditions in international timber markets and reduced demand 
from key export partners. 

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
Note: Data through February 2026. 

The situation with China illustrates how quickly that ground can disappear. In 
2024, the U.S. was the third largest supplier of softwood logs to China, exporting 
1.3M cubic meters of U.S. southern yellow pine logs and Douglas-fir logs. However, 
on March 4, 2025, China’s General Administration of Customs suspended the proc-
essing of all U.S. log imports, claiming a discovery of pests in U.S. shipments. The 
suspension was not an isolated technical action. For several years, China has re-
sponded to trade disputes by locking in long-term purchase agreements with other 
countries, systematically eroding U.S. market share. Meanwhile, Canada’s log ex-
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ports to China have increased 35% during this period. Markets lost to competitors 
who have secured preferential access do not come back easily, and the window to 
defend U.S. position is closing. 
Wood Products Markets and the USMCA 

The U.S. forest products sector represents a significant component of American 
trade, with annual exports totaling $38.4 billion and imports of $54.6 billion. Our 
primary trading relationships are concentrated with neighboring countries: Canada 
accounts for 39% of forest product imports and Mexico accounts for 24% of our ex-
port market. 

The softwood lumber sector shows clear indicators of both domestic capacity and 
import dependence. U.S. consumption stands at 49.8 BBF, while domestic produc-
tion reaches 37.1 BBF, with 61% originating from southern operations and 34% 
from western mills. Total U.S. mill capacity is 46 BBF, currently operating at 80% 
utilization. Recent Census Bureau data reveals that 58% of mills report operating 
below capacity due to insufficient orders rather than supply constraints. Imports 
total 13.9 BBF, representing roughly 25% of consumption, with 76% of these imports 
(10.5 BBF) sourcing from Canada. On the export side, the U.S. ships 1.2 BBF 
abroad, with Mexico receiving 37% and Canada taking 15%. Notably, current import 
levels are below the 5 year average of 28% of consumption. 

The U.S.-Canada softwood lumber dispute is enforced through trade remedy law 
(specifically, the antidumping and countervailing duty provisions of Title VII of the 
Tariff Act of 1930) and is legally distinct from USMCA and from the broader tariff 
debate. These are not tariff policy choices; they are determinations made under 
long-standing U.S. law in response to findings of unfair trade practices. There is 
currently no interest by U.S. lumber manufacturers to include softwood lumber as 
a unique provision within the USMCA. There is, however, interest in addressing the 
dispute resolution process outlined in Chapter 10. 
Three-Part Policy Solution 

Smart policy in three key areas can reverse these trends and restore market sta-
bility: 

Energy Markets—Fixing the definition of woody biomass in the Renewable Fuel 
Standard (RFS) to ensure low-value and residual wood qualify as a feedstock is the 
most important domestic policy step Congress can take, at no Federal cost. This 
would create immediate demand for forest products and support rural forestry 
economies. 

Housing Affordability—Housing starts drive lumber demand, the most impor-
tant end-use market for forest products. NAFO supports the House-passed 21st Cen-
tury Road to Housing Act (May 20, 2026), which would stimulate residential con-
struction and, by extension, lumber consumption. 

Trade Policy—Fair and enforceable trade rules, removal of unjustified foreign 
barriers, and targeted tariffs supporting domestic manufacturing are essential to 
leveling the playing field for American producers. 

Trade is a critical component of a comprehensive strategy to support U.S. working 
forests and healthy forest products supply chain. 
Trade Opportunities, Market Access, and Enforcement 

The United States should position itself as the ’wood basket to the world.’ While 
maintaining the highest sustainability standards in the world, we have more timber 
than we can process domestically, and global fiber demand continues to grow. Yet 
the trend is moving in the wrong direction: U.S. forest product exports are down 
5% year-over-year, lumber exports to Canada have declined 24%, and lumber ex-
ports to China—our primary hardwood export market—are down 26%. We are los-
ing ground in markets we should be winning. Reducing the agricultural trade deficit 
by promoting log and wood product exports, opening markets, and removing foreign 
barriers complements a strong domestic manufacturing agenda. 
Emerging Energy Export Opportunities 

As demand for energy grows worldwide, there are both immediate and long-term 
opportunities to increase U.S. forest-derived energy exports, and American mills are 
not yet meeting that demand. U.S. pellet mills are currently operating 29% (∼4M 
tons) below capacity despite a global market that is growing faster than supply can 
keep pace. 

Our closest trading partners already depend on U.S. wood pellets to keep their 
power stations running. The U.S. is the primary pellet supplier to the EU, and 
under the U.S.-EU Framework Agreement the EU has committed to purchase $750 
billion in U.S. energy products; the Administration should ensure wood pellets are 
explicitly included. The United Kingdom, the world’s largest pellet consumer, cur-
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rently sources 76% of its imports from the U.S., representing 7 million tons and $1.3 
billion annually, though that market faces pressure when the UK’s clean energy 
subsidy expires in 2027. In Asia, Japan’s imports of U.S. pellets have grown 500% 
over the past decade and are projected to nearly double again, yet Vietnam cur-
rently supplies half of Japan’s market while the U.S. supplies only 7%. Trade agree-
ments with Japan, Vietnam, and South Korea could meaningfully shift that balance. 

Beyond pellets, the opportunity in aviation and maritime fuels is significant and 
the window is open now. Forty-three airlines have pledged to use 4.1 billion gallons 
of sustainable aviation fuel annually by 2030, against current production of just 0.6 
billion gallons. Maersk alone has committed to 400 million additional gallons of 
biobased fuel annually by that same date. Woody biomass is positioned to fill a sub-
stantial portion of that gap. Fixing the Renewable Fuel Standard to recognize forest- 
derived feedstocks would strengthen the U.S. credibility and supply chain needed 
to compete for that market before others do. 
Market Access and Trade Barrier Removal Recommendations 

Brazilian Pulp Imports—Place tariffs on imported Brazilian bleached euca-
lyptus kraft (BEK) pulp. A section 301 investigation is currently ongoing. Every ton 
of imported BEK displaces American-grown hardwood fiber, undermining domestic 
pulp producers and putting additional pressure on hardwood growers that have al-
ready been hit hardest by weak markets. 

China’s Phytosanitary Restrictions—Make the 1 year pause on China’s 
phytosanitary restrictions permanent and explicitly cover all softwood logs, includ-
ing southern pine logs, not just Douglas-fir. This would reopen critical export chan-
nels for southern yellow pine producers. 

India’s Discriminatory Tariffs—India imposes a 25% tariff on U.S. logs while 
offering a 0% tariff for Australian logs and a rapidly phasing-out rate for New Zea-
land under its recently concluded Free Trade Agreement. India is the sixth-largest 
U.S. fiber importer, accounting for 8% of softwood log exports and 5% of total fiber 
exports. A bilateral agreement or most-favored-nation (MFN) treatment could mean-
ingfully expand U.S. market share before that window closes. 

EU Trade Barriers—The EU Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) imposes onerous 
requirements on U.S. forest owners, manufacturers, and exporters, despite being 
designated as a low-risk country for deforestation. NAFO is calling on the USDA 
and USTR to press for removal of these disproportionate compliance requirements. 
Additionally, the EU uses sulfuryl fluoride as a fumigant for its own wood exports 
while blocking it for imported U.S. products—a clear double standard that must be 
eliminated. 
Trade Circumvention 

Russian hardwood plywood circumvention presents a concrete example of trade 
enforcement challenges facing the U.S. domestic industry. The circumvention route 
operates as follows: Russia exports logs to China, where they are peeled into ve-
neers, then shipped to Vietnam to be formed into plywood, and finally enter the U.S. 
market effectively tariff-free despite 50% tariffs imposed on direct Russian plywood 
imports. Beyond the harm to domestic manufacturing, this is especially troubling 
because Russian state and military interests are widely documented to own and/or 
control Russian forest resources. 

The scale of this circumvention is substantial. In 2024, nearly $360 million in 
birch plywood was imported from Vietnam and Indonesia, despite neither country 
having native birch forests. Vietnamese plywood imports surged 52% in a single 
year. Meanwhile, U.S. domestic hardwood plywood capacity utilization stands at ap-
proximately 50%, indicating significant underutilization driven partly by these cir-
cumvented imports. 

The Commerce Department issued an affirmative circumvention determination in 
July 2023, recognizing the problem. However, enforcement has proven difficult to 
sustain, and imports have surged again following the initial determination. 

NAFO supports a ban on forest products sourced from Russia to close the cir-
cumvention route at its source. We also encourage coordinated Lacey Act enforce-
ment to trace Russian-origin logs through the China-Vietnam supply chain and en-
sure compliance with existing trade law. 

Such enforcement is bipartisan and straightforward, requiring no broader stance 
on Russia policy. It focuses specifically on trade enforcement and protecting the do-
mestic hardwood plywood industry from circumvention schemes that undermine le-
gitimate U.S. manufacturing capacity. 
Trade Policy Recommendations & Conclusion 

America’s private working forests are ready to meet the moment. We have the 
supply, the workforce, and the infrastructure. What we need now are markets, in-
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vestment certainty, and a level playing field in global trade. The barriers are real 
and trends are moving in the wrong direction. Congressional action is needed now. 
Four Congressional Priorities 

NAFO respectfully urges this Committee to advance four critical policy priorities: 
1. Fix the Definition of Woody Biomass in the Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) 

The definition of woody biomass in the RFS currently excludes forest-derived 
biofuels from its feedstock pathways, despite it being a proven, carbon-beneficial, 
and domestically abundant renewable resource. Recognizing woody biomass as a 
qualifying feedstock would create significant market demand for low-grade pulp-
wood, forest residuals, and mill waste-materials that currently have limited eco-
nomic value. This change would directly support forest management, reduce wildfire 
fuel loads, and provide rural forest communities with a stable revenue stream. It 
would also align the RFS with established lifecycle analysis methodologies that 
demonstrate the carbon advantages of sustainably managed forest biomass. 

In addition to creating a valuable domestic market for low-value wood, increased 
production of forest-based biofuels could help meet growing global demand for 
biobased and low-carbon fuels, creating new export opportunities and strengthening 
the U.S. as a global leader in sustainably produced, biobased fuels. If we do not 
meet this growing global demand, China will. 
2. Support Targeted Tariff Relief for Domestic Forest Products Manufacturing 

Equipment 
To meet the nation’s housing needs, we need to produce more wood products do-

mestically, which requires building more wood products manufacturing facilities in 
the U.S. Targeted tariff relief is needed to strengthen and expand domestic forest 
products manufacturing infrastructure. 

U.S. manufacturers face significant cost disadvantages when acquiring specialized 
forestry and sawmill equipment that is not manufactured domestically. Tariffs on 
imported equipment—particularly automated sawmill systems, kiln dryers, wood 
chippers, and advanced manufacturing machinery—add 10–25% to capital invest-
ment costs without protecting domestic production (since much of this equipment is 
not made in the United States). Targeted tariff relief for forest products manufac-
turing equipment produced outside of the U.S. would enable technology moderniza-
tion, improve the competitiveness of U.S. mills, and support job creation in rural 
communities. This is not about favoring imports; it is about ensuring American 
manufacturers can access the tools they need to compete globally. 
3. Pursue Opportunities to Expand Exports and Press for Removal of Unjustified 

Foreign Trade Barriers 
Free trade agreements—both bilateral and regional, like the USMCA—are in-

creasingly important tools to expand U.S. exports of forest products, from sawlogs 
to pellets to biofuels. The opportunities documented earlier in this testimony are 
real and time-sensitive: pellet markets in Europe and Asia are growing faster than 
U.S. mills can currently supply them, demand for sustainable aviation and maritime 
fuels will outpace production capacity within this decade, and India represents a 
significant log export opportunity that competitors are actively moving to lock up. 
What stands between American forest owners and those markets are specific, ad-
dressable barriers. Congress can help remove them. 

In addition, U.S. forest products face discriminatory barriers in key export mar-
kets that are inconsistent with international trade obligations and scientific evi-
dence. We urge this Committee to press the Administration and our trading part-
ners to remove the following barriers: 

• China’s Southern Yellow Pine Log Restrictions: China’s phytosanitary re-
strictions on U.S. southern yellow pine logs are not supported by scientific risk 
assessment and serve as a non-tariff barrier that locks U.S. producers out of 
the world’s largest timber market. This species represents a significant portion 
of U.S. commercial timberland and a critical export opportunity. 

• India’s Discriminatory Tariff Structure: India imposes a 25% tariff on U.S. 
logs, compared to 5% for New Zealand and 0% for Australia, creating an arbi-
trary competitive disadvantage for U.S. producers. This structure is not based 
on objective policy criteria and should be harmonized. 

• Europe’s Sulfuryl Fluoride Double Standard: The EU’s prohibition on im-
ports of wood treated with sulfuryl fluoride—while simultaneously allowing do-
mestic use of this same treatment—is a clear case of regulatory protectionism. 
U.S. producers are held to a standard that European producers are not, under-
mining fair competition. 
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• EUDR Compliance Burden: The European Union’s Deforestation Regulation 
(EUDR) imposes geolocation and traceability requirements that are overly com-
plex for U.S. exporters, and disproportionately harming small family and Tribal 
forest owners. This regulation is causing harm despite the U.S. being identified 
by the EU as a low-risk country for deforestation and having robust forest man-
agement and legal timber verification systems already in place. We support de-
forestation-free supply chains but urge recognition of equivalent regulatory sys-
tems to reduce duplicative compliance costs. 

4. Eliminate USMCA Chapter 10 Binational Panel Review 
Chapter 10 originated as a temporary stopgap in the 1988 U.S.-Canada Free 

Trade Agreement, pending negotiation of substantive antidumping and counter-
vailing duty disciplines. Those disciplines were subsequently negotiated and adopted 
in the WTO agreements and implemented through the Uruguay Round Agreements 
Act, rendering Chapter 10 review obsolete. U.S. courts ably and efficiently resolve 
appeals in nearly all other antidumping and countervailing duty cases. There is no 
justification for maintaining this constitutionally suspect and dysfunctional parallel 
system for Canada alone. 

Chapter 10’s binational panel review process presents serious constitutional and 
practical problems that directly harm U.S. forest products manufacturers: 

• Jurisdictional Concerns: The binational panel review system strips U.S. 
courts of jurisdiction over final determinations by the Department of Commerce 
and the International Trade Commission in antidumping and countervailing 
duty cases. This is a unique carve-out that exists in no other U.S. trade agree-
ment. 

• Constitutional Violations: The system violates the Appointments Clause by 
allowing non-U.S. citizens—who are not appointed by the President or con-
firmed by the Senate—to adjudicate the meaning and application of U.S. law. 
Foreign nationals make binding decisions on U.S. statutes without meeting con-
stitutional requirements for Federal adjudicators. 

• Lack of Judicial Review: U.S. parties are deprived of impartial Article III ju-
dicial review by independent Federal judges. Instead, they face review by ad hoc 
panels of foreign nationals who lack the independence, qualifications, and ac-
countability of Article III courts. 

• Flawed Decisions and Delays: The system has yielded deeply flawed deci-
sions and imposed years-long delays that tie up billions of dollars in liquida-
tions, creating massive uncertainty for U.S. companies and forest landowners 
who depend on effective trade remedy enforcement. 

Weyerhaeuser and domestic softwood lumber producers support eliminating Chap-
ter 10’s binational panel review and returning jurisdiction over U.S. trade remedy 
determinations to U.S. courts where it belongs. 
NAFO Stands Ready to Assist 

The National Alliance of Forest Owners is a resource to this Committee and 
stands ready to assist as you work through these issues. Our members—rep-
resenting millions of acres of working forests and thousands of jobs in rural commu-
nities across the country—are committed to sustainable management, economic vi-
tality, and long-term stewardship. We believe that with the right policy support, 
America’s private forests can be an even greater engine of rural prosperity, climate 
solutions, and national economic strength. 
Conclusion 

In summary, the United States must continue to be the leading forest products- 
producing nation in the world. We have abundant forests, robust growing conditions, 
manufacturing capability, and a skilled workforce to supply both domestic and inter-
national needs for generations to come. Strong domestic policy, coupled with a ro-
bust trade policy agenda, is needed to ensure the U.S. is global leader in forestry 
and forest products. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Sawin, thank you so much for your testi-
mony. Mr. Puglia, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF DAVE PUGLIA, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, WESTERN GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
IRVINE, CA 
Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Craig, 

Members of the Committee, my name is Dave Puglia. I am the 
President and CEO of Western Growers. Western Growers mem-
bers produce, pack, and ship fruits, vegetables, and tree nuts from 
the western United States, but our members operate throughout 
the United States, and many also operate abroad. In total, our 
members account for roughly 1⁄2 of the annual fresh produce grown 
in the United States. I am very pleased today to be able to provide 
testimony of the perspective of our members regarding the review 
of the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Trade Agreement. 

First, maintaining tariff-free access. Canada and Mexico rank 
first and second, respectively, in terms of exports and represent 
roughly 2⁄3 of all global U.S. fresh produce exports. Our three mar-
kets have been integrated for so long now that many of my mem-
bers speak about their sales into Canada and Mexico the same way 
they speak about sales within the United States. Western Growers 
members thus support maintaining tariff-free access in North 
America. While there may be some exceptions tied to trade adju-
dications or other specific cases, the general rule should be duty- 
free access for produce between our countries. Western Growers 
also urges that the United States and its partners affirm that 
USMCA’s framework and tools should be the primary vehicle to ad-
dress trade issues between the signatory nations. 

We urge the Administration to conclude this work quickly in 
order for trade flows to normalize and for trade tension to abate. 
While some of our products were temporarily placed on Canadian 
retaliation lists last year, just as critically, the trade tension be-
tween our countries has resulted in Canadian consumers and, by 
extension, Canadian retailers, looking to diversify away from 
American produce. While Western Growers supports the continu-
ation of a free trade agreement with our North American neigh-
bors, we also believe improvements should be made to USMCA. 

As Members of this Committee know, growing and harvesting 
fresh produce requires a huge amount of human labor. Indeed, la-
bor’s share of the cost of production is nearly 40 percent for fruit 
and vegetable growers and can be even higher for some. Moreover, 
average hourly earnings of U.S. ag workers have greatly outpaced 
wage inflation in recent years. Given this reality, one of the biggest 
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persistent disadvantages U.S. producers have when competing 
against imports is the disparity in labor costs and standards. West-
ern Growers previously raised this as a top issue during President 
Trump’s first term. Ultimately, significant labor reforms were en-
shrined to primarily address Mexico’s comparatively lax standards. 
This included wage increase commitments and pathways for signa-
tory countries to sanction each other for violations. 

We note that there have been successful changes to Mexican 
labor laws and positive results for certain sectors since USMCA 
came into force. Nevertheless, there continue to be barriers in place 
for the promise of USMCA to be fully fulfilled. Mexican Govern-
ment oversight remains under-funded, and various budget reduc-
tions or reallocations have challenged the rapid and full implemen-
tation of the promised labor reforms. So, we support efforts to rein-
force and build upon USMCA’s labor visions, particularly as it re-
lates to wages and worker protection laws. Doing so will not only 
promote better conditions for Mexican workers, but also foster fair-
er competition with the United States. 

Regarding bankruptcy challenges, among the key challenges in 
perishable ag trade across North America is the issue of reciprocal, 
enforceable mechanisms to protect fresh produce growers against 
nonpayment. In the United States, Congress long ago provided a 
trust mechanism as part of the Perishable Agricultural Commod-
ities Act, 1930 (Pub. L. 71–325), which grants fresh produce ship-
pers first priority creditor status in the event of a buyer bank-
ruptcy. In 2024, Canada adopted a similar mechanism. We would 
urge that, in the USMCA review, that Mexico be asked to adopt a 
similar mechanism to provide equivalent protection for exporters of 
fresh ag commodities. Such a tool would establish trilateral safe-
guards ensuring fair and secure trade access. 

We also called out the need for enhanced food safety provisions. 
As the Chairman noted, we have the most rigorous standards in 
the United States with respect to food safety and inspections. How-
ever, we don’t see the same commitment South of the border. Be-
cause of our concerns about foodborne illness, the U.S. Government 
has increased government inspections of domestic farms, and there 
has been a boost in private investment by the producers them-
selves in enhanced food safety systems. Food safety compliance, 
though, cannot stop at the border. In 2021, roughly 60 percent of 
all fruit consumed to the United States was imported and nearly 
40 percent of all vegetables, with Mexico being the dominant ex-
porter. USMCA renewal presents an opportunity for the United 
States to ensure that food safety oversight and standards are as 
vigorous in Mexico as they are domestically. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to provide these 
and other perspectives on renewal of the agreement and, again, 
would urge that USMCA be continued but with important changes 
to rebalance the state of play between our three countries. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Puglia follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVE PUGLIA, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, 
WESTERN GROWERS ASSOCIATION, IRVINE, CA 

Introduction 
Thank you Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the 

Committee. 
My name is Dave Puglia and I am the President and CEO of Western Growers. 

Western Growers’ members are small-, medium- and large-sized businesses that 
produce, pack and ship fruits, vegetables and tree nuts from our home states of 
California, Arizona, New Mexico and Colorado. Beyond our home states, Western 
Growers members produce in—and directly contribute to the economies of—more 
than 30 states as well as around 25 foreign countries. In total, our members account 
for roughly 1⁄2 of the annual fresh produce grown in the United States, providing 
consumers with healthy, nutritious food. For 100 years, Western Growers has been 
proud to represent the farmers who grow the best medicine.I am pleased to provide 
you testimony today from the perspective of our members regarding the review of 
the U.S.-Mexico-Canada-Agreement (USMCA). 

Maintain Tariff-Free Access and Formal Trade Dispute Resolution 
Tariff-free access for fresh produce into our northern and southern neighbor mar-

kets was first gained under NAFTA. Since 1993, fruit and vegetable exports from 
the United States to Mexico and Canada have more than tripled, reaching over $7 
billion in 2024. Collectively, these two markets rank first (Canada) and second 
(Mexico) in terms of exports and represent roughly 2⁄3 of all global U.S. fresh 
produce exports. 

I should add that these export numbers underrepresent the trade between our 
countries since there is also a substantial amount of U.S.-grown produce that is ex-
ported into both countries for additional value-added processing before it is re-im-
ported back into the United States. This supply chain is valuable and has provided 
North American consumers with even more healthy options, so it is vital the flow 
remains undeterred by tariffs and additional barriers. 

These three markets have been integrated for so long that many of my members 
speak about their sales into Canada and Mexico in the same way they speak about 
sales within the U.S. That is certainly not the case when I speak with them about 
their sales to our trading partners in other parts of the world. 

Western Growers thus strongly supports maintaining this crucial tariff-free ac-
cess; while there may be some exceptions tied to trade adjudications or other specific 
cases, the general rule should be duty free access for produce between our countries. 
Western Growers also urges the United States and its partners to affirm that any 
renewed USMCA’s framework and tools should be the primary vehicle to address 
trade issues between the signatory nations. 

We urge the Administration to conclude this work as quickly as possible in order 
for trade flows between our countries to normalize and for trade tension to abate. 
This is important because some of our members are experiencing commercial disrup-
tions due to trade tensions between our country and Canada, which is by far our 
largest fresh produce export market. Some of our products have been placed on Ca-
nadian retaliation lists which have resulted in blocked exports at times, but just as 
critically, the trade tension between our countries has resulted in Canadian con-
sumers—and by extension Canadian retailers—looking to diversify away from 
American produce. While the impacts on our sector are nowhere near as severe as 
what our friends in the California wine industry are experiencing, the fact is we 
need normal trade and a reduction of tension as soon as possible to maintain the 
Canadian market. 

Improvements to USMCA 
While Western Growers strongly supports the continuation of a free trade agree-

ment with our North American neighbors and opposes any withdrawal or reversal 
of our long-standing trade commitments, we also believe improvements should be 
made to USMCA to ensure fair competition for our domestic industry and safe fresh 
produce for all consumers. I will highlight a few discrete areas for improvement in 
my testimony here today: 

A. Labor Law Enforcement in Mexico 
As Members of this Committee know, growing and harvesting fresh produce re-

quires a huge amount of human labor. Indeed, labor’s share of the cost of production 
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is nearly 40% for fruit and vegetable growers.1 Moreover, average hourly earnings 
of U.S. agricultural workers increased 16 percent between 2001 and 2019, outpacing 
that of non-agricultural wages (five percent growth) and affirming the distinct chal-
lenges of finding sufficient labor for our farms.2 More recently, agricultural wage 
growth has been even more staggering as evidenced by H–2A wage increases of 28% 
between 2021 and 2025.3 Given this reality, one of the biggest persistent disadvan-
tages U.S. producers can and do have when competing against imports is the dis-
parity in labor costs and standards. 

Western Growers previously raised this as a top issue during the NAFTA renego-
tiations under President Trump’s first Administration. Ultimately, significant labor 
reforms were enshrined to primarily address Mexico’s comparatively lax standards. 
This included wage increase commitments, stronger collective bargaining protections 
and pathways for each country to sanction each other for violations. 

We should acknowledge that there have been successful changes to Mexican labor 
laws and positive results for certain sectors through the Rapid Response Mechanism 
since USMCA came into force. Nevertheless, there continue to be barriers in place 
for the promise of USMCA to be fully fulfilled. Mexican Government oversight re-
mains under-funded, and various budget reductions or reallocations have challenged 
the rapid and full implementation of promised labor law reforms. 

This Administration has made it a priority to support U.S. agriculture and bolster 
‘‘Buy American’’, and rightly so. It is therefore imperative to recognize this labor 
cost gap is a key pressure forcing domestic production to decline, as well as an in-
centive to ‘offshore’ it to Mexico and increase our citizens’ reliance on imported food. 

Reinforcing and building upon USMCA’s labor requirements will not only promote 
better conditions for Mexican workers but also foster fairer competition with the 
United States. Western Growers strongly supports efforts to reinforce and build 
upon USMCA’s labor provisions, particularly as it relates to wages and worker pro-
tection laws. 

In addition, the Department of Labor continues to express concerns that Mexico 
has not fulfilled its obligations in terms of child labor including in the produce sec-
tor. We urge that USMCA should be used to strengthen child labor provisions in-
cluding by Mexico agreeing to adopt some of the recommendations made by the 
Labor Department about how Mexico can improve its systems.4 

B. Bankruptcy Protection and Reciprocity 
Among the key challenges in perishable agricultural trade across North America 

is the issue of payment security and specifically the absence of a reciprocal, enforce-
able mechanism to protect growers and shippers of fresh produce against non-pay-
ment stemming from bankruptcies or insolvencies. 

In the United States, Congress provided a trust mechanism as part of the Perish-
able Agricultural Commodities Act (PACA) 5 that grants fresh produce shippers 
first-priority creditor status in the event of a buyer bankruptcy. This protection is 
essential, as highly perishable products cannot typically be reclaimed or resold. 
After years of advocacy, in 2024 Canada adopted a similar mechanism with the pas-
sage of Bill C–280, creating a PACA-like deemed trust and establishing reciprocal 
protection for producers on both sides of the U.S.-Canada border.6 

Western Growers now urges that the USMCA contain a commitment from Mexico 
to adopt a similar mechanism—modeled on the USDA PACA Trust and Canada’s 
Bill C–280—to provide equivalent protection for exporters of perishable agricultural 
commodities. Such a tool would establish trilateral safeguards, ensuring fair and se-
cure trade across all three North American markets. 
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C. Enhancing Food Safety in North American Produce Trade 
We have the most rigorous and effective food safety protocols in the world. Every 

day, 342 million Americans consume multiple meals with the confidence that the 
food they are buying, preparing and eating is safe and nutritious. Nonetheless, 
foodborne illnesses do occur too often and demand our fullest commitment to 
science-driven continuous improvements in the way we grow, harvest, process, pack-
age and deliver fresh produce. Our industry makes major investments in food safe-
ty. As an example, Western Growers is one of the two largest financial backers of 
the Center for Produce Safety, which has funded nearly $50 million in scientific re-
search to enable these continuous improvements. 

However, we know that anytime a fresh produce item is the subject of a foodborne 
illness event, not only is there a human toll but every grower and processor of that 
item will feel the effects of the fear created by media reports. The economic con-
sequences include the actual cost of recalls but especially the cratering of demand 
for the implicated item. Given our increased reliance on imported produce, it is not 
all that surprising that CDC data shows that between 1996 and 2014 more than 
half of all produce-related foodborne outbreaks were caused by produce sourced from 
foreign countries.7 

Because of this historical record of outbreaks, the U.S. Government has increased 
its engagement and oversight in the produce sector. This has resulted in increased 
government inspections of domestic farms and significant private investment by the 
producers themselves in enhanced food safety systems.8 However, food safety com-
pliance cannot stop at the border. In 2021, roughly 60% of all fruit consumed in the 
United States was imported and nearly 40% of all vegetables.9 Mexico is by far the 
largest exporter of produce to the United States accounting for 34% of all fresh fruit 
and 73% of fresh vegetable imports.10 USMCA renewal presents an opportunity for 
the United States to ensure that food safety oversight and standards are as vigorous 
in Mexico as they are domestically. 

Closing 
In conclusion, the trade partnership between the United States, Canada, and 

Mexico is highly valuable for our members. At a time of unprecedented trade uncer-
tainty in markets around the world, losing this agreement and the longstanding 
zero-tariff access for U.S. product into our top two export markets would be a severe 
blow to our members’ livelihoods. Western Growers strongly supports a renewed and 
improved USMCA to ensure our producers can continue to supply the best and most 
affordable fresh produce to consumers throughout North America. 

I look forward to your questions, 
Sincerely 

DAVE PUGLIA, 
President and CEO, 
Western Growers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Puglia, thank you so much for your testi-
mony. Ms. Beyer, please begin when you are ready. 
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STATEMENT OF JAMIE BEYER, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION, WHEATON, 
MN 
Ms. BEYER. Thank you, Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member 

Craig, and Members of the House Agriculture Committee. It is an 
honor to join you today to testify on behalf of the American Soy-
bean Association regarding USMCA. As Ranking Member Craig 
mentioned, my name is Jamie Beyer. I farm with my husband in 
Minnesota and South Dakota, where we grow soybeans, corn, sug-
arbeets, and alfalfa. I also serve as a member of the executive com-
mittee for ASA, which represents U.S. soybean farmers across 30 
soy-producing states. 

The U.S. soybean industry has a profound, positive impact on the 
U.S. economy, with the entire soy value chain generating an eco-
nomic impact of $124 billion in 2025. However, the trade uncer-
tainty plaguing our industry this marketing year highlights the im-
portance of stable, long-term trade relationships for U.S. soy. Soy-
beans are the largest agricultural export in the State of Minnesota 
and the U.S. at large. Robust international trade is a top priority 
for ASA, and we work together with the U.S. Soybean Export 
Council and the World Initiative for Soy and Human Health to con-
tinue operating and opening new global markets while maintaining 
long-term export customers. 

According to the Agricultural Coalition for USMCA, which in-
cludes nearly 50 U.S. ag groups, including ASA, agricultural and 
seafood exports under USMCA generated $149 billion in economic 
output, supporting nearly 1⁄2 million U.S. jobs and $36 billion in 
U.S. wages. Since the USMCA was enacted, the value of ag exports 
to Canada and Mexico has increased by 47 percent compared to 
only 18 percent for the rest of the world. For the U.S. soybean sec-
tor, the importance of USMCA cannot be overstated. USMCA has 
provided stability and predictability for integration of North Amer-
ican agricultural markets, especially through the guarantee of 
duty-free treatment for soy and soy products. 

In the last complete marketing year, Canada and Mexico to-
gether accounted for $4 billion in exports, or just over 13 percent 
of total soy complex exports. In addition to this, Canada also re-
mains the top export market for biomass-based diesel, a key value- 
added market for U.S. soy. USMCA upgraded NAFTA in several 
important ways, particularly through the inclusion of a strength-
ened chapter on sanitary and phytosanitary measures, which 
builds on the rules that already apply as part of the World Trade 
Organization’s SPS agreement. The revised agreement also in-
cluded a novel section on agricultural biotechnology that preempted 
disruptive trade barriers stemming from the use of genetically en-
gineered traits. Both additions modernized the agreement for U.S. 
agriculture. 

ASA’s top priority in the 5 year review of USMCA is a whole-
hearted preservation of the trilateral agreement between the coun-
tries that maintains the comprehensive, duty-free access of 
USMCA, the WTO+ SPS chapter, and an effective dispute settle-
ment mechanism. We support a full 16 year extension of the cur-
rent agreement and do not advocate for major changes to existing 
provisions of the agreement. USMCA is critical for the U.S. soy-
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bean sector and should be continued without creating disruptions 
or additional uncertainty. However, there are minor adjustments to 
USMCA that the three parties could consider, including adjust-
ments that help the agreement better facilitate agricultural trade. 
These recommendations include setting maximum residue limits 
more effectively without undermining the effectiveness of regu-
latory approval processes, and harmonizing grain inspection across 
the three parties to minimize transportation delays and support ef-
ficient agricultural shipping. These small improvements to USMCA 
would benefit agricultural trade and prevent additional barriers to 
trade. 

Again, ASA strongly supports a full 16 year renewal of USMCA 
without delay as soybean farmers continue to face a challenging 
economic landscape. Failure to renew USMCA would be cata-
strophic. Maintaining free, open, rules-based, and fair trade within 
North America is critical for the continued success of U.S. agri-
culture. USMCA in many ways is the gold standard trade agree-
ment. President Trump negotiated this agreement, overwhelming 
bipartisan majorities supported it, and entire industries, compa-
nies, farmers, and families depend on it. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify on behalf of U.S. 
soybean farmers. ASA appreciates the Committee’s focus on the im-
portance of USMCA renewal to the ag industry. I look forward to 
your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Beyer follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMIE BEYER, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION, WHEATON, MN 

Introduction 
Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and Members of the House Agri-

culture Committee, it is an honor to join you today to testify on behalf of the Amer-
ican Soybean Association regarding the United States-Canada-Mexico Agreement 
(USMCA). My name is Jamie Beyer. I am a soybean farmer from Wheaton, Min-
nesota, where I grow soybeans, corn, sugarbeets, and alfalfa alongside my husband, 
Rodd. I serve as a member of the Executive Committee for ASA. Our association, 
founded in 1920, represents U.S. soybean farmers on domestic and international pol-
icy issues important to the soybean industry. ASA has 26 affiliated state soybean 
associations representing nearly 500,000 farmers in the 30 primary soybean-pro-
ducing states. 

The U.S. soybean industry has a profound, positive impact on the U.S. economy. 
While we have long been U.S. agriculture’s No. 1 export crop, half of our harvested 
soybeans stay at home for a variety of uses. A by-the-numbers look demonstrates 
the value of the soybean industry to our domestic economic health. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) estimates that over 80 million acres of soy were har-
vested in 2025, with production of 4.3 billion bushels. Soybean production accounts 
for more than $4 billion in wages and over $80 billion in economic impacts, accord-
ing to a study by the United Soybean Board (USB)/Soy Check-off and National Oil-
seed Processors Association (NOPA). This economic impact does not include sec-
ondary soy markets and supporting industries like biofuels, grain elevators, feed 
mills, ports, rail, refining, barges, etc., which bring the national total economic im-
pact of the soybean value chain to a significant $124 billion. 

As the largest agricultural export in the U.S., robust international trade is a top 
priority of the U.S. soybean industry. In conjunction with our partners at the U.S. 
Soybean Export Council (USSEC), the World Initiative for Soy in Human Health 
(ASA–WISHH), USDA, and the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR), our 
industry is working actively across the world to open new markets and introduce 
new customers to the value of high quality, high protein U.S. soy. Opening new 
markets is just the beginning: Markets require time, attention, and long-term rela-
tionship maintenance to ensure that once a market is open to U.S. soybean exports, 
access remains unhindered. 
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In the most recent marketing year (MY) with complete data (MY 2024/2025), U.S. 
exporters shipped 68.7 million metric tons (MMT) of whole soybeans, soybean meal, 
and soybean oil to foreign markets, accounting for nearly $29.6 billion in sales and 
58% of U.S. soy production. 

Canada and Mexico together accounted for $4.0 billion in exports in MY 2024/25, 
or just over 13% of total soy complex exports. Mexico is the larger market for U.S. 
soy in North America, totaling $3.3 billion in MY 2024/25. Two-thirds of that come 
from exports of whole soybeans, and most of the rest from soybean meal. Canada’s 
most significant import from the soy complex was soybean meal, valued at $531 mil-
lion in MY 2024/25. 
Benefits of USMCA 

For the U.S. soybean sector, the USMCA and its predecessor, the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), have provided stability and predictability for inte-
gration of the North American agricultural markets, especially through the guar-
antee of duty-free treatment of soy and soy products. 

USMCA also upgraded NAFTA in several important ways, particularly through 
the inclusion of a strengthened chapter on Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) meas-
ures, which builds on the rules that already apply as part of the World Trade Orga-
nization (WTO) SPS Agreement. The SPS Chapter also included a new consultative 
mechanism that provides parties with a more formal mechanism to evaluate SPS 
barriers without the escalation of a full dispute. There are also new provisions 
around good regulatory practices, technical barriers to trade (TBT), and trade facili-
tation that are useful tools for the U.S. soybean sector. 

The USMCA also included a novel section on agricultural biotechnology that pre-
empted disruptive trade barriers stemming from the use of genetically engineered 
traits, including those related to low-level presence, authorization delays, and gene 
editing. 

The new SPS chapter and agricultural biotechnology provisions were critical in re-
solving a dispute between the U.S. and Mexico regarding Mexico’s barriers to the 
approval of genetically engineered crops—specifically, corn. As the Committee is 
aware, former Mexican President Andrés Manuel López Obrador issued a Presi-
dential decree in December 2020 which called for a phase-out of genetically engi-
neered (GE) corn for human consumption, as well as a phase-out for the herbicide 
glyphosate, by no later than January 31, 2024. 

That decree was replaced in January 2023 by an updated decree which banned 
the use of GE corn in dough and tortillas, while also directing for the gradual phase- 
out of GE corn for animal feed and other forms of food for human consumption. 
Under the USMCA, the U.S. Government requested technical consultations with the 
Mexican Government under the SPS chapter with support from the Canadian Gov-
ernment. When those consultations failed to solve the issue, the U.S. filed a formal 
dispute under the USMCA dispute settlement chapter. After several years of uncer-
tainty, the USMCA panel issued a ruling in favor of the U.S. case, stating that 
Mexico’s decree was anti-science and contrary to its commitments under the 
USMCA. 

This exercise showcases the importance of the agreement’s updated rules, trans-
parency mechanisms, and dispute settlement procedures. These provisions allowed 
the U.S. to overcome a potentially disruptive trade barrier while allowing the Mexi-
can Government to make the case that its policies were science-based and consistent 
with the terms of the agreement. When that defense ultimately failed, Mexico re-
pealed the most concerning measures. This recent dispute demonstrates the efficacy 
of these provisions included under USMCA and how important maintaining these 
provisions are for U.S. agriculture exports. While ASA played a supportive role in 
assisting both our counterparts in the corn industry and the U.S. Government, al-
most all soybean farmers also grow corn, and resolving a likely significant trade dis-
pute illustrates how important the provisions of USMCA are for providing legal ave-
nues to address potential trade disputes to ensure U.S. farmers maintain market 
access in these two critical economies. 
Trade Certainty 

For U.S. soybean farmers, the trilateral trade relationship between the U.S., Mex-
ico, and Canada offers something that can be challenging to come by in other mar-
kets—stability. 

As this Committee is aware, China is by far the largest customer for U.S. soy. 
Earlier in my testimony, I referenced the final sales data for MY 2024/25—68.7 
MMT of whole soybeans, soybean meal, and soybean oil were sold to foreign mar-
kets, accounting for nearly $29.6 billion in sales. Of those exports, nearly 23 MMT 
of soybeans were bound for China, which is almost solely a whole soybean importer. 
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That volume represents 33% of U.S. soy complex exports and accounts for $9.9 bil-
lion in value. On average, China imports more than 60% of all global soybeans— 
their appetite for oilseeds cannot be matched or overstated. 

While the data sounds impressive, these numbers show a departure from typical 
marketing years for U.S. soy. Traditionally, this Chinese market represents over 
half of all U.S. soybean exports each year; in MY 2023/2024, China purchased 25 
MMT of U.S. soy, accounting for 54% of U.S. soybean exports and representing 
$13.2 billion in value. 

The decrease in imports from China can be directly attributed to a reignited trade 
war between our two global economies following the U.S. imposition of tariffs under 
the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) and subsequent tariff 
retaliation by China. Tariffs imposed under the IEEPA authority—which this inves-
tigation seeks to replicate after the Supreme Court ruled the use of IEEPA was ille-
gal—caused Beijing to retaliate and impose tariffs on U.S. soybeans. At one point, 
the tariff on U.S. soybeans to China was around 34%—a rate nearly as high as the 
tariff faced by our industry from 2018 to 2020. 

While ASA is grateful for the temporary pause in trade hostilities between our 
two countries, and the purchase commitments agreed to in October 2025 in Busan, 
South Korea, the 12 MMT commitment for 2025 is a 50% decrease from typical soy 
exports to China. The 25 MMT annual commitment for 2026, 2027, and 2028 main-
tains the status quo for U.S. soybean export volumes to China. Additionally, China 
maintains a 10% tariff on all imported U.S. goods, including U.S. soybeans. As long 
as the 10% tariff remains in place, U.S. soybeans are not price competitive against 
beans of South American origin. The tariff precludes the Chinese private sector from 
participating in the U.S. market and ensures our only customers are Chinese state- 
owned enterprises. 
Figure 1. Soy & Soy Product Exports to Canada and Mexico 

Source: USDA GATS Database. 
In contrast to the relationship with our Chinese partners, the North American 

trade relationship is the picture of stability for the U.S. soybean industry. Since 
NAFTA entered into force, U.S. soy exports to Mexico quadrupled, and exports to 
Canada doubled (Figure 1). Under USMCA, both markets have continued to grow 
over time. 

Furthermore, the duty-free market access guaranteed by USMCA is not only ben-
eficial for exports, but also for imports. U.S. soybean farmers are dependent on the 
global supply chain for critical agricultural inputs such as fertilizers, pesticides, 
seeds, and equipment. While the Trump Administration has utilized a variety of au-
thorities to impose tariffs on trading partners, tariffs imposed under both IEEPA 
and Section 122 maintained exemptions for goods imported under USMCA. 

The Executive Order imposing tariffs under Section 122 maintained access to the 
U.S. market for goods imported from Canada and Mexico, noting an exemption for 
‘‘the articles that are entered free of duty as a good of Canada or Mexico under the 
terms of general note 11 to the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
(HTSUS), including any treatment set forth in subchapter XXIII of chapter 98 and 
subchapter XXII of chapter 99 of the HTSUS, as related to the Agreement between 
the United States of America, United Mexican States, and Canada.’’ This is vitally 
important for U.S. agriculture, as over 87% of potash used by U.S. farmers comes 
across the border via rail from Canada. Where I farm in the Northern Plains, many 
farmers will often source replacement parts for tractors and other equipment from 
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across the border. Duty-free access to all three markets helps ensure market sta-
bility and keeps costs down. At a time when farmers continue to face skyrocketing 
input costs, maintaining the duty-free cross-border treatment of goods is critically 
important. 
Agricultural Shipping & USMCA 

The success of the USMCA is directly linked to an increased utilization of freight 
rail to move U.S. agricultural products into Canada and Mexico. Unlike the U.S. 
and Canada, which have an agreement allowing grain to crossover without reinspec-
tion, there is no such agreement between the U.S. and Mexico. 

The lack of agreement between the U.S. and Mexico on grain inspection leads to 
reinspection of U.S. grain in rail cars crossing into Mexico, causing downtime and 
added costs which can trickle back to agricultural producers. For example, Mexico 
employs zero tolerance for the presence of soil in grain; whereas in the U.S. soil is 
considered foreign material and is allowed up to two percent for No. 2 soybeans and 
three percent for No. 2 corn. When Mexico finds soil in U.S. grain, fumigation is 
required at a cost of approximately $70,000 per shuttle train and delaying transport 
by approximately 2 days. If an agreement could be reached between the U.S. and 
Mexico on grain inspection this could reduce transportation costs, leading to higher 
prices for farmers. An agreement also could potentially unlock additional transpor-
tation options for grain such as transport in containers, which are currently often 
railed back to Mexico empty because of the risk posed to rail carriers of having 
mixed freight trains stopped for 2 days to have grain fumigated. 

Freight rail is a necessity for U.S. soybean farmers and the broader agriculture 
industry exporting product to Mexico and Canada, and the harmonization of grain 
inspection across the three countries would minimize transportation delays and sup-
port more efficient and cost-effective shipping options for farmers. 
Conclusion 

USMCA is in many ways the ‘‘gold standard’’ trade agreement. Upon its ratifica-
tion during the first Trump Administration, the agreement enjoyed strong bipar-
tisan support. Establishing similar, binding bilateral or multilateral agreements 
with other countries would benefit U.S. agriculture and help expand market-based 
policies. 

It is nearly impossible to overstate the importance of maintaining free, open, 
rules-based, and fair trade within the North American continent for U.S. agri-
culture. Soybean farmers are facing the most challenging landscape in a generation. 
Failure to renew USMCA would be catastrophic. President Trump negotiated this 
agreement, overwhelming bipartisan majorities in Congress approved it, and entire 
industries, companies, farmers, and families depend on it. We hope that appropriate 
improvements can be made, but the 16 year extension under Article 34.7.3 must 
never be in doubt. 

On behalf of U.S. soybean farmers, I thank the Committee for your attention to 
this important free trade agreement. ASA appreciates Chairman Thompson and 
Ranking Member Craig for using this hearing to highlight the importance of 
USMCA for U.S. soybean farmers and the agriculture industry at large. I look for-
ward to your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Beyer, thank you so much for your testi-
mony. Mr. Schumpp, please begin whenever you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL SCHUMPP, SENIOR DIRECTOR OF 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, MEAT INSTITUTE, ARLINGTON, VA 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you, Chairman Thompson, Ranking Mem-
ber Craig, and Members of the Committee for the opportunity to 
testify today. My name is Michael Schumpp, and I am the Senior 
Director of International Affairs at the Meat Institute. I am here 
today to underscore the U.S. meat industry’s support for the U.S.- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement and to respectfully request that Mem-
bers of this Committee work in consultation with the Trump Ad-
ministration to preserve the agreement’s benefits for American ag-
riculture. 

The Meat Institute is the U.S.’s oldest and largest trade associa-
tion, representing packers and processors of beef, pork, lamb, veal, 
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and processed meat products, and Meat Institute member compa-
nies account for more than 95 percent of U.S. output of these prod-
ucts. The U.S. meat industry supports more than 3.2 million jobs, 
providing $205 billion in labor income, and generates $912 billion 
in total sales. International trade is particularly vital for the long- 
term strength and growth of the U.S. farm economy. In 2025, U.S. 
meat and poultry exports exceeded $23 billion, and exports to Can-
ada and Mexico accounted for $8 billion of that trade. That rep-
resents 35 percent of our total U.S. meat and poultry exports. 

USMCA has fostered an integrated North American meat indus-
try that has created opportunities for U.S. meat exports to flourish 
worldwide and for American agricultural producers, workers, and 
consumers to thrive. It is the world’s gold standard trade agree-
ment, eliminating most tariff and non-tariff barriers on U.S. meat 
and livestock products, and has yielded a predictable, transparent 
trade environment for American businesses, rural and agricultural 
communities, and American workers. 

In 2025, Canada was the U.S.’s fourth largest export market for 
beef and pork by value and the second largest market for our poul-
try exports. Canada is the top market for U.S. processed pork prod-
ucts, like bacon, ham, and sausages, which boost the U.S. pork in-
dustry’s revenue, while offering protection against volatile demand 
for these products in markets like China and Southeast Asia. 
Meanwhile, Mexico was the U.S.’s third largest beef export market 
by value and the top value destination for U.S. pork and poultry 
exports in 2025. Mexico is a key market for U.S. beef and pork va-
riety meats, products like beef tongues and pork gels, which find 
stronger prices and consumer demand outside the U.S. Beef ex-
ports to Canada and Mexico added $91 in value per fed head, and 
pork exports to both markets added more than $28 per market hog 
in 2025. Maintaining this robust U.S. meat trade with Canada and 
Mexico is crucial to reclaiming America’s agricultural trade sur-
plus. Walking away from or significantly undermining the agree-
ment would drive up the trade deficit, depress wages, spur in-
creased processing capacity in Canada and Mexico to the detriment 
of U.S. agricultural producers, and raise costs for American con-
sumers. 

Canada and Mexico are also leading suppliers of livestock beef, 
pork, and poultry products to the U.S., illustrating the dynamic na-
ture of the North American packing and processing economy. Im-
ported products from our USMCA partners contribute to the resil-
ience of the U.S. food supply chain, complement rather than dis-
place domestic production, and moderate inflationary pressures 
driven by strong demand. In fact, imports from Canada and Mexico 
generate $3.4 billion for American cattle producers and meat com-
panies. Renewing USMCA is also imperative to our national secu-
rity. The integrated supply chains across North America reduce de-
pendence on adversarial countries for critical food and agricultural 
inputs, and have made the U.S. less vulnerable to geopolitical dis-
ruptions that could threaten our own economic and security inter-
ests, including our food supply. USMCA prevents competitors and 
adversaries from siphoning off market share that has been cul-
tivated for decades by American farmers and ranchers. 
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1 ‘‘Industry at a Glance,’’ Meat Institute, accessed September 26, 2025, https:// 
www.meatinstitute.org/Industry_at_a_Glance. 

2 Ibid. 
3 ‘‘Agricultural Trade Multipliers,’’ USDA Economic Research Service, USDA, updated July 2, 

2025, https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/agricultural-trade-multipliers. 

Thanks to USMCA’s promotion of science- and risk-based trade, 
strong consultative and dispute settlement provisions, and enforce-
able access commitments, the U.S. meat industry is not subject to 
excessive and unwarranted regulatory regimes. USMCA ensures 
that within North America, U.S. exports and American farmers, 
ranchers, and businesses face the fewest regulatory barriers, and 
enjoy the most unfettered access to the Canadian and Mexican 
markets. When issues do arise, the agreement’s consultative provi-
sions are appropriately designed to adjudicate disagreements and, 
crucially, enforce decisions to guarantee compliance. No other trade 
agreement can boast the same success. 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide this testimony and stand 
ready to work with you to support the preservation of the USMCA 
for the benefit of the U.S. meat industry and the broader American 
farm economy. I look forward to taking your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Schumpp follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL SCHUMPP, SENIOR DIRECTOR OF INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS, MEAT INSTITUTE, ARLINGTON, VA 

Chairman Thompson, Ranking Member Craig, and distinguished Members of the 
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to present testimony today on behalf of 
the Meat Institute. 

I am honored to participate in this important hearing to underscore the U.S. meat 
industry’s support for the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA or the Agree-
ment), and to respectfully request that Members of this Committee work in con-
sultation with the Trump Administration to preserve the Agreement’s benefits for 
American agriculture. 

The Meat Institute is the United States’ oldest and largest trade association rep-
resenting packers and processors of beef, pork, lamb, veal, and processed meat prod-
ucts, and Meat Institute member companies account for more than 95 percent of 
U.S. output of these products. The Meat Institute provides legislative, regulatory, 
international affairs, public relations, technical, scientific, and educational services 
to the meat and poultry packing and processing industry. 

The U.S. meat and poultry industry is the economic engine powering the agri-
culture sector. According to a 2025 analysis, the meat and poultry processing indus-
try contributes $57.3 billion in value-added, nearly 584,000 jobs, $40.6 billion in 
labor income, $311.0 billion in total sales (output), and $12.5 billion in local, state, 
and Federal taxes to the national economy.1 

Through indirect and induced effects, the meat and poultry processing industry 
generates significant economic activity in other industries, including livestock and 
poultry production, animal feed manufacturing, grain and oilseed production, truck 
and rail transportation, equipment manufacturing, and other sectors. When these 
indirect and induced effects are incorporated into the analysis, the total economic 
contribution of the U.S. meat and poultry processing industry is $347.7 billion in 
value added, more than 3.2 million jobs, $205.3 billion in labor income, $911.7 bil-
lion in total sales (output), and $77.0 billion in local, state, and Federal taxes.2 
Based on USDA Economic Research Service trade multipliers, U.S. meat and poul-
try exports contribute additional export activity of more than $44 billion, supporting 
American workers, farm communities, producers, and companies along the meat and 
poultry supply chain.3 

The domestic U.S. meat and poultry industry’s long-term economic viability, 
though, depends on robust international trade, particularly as domestic per capita 
consumption of meat and poultry remains stable, and 95 percent of consumers live 
outside the United States. International trade is, therefore, vital to the long-term 
strength of the U.S. meat and poultry industry, the American workers it supports, 
and the rural and farm communities it sustains. In 2025, U.S. meat and poultry ex-
ports exceeded $23 billion; meat and poultry product exports to Canada and Mexico 
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4 ‘‘GATS Home,’’ USDA Foreign Agricultural Service, USDA, accessed February 2026, https:// 
apps.fas.usda.gov/gats/default.aspx. 
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7 Ibid. 

accounted for $8 billion of that total.4 Annually, approximately 14% of U.S. beef pro-
duction, 15% of U.S. poultry production, and 25% of U.S. pork production are ex-
ported. According to a 2022 report published by the Economic Research Service, U.S. 
agricultural exports support 86,127 jobs in the beef industry, 52,999 jobs in the pork 
industry, and 45,855 jobs in the poultry industry.5 

Exports add value to every animal produced and in turn increase demand for U.S. 
corn and soybeans. For example, on average, pork exports contribute $65 in value 
to each hog that is marketed in the U.S. and U.S. beef exports yield approximately 
$400 in value per head of cattle. Consequently, the resilience of the U.S. meat and 
poultry industry is inextricably linked to U.S. trade policy and attendant initiatives 
that foster U.S. meat and poultry export growth. 

The negotiation of USMCA resulted in the world’s gold-standard trade agreement, 
and it has advanced U.S. meat, poultry, food, and agriculture trade in a manner 
that revitalizes American farm communities and supports broad-based economic 
growth. In addition to bolstering U.S. meat, poultry, and livestock trade, USMCA 
has led to increased market integration in North America, and must be preserved 
without significant changes that would disrupt the U.S. meat and poultry industry’s 
substantial access to the Canadian and Mexican markets. This is especially impor-
tant as farmers, ranchers, agricultural producers, and packers face higher input 
costs and market volatility. 

The North American meat and poultry industry is among the most integrated 
supply chains globally, with regional cross-border trade in livestock and meat and 
poultry products exceeding $16 billion annually.6 This integration supports Amer-
ican businesses, rural and agricultural communities, and American workers, boosts 
U.S. economic growth, stabilizes food prices, and strengthens American supply 
chains against shocks from less predictable, more adversarial trading partners. 
American farmers, ranchers, food and agricultural producers, and meat and poultry 
companies have built resilient supply chains to serve reliable consumers and cus-
tomers across North America. Without USMCA’s ambitious elimination of tariff and 
non-tariff barriers, American food and agricultural producers would be subject to 
less favorable terms that could displace our high-value, high-quality products in the 
face of fierce competition from the European Union (EU), Brazil, and China. 
USMCA ensures the U.S. upholds, rather than abdicates, its unrivaled leadership 
role within North America. 

The Meat Institute supports the USMCA’s continuation for another 16 year term, 
per the agreement’s review procedures. Emerging trade irritants and barriers can 
be resolved using consultative mechanisms in the agreement or through other avail-
able bilateral and trilateral means. Avoiding a disruptive renegotiation is vital to 
preserving the predictability USMCA affords to American businesses and ensures 
its benefits will continue to reach American food and agricultural producers, farmers 
and ranchers, and meat and poultry companies. The ensuing testimony offers clear 
reasons for renewing the agreement with minimal revisions. 
USMCA Advances American Economic Prosperity 

The USMCA is the American meat and poultry industry’s indispensable trade 
agreement, affirming preferential access to two of the U.S.’s largest export markets 
for meat, poultry, and livestock products, delivering stability and predictability to 
American farmers, ranchers, and processors, and supporting hundreds of thousands 
of American jobs and businesses across the rural economy that depend on robust 
regional trade to remain operational and sustain livelihoods. 

In 2025, Canada was the U.S.’s fourth largest export market for beef ($874 mil-
lion), by value, the fourth largest value market for U.S. pork exports ($759 million), 
and the second largest value market for U.S. poultry exports ($611 million).7 Impor-
tantly, Canada is the top market for U.S. processed pork products, like bacon, ham, 
and sausages, which boost the U.S. pork industry’s revenue, while offering protec-
tion against volatile demand for these products in markets like China and Southeast 
Asia. 

Meanwhile, Mexico was the U.S.’s third largest beef ($1.3 billion) export market 
by value, and the top value destination for U.S. pork ($2.9 billion) and poultry ($1.5 
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billion) exports in 2025.8 Significantly, Mexico is a key market for U.S. beef and 
pork variety meat exports—products that find stronger prices and consumer demand 
outside the U.S.—including tripe, lips, hearts, jowls, and intestines. Furthermore, 
increases in U.S. pork variety meat exports, like stomach and intestines, to Mexico 
have offset losses to other markets, like China, in recent years, underscoring Mexi-
co’s status as a reliable trading partner, whose consumer demand for variety meats 
helps maximize carcass value for American cattle and hog producers, particularly 
as U.S. consumer demand for these types products lags. 

The value of the Canadian and Mexican markets for U.S. meat exports, and in 
turn, the American farm economy, cannot be overstated. U.S. pork exports to Can-
ada and Mexico in 2025 added approximately $28 in value per hog slaughtered. 
That accounts for 43% of the total $65.47 per head U.S. pork exports yielded in 
2025. Beef export value per fed head slaughtered in 2025 averaged $91, or 23% of 
the total per fed head export value of $391.94. These values are not only signs of 
the substantial economic importance of Canada and Mexico for American ranchers, 
farmers, and meat exporters, but they will also grow more significant as meat and 
poultry access to China becomes increasingly precarious. 

Although the U.S. imports more livestock than we export to supplement the do-
mestic herd, American farmers and ranchers have availed themselves of the favor-
able terms established in USMCA, with Canada and Mexico consistently ranking as 
the top markets for U.S. live animal exports. In 2025, the U.S. exported 492,214 and 
11,110 head of cattle to Canada and Mexico, respectively, with combined exports to 
these markets accounting for 92 percent of total U.S. live cattle exports. Further-
more, U.S. live hog exports to Mexico and Canada reached 57,270 and 6,929, respec-
tively, in 2025. 

These aforementioned figures would not be possible without USMCA, not only be-
cause the agreement provides duty-free and preferential access for American beef, 
pork, poultry, and livestock products, but also because it has substantially stream-
lined customs procedures, burdensome regulations, and other barriers that decimate 
businesses and stifle growth. 

Moreover, American farmers, ranchers, agricultural producers, and meat and 
poultry companies rely on imports of meat and livestock from Canada and Mexico 
to complement domestic meat and poultry production, stabilize food prices, support 
American manufacturing jobs, and meet consumer preferences. Specifically, Canada 
and Mexico are the U.S.’s top two cattle suppliers. The importance of imported live-
stock rises when the U.S. herd is low, and American beef and pork processing 
plants, particularly smaller- and medium-sized establishments, need a consistent, 
stable supply of imported livestock to remain operational. No other countries have 
the capacity to economically and logistically fill critical livestock supply gaps. 

Although imports from Mexico declined in 2025 due to the ongoing border closure 
stemming from the presence of New World Screwworm in the Mexican herd, the 
preponderance of imports from Mexico are typically lighter-weight cattle intended 
for stocker or feeder operations in the U.S. More than 60% of imported cattle from 
Canada are destined for immediate slaughter at U.S. facilities. Since 2014 (not in-
cluding 2025), the average number of imported live cattle from Mexico and Canada 
has exceeded 1.94 million head per year, of which, on average, 537,978 cattle are 
intended for immediate slaughter, with 14,166 cattle reserved for breeding, and the 
balance of 1,388,412 cattle destined for feedyards.9 These cattle do not displace or 
undermine American-born cattle, but rather serve to expand American beef produc-
tion to ensure domestic consumers have a steady supply of competitively priced, 
high-quality beef, American farmers and ranchers earn more to support their oper-
ations, and U.S. meat and poultry exporters are more competitive in global markets. 
The complimentary, revenue-generating nature of these cattle imports is evidenced 
by the fact that in 2023, with an average fed cattle price of $174.71 per hundred-
weight that year, imports from Canada and Mexico generated more than $3.39 bil-
lion for American cattle producers and meat and poultry companies.10 Plus, in 2025, 
the U.S. imported 6,989,605 live hogs from Canada, mostly as feeders to be finished 
and sold as market hogs. 

The economic gains for the U.S. farm economy stemming from Canadian and 
Mexican live cattle imports were not reserved only for the meat sector. Based on 
an average slaughter weight of 1,368 pounds and an average dressed weight of 825 
pounds in 2023, cattle from USMCA partners each would have consumed an aver-
age of 35.91 bushels of corn and 0.66 tons of dried distillers grain with solubles 
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(DDGS), totaling 50,956,075 bushels of U.S. corn and 923,287 tons of U.S. DDGS 
in American feedlots. That translates to more than $303 million in additional U.S. 
corn consumption and $202 million in additional U.S. DDGS consumption.11 

Additionally, Canada and Mexico are two of the largest suppliers of beef to the 
U.S., with value exceeding $2.8 billion and $2.1 billion, respectively, in 2025. Can-
ada is the largest exporter of both pork ($1.1 billion) and poultry ($576 million) 
products, by value, to the U.S., whereas Mexico is the U.S.’s third largest supplier 
of both pork ($222 million) and poultry ($46.8 million) products by value.12 Because 
U.S. beef production is cyclical, partly due to drought and related impacts on pas-
ture availability and feed costs, the American beef industry relies on imports to 
maintain its abundant beef supply to satisfy increasing domestic demand while the 
U.S. herd rebuilds. Imported beef is generally leaner than U.S. grain-fed beef, and 
consists primarily of frozen, boneless, manufacturing beef that enters channels for 
further processing. Imported beef is commonly mixed with high-fat trimmings from 
U.S. grain-fed cattle production to produce ground beef, hamburgers, hot dogs, 
meatballs and other manufactured items for food service and retail stores. These 
items are highly valued by consumers, and imported products from our USMCA 
partners help stabilize consumer prices, while minimizing pressure for U.S. meat 
and poultry packers and processors of all sizes, whose supply chains rely on a mix-
ture of imported and domestically-sourced products to meet U.S. customer and con-
sumer demand. 

It is clear that USMCA’s access terms—zero tariffs on most meat, poultry, and 
livestock trade—have underpinned American economic and job growth, particularly 
in rural and farm communities across the U.S. Trade in North American meat, poul-
try, and livestock products creates jobs and supports development in the American 
feed, transportation, processing, retail, and food service sectors, to name a few, with 
significant economic activity and investment for rural communities along the U.S.’s 
northern and southern borders. American truck drivers, rail operators, and logistics 
companies are all beneficiaries of the trade that has flourished under USMCA, with 
many of those jobs entirely dependent on continued, robust cross-border trade. 

In border states, for example, Canadian and Mexican inputs are part of local and 
regional food systems, and this integration ensures American companies are capable 
of withstanding animal disease outbreaks, cyclical regional depressions in livestock 
availability, and natural disasters or other weather events that could severely im-
pair domestic food and agriculture production in these areas. USMCA’s favorable 
terms for American companies sourcing products from North America ensure Amer-
ican businesses and farmers stay afloat, while concurrently mitigating impacts on 
American food and agricultural output. American agricultural exporters, in turn, 
benefit from the fact that 90 percent of the Canadian population—more than 37 mil-
lion people—lives within a 2 hour drive of the U.S. border. This proximity reduces 
transportation costs thereby enabling lucrative returns for American meat and poul-
try products in a culturally and economically similar market. Meanwhile, Mexico’s 
growing population, rising middle class, and appetite for variety meats and offal not 
commonly consumed domestically safeguards the resilience of American meat and 
poultry trade against unpredictable regulatory barriers in other markets, while 
maximizing returns for American producers who enjoy a nearby destination for 
products that might otherwise be discarded or rendered for cents on the dollar. 

Maintaining this robust U.S. meat trade with Canada and Mexico is crucial to re-
claiming America’s agricultural trade surplus. Walking away from or significantly 
undermining the Agreement would drive up the trade deficit, depress wages, spur 
increased processing capacity in Canada and Mexico to the detriment of U.S. pro-
ducers, and raise costs for American consumers. 
USMCA Reinforces American National Security 

Additionally, renewing USMCA is a national security imperative. For one, the in-
tegrated supply chains across the U.S., Mexico, and Canada reduce dependence on 
adversarial countries for critical goods, including food and agricultural inputs, while 
also providing stable markets for American products when other countries renege 
on their trade commitments and obligations. For instance, China’s pernicious sus-
pension of American meat establishments over unjustified ractopamine and 
melengestrol acetate concerns, only reinforces the need to preserve and renew 
USMCA, not only because the agreement includes mechanisms to address and en-
force behavior inconsistent with its provisions, but also because North America, led 
by the U.S., serves as a key economic and strategic counterweight to China’s influ-
ence. By securing trade within North America, USMCA has made the U.S. less vul-
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nerable to geopolitical disruptions that could threaten our own economic and secu-
rity interests, including our food supply. In short, trade with Canada and Mexico 
is not antithetical to American food and agricultural production and security, it is 
essential to sustain its strength. 

The unparalleled, rules-based trading network that USMCA has established, 
which will be discussed at length in the next section of this testimony, is necessary 
to constrain the influence of authoritarian countries, like China and Russia, and 
economic competitors, like Brazil and the EU, that use trade and investment to 
wield power and expand their geopolitical leverage. For example, the EU has trade 
agreements with both Canada and Mexico. The Canada European Union Com-
prehensive Economic and Trade Agreement provides the EU duty-free access to 
Canada for pork, beef, and prepared meats, whereas the modernized Global Agree-
ment with Mexico grants EU exporters tariff-free quotas for products such as pork 
loin, beef, and poultry legs. The EU’s shirking of science- and risk-based trade is 
incongruous with North American agricultural production values and standards, 
and cannot be permitted to proliferate. 

Even with these agreements in place, Canada and Mexico source meat, poultry, 
and live animals primarily from the U.S. thanks to our complimentary, integrated 
industries, and the significant investments both countries have made to maintain 
this trade fluidity with American farmers and ranchers. Preserving the USMCA will 
prevent the EU from gaining a stronger foothold in our neighbors’ markets and will 
inhibit their ability to evangelize America’s top trading partners to their protec-
tionist regulatory requirements that have undermined U.S. exports in global mar-
kets. Similarly, Brazil has increased their beef and poultry exports to Mexico, and 
is now Mexico’s second largest beef supplier after the U.S. Consequently, USMCA’s 
extension in its current form will unquestionably secure America’s position as the 
leading economic power and agricultural supplier in Canada and Mexico, by squeez-
ing the ability of China and America’s leading agricultural trade competitors to si-
phon off market share that has been cultivated for decades by American farmers 
and ranchers. 

USMCA is the World’s Gold Standard Trade Agreement 
Since its entry-into-force, USMCA has advanced critical science- and risk-based 

sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) principles, enshrined robust consultative and dis-
pute settlement provisions, and secured binding access commitments that ensure a 
level playing field for American farmers, ranchers, agricultural producers, and meat 
and poultry companies. 

The USMCA requires Canada and Mexico to employ science- and risk-based SPS 
analyses, measures, and certification and demands implementation of improved 
audit procedures, import checks, equivalence assessments, and transparency meas-
ures to facilitate and increase the predictability of trade across North America. Like-
wise, improvements to disciplines on technical barriers to trade (TBT), including 
strengthened alignment on standards and regulations, make it easier for American 
meat and poultry exporters to ship products within the USMCA region. Often, 
American farmers, ranchers, and meat and poultry packers and processors are sub-
ject to excessive documentation requirements, onerous audit processes, unfounded 
animal health and production attestations on export certificates, and unwarranted, 
nontransparent testing and residue requirements, particularly in markets in Asia, 
South America, and Europe. These requirements, while lacking in scientific rigor, 
succeed in undercutting American export potential to high-value, growing markets, 
most frequently disadvantaging America’s agriculture sector. These challenges are 
compounded by the proclivity of an increasing number of trading partners to dis-
regard the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s oversight of America’s food safety sys-
tem and instead institute cumbersome plant and product registration processes that 
further restrict the export potential of America’s agricultural producers and compa-
nies. 

The USMCA’s SPS chapter, on the other hand, ensures that in North America, 
U.S. exports and American businesses face the fewest regulatory impediments and 
enjoy the most unfettered access to the Canadian and Mexican markets. Impor-
tantly, USMCA’s Committee on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (Article 9.17) 
preserves this incomparable level of access for America’s agriculture sector, by iden-
tifying, prioritizing, managing, and resolving bilateral and trilateral SPS issues to 
guarantee compliance with USMCA’s provisions, while SPS Technical Working 
Groups (Article 9.18) are permitted to convene to address trade irritants. Similarly, 
the Agreement’s Committee on Technical Barriers to Trade (Article 11.11) bolsters 
regulatory convergence and ameliorates collaboration to mitigate the adoption of 
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trade-inhibiting laws.13 Without these Committees and strong, binding SPS and 
TBT chapters, American meat and poultry producers and exporters could, in Canada 
and Mexico, be subject to the same excessive testing, documentation, and establish-
ment barriers that preclude their access around the world. In short, the Agreement’s 
complimentary and reinforcing SPS and TBT chapters are its crowning achieve-
ments. 

In addition to securing comprehensive, enforceable SPS and TBT text, USMCA 
modernized and streamlined trade facilitation procedures, which have appropriately 
reduced regulatory burdens facing American agricultural producers, businesses, and 
exporters without risking food safety or the integrity of our stringent import proto-
cols. The Agreement’s Customs Administration and Trade Facilitation chapter fo-
cuses specifically on standardizing duplicative, discordant customs policies and aug-
menting regulatory transparency with the intended goal of efficiently and effectively 
processing imports and exports, while simultaneously establishing a Committee on 
Trade Facilitation (Article 7.24) to promote ongoing review of customs administra-
tion procedures and existing and emerging regulatory constraints.14 

Finally, in addition to the aforementioned consultative mechanisms, the USMCA 
institutes multiple tools for addressing issues, resolving disputes, and enforcing 
trading partner compliance with rendered decisions. For example, a modernized 
Committee on Agriculture Trade (Article 3.7) provides a platform for parties to dis-
cuss technical issues and trade barriers. Meanwhile, the Consultative Committees 
on Agriculture (Article 3.8), the Working Group for Cooperation on Agricultural Bio-
technology (Article 3.16), and the Committee on Good Regulatory Practices (Article 
28.18) provide additional avenues for cooperation, collaboration, and resolving trade 
issues, culminating in a robust chapter on dispute resolution (Chapter 31). Equally 
as groundbreaking is the Agreement’s Chapter on Labor (Chapter 23), which estab-
lished the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism to penalize companies in Canada and 
Mexico for employing forced or low-wage labor to the detriment of American workers 
and companies.15 These monumental achievements have dissuaded American com-
panies from outsourcing jobs to our North American partners and have enabled 
American workers to remain competitive with those in Canada and Mexico—this is 
not the case with trading partners in Asia and other markets, where the lack of 
strong labor protections disadvantage American businesses and workers and make 
our products less competitive. 

Thanks to the preceding provisions, the American meat and poultry industry faces 
few trade-restrictive regulatory hindrances when shipping products to Canada and 
Mexico. When issues do arise, the foregoing consultative and dispute settlement 
measures are appropriately designed to effectively adjudicate disagreements and— 
crucially—enforce decisions to guarantee compliance. Other concerns, like labeling 
issues and rejected or refused shipments, are more aptly handled via close collabora-
tion among technical experts at USMCA food safety agencies, including the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture’s Food Safety and Inspection Service, the Canadian Food 
Inspection Agency, and the Servicio Nacional de Sanidad, Inocuidad y Calidad 
Agroalimentaria (Mexico), and through existing forums for cooperation, like the 
U.S.-Canada Regulatory Cooperation Council, which is empowered to tackle bilat-
eral regulatory constraints. The Administration’s implementation of its voluntary 
‘‘Product of USA’’ regulation on January 1, 2026, which enforces compliance for 
USDA-regulated products that bear voluntary U.S.-origin claims before they enter 
commerce, appropriately advances transparent labeling without adding undue man-
datory compliance costs for American meat and poultry producers. The voluntary 
nature of this regulation also ensures American ranchers, farmers, and meat and 
poultry companies remain competitive both domestically and in the North American 
market, whereas compulsory regulations would have the unintended effect of 
disadvantaging meat produced in America while expanding Canadian and Mexican 
meat processing capacity. These and other issues do not merit changes to the exist-
ing text of the USMCA, nor do they warrant termination or renegotiation of the 
agreement by any of the three countries. The USMCA’s incomparable text is 
equipped to handle regulatory and legal disputes, as well as existing and potential 
trade irritants and impediments. 

Inclusion of a side letter on common meat names between the U.S. and Mexico 
and the U.S. and Canada is the principal addition that could benefit U.S. meat and 
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poultry exporters—and it does not require revising or reopening the text of the 
agreement. Similar to the letter signed between the U.S. Trade Representative and 
Mexico’s Secretary of the Economy upon the negotiation of USMCA that preserved 
market access for U.S. cheeses using common names, Mexico and Canada should 
sign a side letter presented by the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) 
that affirms both countries’ commitment to protect market access for a list of spe-
cific common name meat products. This is particularly vital as both countries have 
formal trade ties with the EU, which has pursued a concerted global campaign to 
co-opt common food and beverage names in trade and economic negotiations. As a 
template, USTR could use the letter on common meat name products that was nego-
tiated with and signed by the Government of Chile.16 The Meat Institute supports 
that letter in its current form and offered guidance to ensure it comprehensively ad-
dresses the universe of terms that are at highest risk in global markets. Attempts 
by the EU to restrict common meat terms that have been in the public domain for 
decades, if not longer, are anti-competitive and protectionist. Such restrictions cause 
undue harm to American producers by imposing onerous labeling, rebranding, and 
associated production costs. These specious policies cannot be permitted to thrive in 
two of the American meat industry’s largest and most reliable export markets. In-
cluding letters that prevent such abuses by the EU will allow trade in high-quality, 
competitive U.S. meat products bearing generic names to continue unabated. 
Conclusion: USMCA’s Renewal and Preservation Are Critical to U.S. Na-

tional and Economic Security 
By eradicating most tariffs on meat and livestock trade, streamlining regulatory 

and customs procedures and practices, mitigating and eliminating non-science-based 
trade impediments, and establishing mechanisms to resolve technical and other 
trade disputes, USMCA has been essential to the American meat, poultry, and live-
stock sector’s unparalleled position within North America. Preserving the agreement 
is critical to the U.S. farm economy’s future growth. The Meat Institute recognizes 
that other industries and sectors have legitimate and unresolved concerns, but these 
matters, along with any outstanding and emerging issues confronting the American 
meat and poultry industry, can be appropriately addressed by leveraging procedures 
outlined in the agreement that are designed for those purposes. Resolutions to these 
concerns must not be contingent upon concessions that would risk the continuation 
of USMCA. Doing so would imperil American national security and economic pros-
perity. 

As previously discussed, Canada and Mexico are vital markets for U.S. meat, 
poultry, and livestock products, often claiming the top two spots, reflecting the coun-
tries’ reliability as consistent importers of American farm exports. The economic sig-
nificance of the Canadian and Mexican markets for the U.S. meat, poultry, and live-
stock sector is directly tied to the mostly duty-free, unfettered access American ex-
porters enjoy in the USMCA region. Risking this access would undoubtedly permit 
other competitors to gain market share in two of the most stable markets for Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers, and would assuredly cause American companies who 
rely on the additional, predictable revenue generated by trade with Canada and 
Mexico to shutter. Conversely, preserving USMCA will continue to yield billions in 
American farm and agricultural income to support rural communities, American 
businesses, and American workers across the country. 

USMCA offers unmatched certainty to American businesses, fosters resilient sup-
ply chains and efficiencies, and is inextricably linked to the U.S. Government’s focus 
on fortifying domestic food and agriculture production. The agreement encourages 
significant investments by Canada and Mexico in U.S. infrastructure and trade with 
both countries supplies American farmers with critical inputs at competitive prices 
to maintain the U.S.’s status as having the world’s most abundant, affordable, high- 
quality food supply. Strategic trade and economic integration with Canada and Mex-
ico make the U.S. more capable of weathering animal disease outbreaks, cyclical de-
pressions in livestock availability, and natural disasters that could impair domestic 
food and agriculture production, while providing confidence to consumers and cus-
tomers that the North American market applies the most stringent food safety and 
public health standards that keep our populations safe and less vulnerable to events 
in other less predictable, more antagonistic regions. 

In short, USMCA has been a boon for the American meat, livestock, and poultry 
sector, along with the broader American food and agriculture economy and ancillary 
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industries. It has provided steady income to American farmers, ranchers, and meat 
and poultry exporters; it has created jobs for American truck drivers, ports, and 
transportation companies; it has buttressed American food retail and food service 
establishments; and it has accomplished these integral economic achievements 
through the implementation of transparent rules that allow American businesses to 
proactively plan supply chains and develop durable customer relationships. No other 
trade agreement can boast the same success. 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide this testimony on behalf of the Meat Insti-
tute and stand ready to work with you to support the preservation of the USMCA 
for the benefit of the U.S. meat industry and the broader American farm economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Schumpp, thank you so much for your testi-
mony, and, Mr. Herrington, please begin when you are ready. 

STATEMENT OF NEIL HERRINGTON, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAS DEPARTMENT, U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. Chairman Thompson, thank you. Thanks to 

Ranking Member Craig and the distinguished Members of this 
Committee for this really important opportunity to talk about 
USMCA’s impact on American agriculture. We at the U.S. Cham-
ber are unabashed supporters of USMCA because the agreement 
has proven itself indispensable to U.S. businesses, farmers, grow-
ers, producers, workers, and consumers. 

More than 13 million American jobs depend on trade with Can-
ada and Mexico, and the USMCA has fostered U.S. economic 
growth in a manner that supports many additional high-wage posi-
tions. U.S. manufacturers export more Made in America goods to 
Canada and Mexico than they do to the next 12 largest U.S. export 
markets combined. Canada and Mexico are the top export destina-
tions for more than 100,000 small- and medium-sized American 
businesses, including many family farms and growers, which ben-
efit from the USMCA’s first-of-its-kind provisions catering specifi-
cally to SMEs that serve as our economy’s primary engine of job 
creation. 

Our North American neighbors are also the source of critical im-
ports essential to the competitiveness of U.S. industry and manu-
facturing, many of which are unavailable from domestic sources at 
reasonable prices or insufficient quantities. Indeed, no sectors em-
body the success of USMCA more than food and agriculture. Can-
ada and Mexico are the destinations for a full 1⁄3 of U.S. ag exports, 
totaling $59 billion annually. Canadian and Mexican foreign direct 
investment in U.S. food sectors totaled $17 billion in 2024, up more 
than 25 percent since USMCA’s entry into force in 2020. 

Best-in-class sanitary and phytosanitary rules have helped en-
sure transparency, information sharing, and science-based deci-
sions on which U.S. food and ag interests rely in all three coun-
tries, and no sector better exemplifies the deep, intertwined supply 
chains and co-production which have become true hallmarks of the 
USMCA’s efficiency. Canada and the U.S. boast deep, intra-indus-
try connections that support trade within sectors and products, 
such as grains, feed, beef, and pork. Mexico and the U.S. enjoy a 
complementary trade relationship that sees grains, oilseeds, and 
meat flow South, while vegetables and fruit that the U.S. doesn’t 
produce in the winter or insufficient quantities flow North. 

As the Joint Review process advances, the Chamber’s priorities 
are straightforward. First, maintain and strengthen the trilateral 
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rules of the USMCA that support jobs and enhance North Amer-
ican competitiveness. Second, provide certainty and confidence to 
investors and producers by completing a transparent, expeditious, 
and orderly Joint Review. And third, secure a renewed commitment 
to full compliance with the agreement and enforce the terms when 
compliance falls short, including in the food and agricultural sec-
tors. My colleague, Michael, mentioned that Canada is falling short 
on USMCA compliance and implementation on dairy market ac-
cess. Mexico is failing to adhere to its obligations related to the 
pace of approvals for agricultural biotechnologies and food prod-
ucts. And in imposing tariffs on Canada and Mexico, the U.S. is in 
violation of the USMCA’s core commitment to maintain tariff-free 
trade within North America. 

Section 232 tariffs on steel and aluminum, in particular, have ad-
versely impacted prices of products, ranging from farm equipment 
to food and agricultural packaging. Indeed, today’s hearing coin-
cides, as you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, with the release of the 
Purdue report this week, which we find extremely instructive. U.S. 
households save an estimated $700 annually on food costs in to-
day’s dollars, equivalent to roughly seven percent of household 
spending—food spending I should say—thanks to USMCA. Every 
one percent reduction in food tariffs is associated with an average 
2.8 percent decrease in food prices over time. The benefits of tariff- 
free trade in North America are greatest for lower-income house-
holds, which spend a larger share of their budgets on food, and re-
versing USMCA tariff preferences would increase food prices and 
place additional pressure on household budgets. 

I will close by echoing the message conveyed in a bipartisan let-
ter to the U.S. Trade Representative last November by over 100 
Members of the House of Representatives, including many of you 
on this distinguished Committee: ‘‘USMCA was truly a landmark 
agreement for American agriculture when it entered into force, and 
its positive impact on U.S. agriculture has yet to reach its max-
imum benefit. At a time when economic challenges threaten the 
livelihood of family farms, producers need certainty provided under 
the USMCA more than ever.’’ The U.S. Chamber could not agree 
more with those sentiments, and we will continue working closely 
with all of you to ensure that the U.S. farmers, growers, processors, 
and producers who have been a true backbone of this country’s 
economy can continue to leverage duty-free trade in North America 
to create jobs and drive growth. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, and I look for-
ward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Herrington follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NEIL HERRINGTON, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAS 
DEPARTMENT, U.S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce (‘‘the Chamber’’) appreciates the opportunity to 
testify on the importance of the United States, Mexico Canada Agreement (USMCA) 
to the strength, resilience and competitiveness of the U.S. food and agribusiness sec-
tor through the hearing entitled Agricultural Perspectives on the Future of the 
USMCA. 

Preserving and strengthening our North American economic partnership is a pri-
ority for the U.S. business community. The Chamber represents companies of all 
sizes across every sector of the economy. Members range from the small businesses 
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and local chambers of commerce that line the Main Streets of America to industry 
associations and large corporations. 

We advocate for trade policies that help to make the United States the best place 
in the world to invest, build, hire, and innovate while also allowing American com-
panies of all sizes and sectors to sell their goods and services to the 95% of the 
world’s consumers who reside outside of the U.S. 
Agriculture Under USMCA: Foundational to Exports, Rural Opportunity, 

and Supply Chain Resilience 
Agribusiness is a cornerstone of the U.S. economy. For U.S. farmers, ranchers, 

processors, and the broader food system, the agreement is not just about tariff treat-
ment at the border—it is about clear rules, predictable procedures, and science- 
based disciplines that reduce friction and keep goods moving. 

According to the 2026 Feeding the Economy report, the U.S. food and agriculture 
industries generate more than $10.4 trillion in economic value, about 20% of the na-
tional economy, and support 48.7 million jobs. This includes 24.3 million direct jobs 
in farming, manufacturing, processing, distribution, retail and food service. Food 
manufacturing alone employs 2.28 million workers, making it the largest segment 
of the U.S. manufacturing industry. 

U.S. farmers, ranchers, and producers also depend heavily on trade, with agricul-
tural exports valued at $171.3 billion in 2025 (a 3% decline from 2024). One in 4 
acres of American farmland planted to meet the demand from customers overseas. 

High standard trade agreements like the USMCA open foreign markets and level 
the playing field for U.S. goods and services, including American agriculture as a 
major beneficiary. U.S. exporters have seen the results. While U.S. free-trade agree-
ment partners comprise just 6% of the world’s population outside of the United 
States, they have regularly purchased nearly 1⁄2 of U.S. exports. 

The USMCA has generated substantial benefits to American workers, farmers, 
and companies across the breadth of the U.S. economy, including agriculture and 
related industries. The USMCA has strengthened the resilience of U.S. agribusiness 
and food security by expanding market access, maintaining competitiveness through 
access to critical inputs, strengthening regulatory alignment, and providing greater 
certainty for investments in integrated supply chains. 

The agreement’s best-in-class provisions—particularly in sanitary and 
phytosanitary (SPS) measures, technical barriers to trade, and transparency—help 
ensure that legitimate health and safety rules do not become disguised barriers to 
trade. That predictability is essential for export planning, production decisions, and 
investment across the entire value chain, from farm inputs and seed to processing, 
packaging, and distribution. 

In light of these facts, the Chamber urges all parties to ensure that the 2026 
USMCA joint review preserves the trilateral rules that are the foundation of U.S. 
trade with Canada and Mexico, addresses outstanding compliance issues, and pro-
vides American farmers, ranchers, and businesses with the certainty that needed to 
plan, invest and grow in North America. 
Mexico and Canada: Top Trading Partners for Agriculture 

Mexico and Canada are the top two trading partners for U.S. goods and services, 
and agricultural products are no exception. USMCA has contributed to an in-
crease in U.S. exports to Mexico and Canada. In 2025, Mexico was the top des-
tination for U.S. agricultural exports, with a record $30.6 billion, representing 18% 
of total U.S. agricultural exports in 2025 and an increase of nearly 60% over 2019 
(19.4 billion), the year preceding USMCA’s entry-into-force. Top U.S. agricultural ex-
ports to Mexico included corn, pork, dairy, soybeans, poultry, and beef. 

Canada was the second largest market for U.S. agricultural exports, reaching 
$28.2 billion in 2025. Top U.S. agricultural exports included bakery goods, fresh 
vegetables and fruits, ethanol, non-alcoholic beverages, and food preparations. 
Efficient, Integrated Agricultural Supply Chains Benefit U.S. Consumers 

Canada and Mexico are not only our top trading partners, but we make things 
together, creating highly integrated supply chains across a wide range of indus-
tries. In this regard agriculture is no exception. 

Tariff-free trade in for the vast majority of agriculture has increased the efficiency 
of cross-border supply chains by allowing each country to develop its respective 
strengths or comparative advantages. For example, much of U.S. agricultural trade 
with Canada is intra-industry trade—exporting products to one another within sec-
tors like grains and feed (e.g., dog and cat food, mixes and dough, breakfast cereals) 
or products like beef and pork. In the case of Mexico, our bilateral agricultural trade 
is largely complementary. The U.S. exports grains, oilseeds, meat, and related prod-
ucts that Mexico doesn’t produce enough of to meet internal demand. In turn, Mex-
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ico exports a wide range of vegetables, fruits, beverages, and distilled spirits to the 
United States, taking advantage of its growing season to supply products the U.S. 
doesn’t produce in winter or in sufficient quantities. 

Both Canada and Mexico are important sources of foreign direct Investment (FDI) 
in the U.S. food industry, supporting jobs, exports and R&D in all 50 states. In 
2024, the cumulative position of Canadian FDI in the U.S. food industry reached 
nearly $10.5 billion, up from $7.1 billion in 2019 prior to USMCA’s entry-into-force. 
Mexico is also an important source of FDI in the U.S. food industry, reaching $6.6 
billion in 2024. 

U.S. FDI in Mexico and Canada contributes to our regional competitiveness. In 
2024, U.S. FDI in the food industry in Canada reached a total stock of $8.1B and 
$6.5B in Mexico on a historical cost basis. 

Agriculture provides compelling examples of how companies can leverage these 
country-specific strengths. Some foods and ingredients simply cannot be sourced lo-
cally in sufficient quantities because they are not grown at scale in the United 
States. For example, oat acreage in the United States has been in steady decline 
since the 1940s, as farmers have opted to plant other crops. There is no longer a 
viable system for growing, storing, and transporting U.S. oats from farms to mills 
at the scale needed for conventional foods. At the same time, Canada is the world’s 
largest producer and exporter of oats, with more than 90% of oats milled for food 
in the U.S. sourced from its northern neighbor. Thousands of U.S. jobs depend on 
oat imports to make a range of food products. Similar examples arise from pulp, 
fiber, cansheet used in canning fruits and vegetables, and more. 
Why the USMCA Matter for Affordability 

At an especially critical time for household budgets, the USMCA supports afford-
ability by helping keep North American food trade stable, predictable, and effi-
cient—benefits that matter just as much to consumers at the checkout as they do 
to food businesses planning purchases, pricing, and supply. 

• The consumer affordability impact is meaningful. A May 29, 2026, study 
commissioned by The Corn Refiners Association and the Agriculture Coalition 
for the USMCA from Purdue University’s College of Agriculture (‘‘The effect 
of North American Trade on U.S. Food Prices’’) uses BLS retail price data 
for 85 food items matched to NAFTA/USMCA tariff schedules and estimates 
that NAFTA-era tariff liberalization reduced the U.S. food price level by about 
22 index points (1993 = 100) by 2014 relative to a no-NAFTA counterfactual- 
equivalent to roughly $500 per year in food-at-home savings for the average 
household. 

• Predictable, largely duty-free trade helps keep food prices lower over 
time. The same study estimates that a 1 percentage point reduction in pref-
erential tariffs reduced annual food price growth by about 0.6 percentage 
points, with effects that accumulate over time (reaching roughly 2.8% after 10 
years per 1 percentage point tariff cut). 

• Cost is certainly essential for retail price stability. The National Retail 
Federation, together with Canadian and Mexican counterparts, has emphasized 
that predictable trade costs under the USMCA are key to maintaining 
stable consumer prices and retail competitiveness, warning that uncer-
tainty around trade rules and tariffs can translate quickly into higher operating 
costs and price pressure. 

• Trade certainty matters even more in food sectors facing already chal-
lenging economics. As the National Restaurant Association notes, ‘‘a fully 
operational USMCA framework is essential for maintaining low food 
costs, especially as restaurants and food distributors operate on razor- 
thin margins and remain highly sensitive to inflationary pressures. 
While much of the food served in U.S. restaurants is sourced domesti-
cally, imports from Canada and Mexico are indispensable for resilience 
and ensuring availability of product for consumers year-round.’’ 

• The risk of losing affordability gains is real. The effect of North American 
Trade on U.S. Food Prices study also projects that removing the USMCA tariff 
preferences (a ‘‘symmetric reversal’’ scenario) could raise the food price index by 
about 12–13 points above baseline within a decade—a reminder that pre-
dictable, enforceable rules are not abstract policy benefits, but a practical tool 
for protecting affordability for families and providing cost certainty for food 
businesses. 

To be clear, the USMCA’s value for agriculture should be understood not only in 
terms of market access for exporters, but also as a practical tool for keeping food 
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and agricultural supply chains efficient—and food more affordable—at a moment 
when affordability is a daily concern for American families and cost certainty is es-
sential for food businesses. 
USMCA: State of the Art Provisions 

U.S. businesses, including producers and processors, are leaders in providing food 
for our country, as well as countries around the world through production, exports 
and trade of U.S. products, technologies, and services. 

The USMCA provides clear, predictable rules that provide farmers, processors, ex-
porters and investors with the certainty that they need to make business operating 
decisions. It maintains tariff-free access to the Mexican market for all U.S. goods 
exports. It maintains tariff-free access for nearly all U.S. products and eliminated 
some remaining barriers facing U.S. dairy and poultry exports. The agreement pro-
vides new market access for U.S. agricultural products, a fair non-discriminatory 
pricing plan, and improved grading standards for products. It also ensures that the 
U.S.1 gains increased access to Canada’s 2 dairy, poultry, and egg markets. 

In addition to market access, the USMCA established modern, science-based sani-
tary and phytosanitary standards that are the strongest achieved in any trade 
agreement. It provides transparency and information sharing on measures impact-
ing trade in biotech products. 

The agreement strengthens disciplines for science-based measures that protect 
human, animal, and plant health while improving the flow of trade. It addresses ag-
ricultural biotechnology—including new technologies such as gene editing—to sup-
port innovation and reduce trade-distorting policies. The intellectual property (IP) 
chapter offers enhanced protections for agricultural innovators e.g., precision agri-
culture technologies and digital solutions and institutes a more rigorous process for 
establishing geographical indicators. In addition, the USMCA’s environment chapter 
enforces obligations including prohibitions on harmful fisheries subsidies and intro-
duces articles to improve air quality, prevent and reduce marine litter, and support 
sustainable forest management. Continued mechanisms for trilateral engagement 
can help align regulatory cooperation and avoid non-tariff barriers to trade. 

Customs modernization and trade facilitation are critical to moving goods quickly 
and securely across borders. The USMCA modernized customs procedures regarding 
advanced rulings, simplified entry, risk management, single window, e-signatures 
and self-certification of origin. In short, the USMCA provisions facilitate regional 
trade and investment in a way that reinforces key elements of food security—afford-
ability, availability, quality and safety. 

U.S. businesses play a critical role in feeding American families and customers 
worldwide, and the USMCA helps sustain that role by providing clear, predictable 
rules and durable, tariff-free access across North America. By strengthening market 
access and regulatory certainty—through modern, science-based SPS disciplines, 
transparency for biotech measures, stronger protections for innovation, enforceable 
environmental commitments, and streamlined customs and trade facilitation—the 
agreement supports regional trade and investment that underpin food security: af-
fordability, availability, quality, and safety. 
USMCA Compliance Priorities 

The Chamber strongly supports the USMCA, but its benefits—particularly afford-
ability and supply chain stability—depend on full implementation and compliance 
with the letter and spirit of the agreement. As the parties approach the scheduled 
joint review, several ongoing areas of non-compliance that warrant focused engage-
ment and, where necessary, enforcement actions. 
Mexico—regulatory delays and SPS/biotech market access 

• COFEPRIS delays for pesticides and agricultural chemicals: Ongoing 
delays in registrations, marketing approvals, and re-registrations (including ad-
ministrative updates) reduce predictability for U.S. suppliers and can disrupt 
access to essential crop-protection products. 

• Fresh potatoes access and predictability: Continued attention is needed to 
ensure transparent, predictable access based on science, and to address efforts 
that would restrict commercially meaningful market access. 

• Agricultural biotechnology measures: The United States has raised con-
cerns about delays in biotechnology-related patent and licensing decisions, un-
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derscoring the need to uphold the USMCA’s science-based commitments to pro-
vide predictable market access and prevent trade-distorting measures. And 
while the genetically engineered corn dispute has been resolved through 
USMCA dispute settlement, continued monitoring of Mexico’s compliance re-
mains essential to ensure future measures remain science-based and consistent 
with USMCA market access obligations. 

Canada—supply management administration and related barriers 
• Dairy TRQ administration and access concerns: Concerns persist regard-

ing how TRQs are administered in practice, including eligibility limitations, al-
location approaches, utilization, and certain activity requirements, with the goal 
of ensuring negotiated market access is realized commercially. 

• Milk class pricing and dairy export disciplines: Ongoing scrutiny is war-
ranted to ensure Canada’s pricing and export-related commitments are fully 
met, with transparency sufficient to monitor compliance. 

Canada—additional import and retail barriers affecting U.S. exports 

• Ministerial exemptions affecting bulk produce imports: Restrictions on 
bulk imports unless exemptions are granted can impair predictable access and 
normal commercial flows. 

• Wine, beer, and spirits market access constraints: Provincial liquor control 
board practices can create barriers and instability for U.S. exports and should 
be addressed to ensure durable, predictable access. 

• Cheese compositional standards: Limits on certain milk protein inputs can 
reduce demand for U.S. products and warrant continued monitoring. 

• Seed variety registration frictions: A slow, cumbersome system can dis-
advantage U.S. seed and grain exports; the USMCA’s commitment to discuss 
seed regulatory systems should produce trade-facilitating outcomes. 

U.S.—Section 232 tariffs on Mexico and Canada 

• Tariffs have negative downstream consequences for the competitive-
ness of U.S. agribusiness. A large share of North American trade consists of 
‘‘intermediate goods’’—parts, components, and materials used to produce higher- 
value products in the United States—so these tariffs land directly on down-
stream metal-users that support agriculture, including farm machinery and es-
sential food and beverage packaging inputs such as cansheet. In practice, any 
narrow benefits to a small slice of upstream producers come at the expense of 
the much larger downstream manufacturing base that relies on competitively 
priced, reliable inputs; for every job protected in upstream steel production, 
there are roughly 80 Americans 3 employed by downstream manufacturers. 

USMCA Dispute Resolution Working as Intended 
The Chamber notes that, while trade ‘‘irritants’’ inevitably arise, the USMCA pro-

vides established dispute resolution avenues to address them in an orderly and ef-
fective manner that have worked in the agricultural space. 

The genetically modified (GM) corn dispute is a prime example of the USMCA’s 
robust dispute resolution provisions working as designed. When Mexico’s 2023 Presi-
dential Decree imposed a ‘‘tortilla ban’’ on GM corn in human food products and a 
gradual substitution policy phasing out GM corn in industrial and animal feed use, 
the U.S. challenged both measures under the USMCA’s Sanitary and Phytosanitary 
Measures and National Treatment provisions. The December 2024 panel ruled 
against Mexico, finding the measures lacked proper scientific risk assessments and 
constituted unjustified import restrictions. Critically, Mexico complied swiftly—for-
mally repealing the contested measures by February 4, 2025. The panel produced 
a binding, enforceable ruling with real teeth, the U.S. retained its $5.6 billion in 
annual corn exports without escalating to tariff retaliation, and USMCA Article 
31.19 preserves a clear path to reconvene the panel if future measures re-trigger 
violations. 

In other words, the case shows USMCA’s dispute resolution working as designed: 
Science-based trade rules were enforced, compliance was achieved without a trade 
war, and the framework provided a structured path for ongoing oversight. 
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Agriculture and Trade Remedies: Prevent Escalation That Could Undercut 
USMCA 

The Chamber is deeply concerned that the escalating use of trade remedies and 
related disputes in North American agriculture is injecting significant uncertainty 
into cross-border supply chains and threatens to complicate broader efforts to pre-
serve the stable, predictable market access that American businesses, workers, and 
consumers depend upon. While not formally part of the USMCA joint review, these 
developments demand the attention of policymakers on all sides of the negotiating 
table. 

A near-term and consequential example is the U.S. Department of Commerce’s de-
cision to withdraw from the 2019 Agreement Suspending the Antidumping Inves-
tigation on Fresh Tomatoes from Mexico, which would revert trade to antidumping 
and related duty processes. Tomatoes are a staple of the American diet, and U.S. 
supply chains rely on consistent, high-volume cross-border flows to meet year-round 
consumer demand. Tomato prices are running 40% higher than the same period 
last year—a stark indicator of the cost pressures American families and businesses 
are already absorbing. The United States imports significant volumes annually, 
with the vast majority sourced from Mexico, sustaining a broad network of Amer-
ican jobs across agriculture, warehousing, logistics, grocery retail, and food service. 
Abruptly terminating the suspension agreement risks compounding these cost pres-
sures, increasing market volatility, and—critically—inviting retaliatory actions that 
could broaden harm well beyond a single commodity. 

Retaliation is not a hypothetical risk. Recently, Mexico has initiated its own inves-
tigations into U.S. pork and apple exports in what many observers believe to be in 
direct response to the U.S.’s trade remedies action on Mexican tomato imports. Any 
Mexican countermeasures targeting U.S. exports of apples and pork would put at 
risk the tens of thousands of jobs and rural livelihoods that these sectors support. 
Similarly, looming threats to Mexican berry imports represent another flashpoint 
that could disrupt supply chains consumers and businesses on both sides of the bor-
der rely upon. A tit-for-tat escalation across multiple agricultural categories would 
be deeply damaging and difficult to reverse 

From a USMCA perspective, these developments underscore precisely why the 
joint review must reinforce the core principles that have enabled North American 
agricultural trade to grow and remain resilient: preserving market access, maintain-
ing tariff-free trade where applicable, and upholding the agreement’s strong, 
science-based sanitary and phytosanitary commitments—ensuring that legitimate 
health and safety measures are never deployed as disguised barriers to trade. 

The Chamber urges policymakers to prioritize de-escalation and negotiated solu-
tions where appropriate, so that trade remedy frictions in sensitive agricultural sec-
tors do not spill over into the broader USMCA review and undermine confidence in 
North American agricultural integration. The strength of the USMCA framework 
lies in its ability to provide certainty and predictability. That foundation must be 
protected. 
Conclusion 

The USMCA is vital to U.S. agriculture and agribusiness—and to North America’s 
ability to continue meeting regional and global demand for food—because it pre-
serves critical market access for U.S. farmers and food producers, supports innova-
tion, and strengthens investment across highly integrated, cross-border supply 
chains. By lowering friction and reducing uncertainty, the agreement helps keep 
these supply chains functioning efficiently, which supports affordability and more 
stable food costs for American consumers. As the agreement undergoes its joint re-
view, the priority should be to reinforce what works, close compliance and enforce-
ment gaps, deliver the predictability U.S. agriculture and the broader food economy 
need to plan, invest, and compete across North America. 

Sincerely, 
NEIL HERRINGTON, 
Senior Vice President, Americas Program, 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Herrington, thank you so much for your tes-
timony. 

At this time, Members will be recognized for questions in order 
of seniority, alternating between Majority and Minority Members 
and in order of arrival for those who joined us after the hearing 
convened. You will be recognized for 5 minutes each in order to 
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allow us to get to as many questions as possible, and I now recog-
nize myself for 5 minutes. 

The U.S. dairy industry has faced persistent challenges from 
Canada due to their unwillingness to implement their tariff-rate 
quotas in a way that allows full market access for U.S. dairy farm-
ers. In 2025, the U.S. access negotiated under the yogurt and but-
termilk quota was 4,135 metric tons, but only 382 metric tons were 
actually filled, representing just nine percent of the utilization 
Canada had already committed to. Given the challenges with Can-
ada, what specific outcomes is the U.S. dairy industry seeking to 
create a more fair and balanced trade agreement with Canada? Mr. 
Lichte? 

Mr. LICHTE. Yep. First off, Chairman Thompson, I would just 
like to acknowledge your leadership with the Whole Milk for 
Healthy Kids Act of 2025 (Pub. L. 119–69). We, as participants in 
the industry, see that as such impactful legislation, not only for our 
farmers and our industry, but also for ensuring continued nutrition 
and access for our children and nutrition that tastes good, in our 
minds. Specific to your question, while we see that there are oppor-
tunities to improve upon what was negotiated as a part of the 
USMCA, I think one resolution that comes top of mind is for the 
quota that was given, is to allow the access and full use of that 
quota, and to provide more enforcement for the non-use of such 
quota. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you for that. Ms. Sawin, your testi-
mony talks about the U.S.-Canada softwood lumber dispute and 
discusses industry interest in addressing the dispute resolution 
process outlined in Chapter 10. Walk us through the current state 
of the conversations and what you expect to see as it relates to 
USMCA. 

Ms. SAWIN. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Currently, the USMCA 
Chapter 10 Dispute Settlement System is a panel process that 
seats three members. Sometimes there are three from Canada, 
sometimes—or excuse me—sometimes there are two from Canada 
and one from the U.S. Sometimes there are two from the U.S., one 
from Canada. But what that results in is that the panels are often 
more political than they are adjudicatory, and they can compel 
Federal agencies to change the manner in which they enforce U.S. 
laws without a meaningful appeals process. The system is also in-
credibly slow and has been the source of significant delays in this 
particular dispute. The delays to date are—we are around 10 years 
in now, and the United States has collected close to $8 billion, but 
the Administration is unable to liquidate these funds into the U.S. 
Treasury until the Chapter 10 disputes have been completed. We 
don’t even have panels seated for many of them. So, we have sub-
mitted comments to USTR and have been engaged with USTR di-
rectly on this request to change Chapter 10. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you very much. Ms. Beyer, in 
your testimony, you discussed the Presidential decree signed by 
former Mexican President, Andrés Manuel López Obrador. This de-
cree called for a phase-out of genetically engineered corn as well as 
a phase-out of glyphosate, despite a lack of scientific evidence to 
support these decisions. This policy would have been harmful to 
many U.S. and Canadian farmers. How did USMCA dispute settle-
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ment process serve as a mechanism to resolve this conflict between 
the U.S., Canada, and Mexico? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Chairman Thompson. As 
a corn grower, I am aware of those events, as we are in the indus-
try. It is my understanding that the U.S., at first, consulted with 
Mexico with no resolution and then was able to request a Trade 
Dispute Panel to deal with the issue, and that Canada supported 
that initiative. The panel convened. It was able to review scientific 
evidence, legal arguments, and written testimony, and was able to 
come up with a plan for compliance with Mexico to have that issue 
resolved in a relatively timely fashion. So, what we have seen in 
that sort of example is, despite prior testimony, we were able to 
move this issue out of the political arena into a rule-based, legal 
process that utilized an independent panel and that supplied con-
sequences if the country violated the commitments, and that the 
trade agreement becomes a path to compliance because there is 
that risk of losing the benefit of all those beneficial terms in the 
agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much. I am going to yield 
back what few seconds I have left. I now recognize the distin-
guished gentlelady from Minnesota, the Ranking Member, for 5 
minutes. 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Beyer, thanks for 
being here with us today. You know better than anyone how resil-
ient Minnesota soybean growers are, but I also know that the last 
18 months have been incredibly challenging. In ASA’s comments to 
USTR on the importance of USMCA, it concluded by saying, ‘‘Fail-
ure to renew USMCA would be catastrophic.’’ Given the market 
loss in China and the growth of Brazil as well as Argentina, would 
soybean growers be able to withstand the cancellation of USMCA, 
and what would that mean, practically, to growers across the Mid-
west, and how would the end of North American trade help our 
competitors? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Ranking Member Craig. 
Soybean wouldn’t choose to be in the spotlight as they have for the 
past 8 years. It has brought a lot of awareness to how our industry 
operates and our reliance on the export markets. So, USMCA for 
us is kind of a shining star because it provides baseline export 
market facilitation, but also is an example of how we can grow the 
industry under a trade agreement. So, in contrast to sort of the 
things happening with China where we are maintaining quota lev-
els and maintaining trade, we have been able to successfully grow 
the markets into Canada and Mexico, so two times the exports over 
the life of NAFTA and USMCA to Canada and four times into Mex-
ico. So, we consider it a big win, and it is very useful for us. 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much. Mr. Schumpp, in my State of 
Minnesota, turkey and pork producers are extremely dependent on 
trade across the northern border with Canada. If USMCA were not 
renewed, how would livestock supply chains be affected? What 
would it mean for livestock processing, along with producers in my 
state, in the cost to production? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you for that question, Ranking Member 
Craig. So, as you know, USMCA has underpinned the growth of an 
extremely integrated North American meat and livestock industry 
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that is valued at over $16 billion when you include all of our prod-
ucts. And so, livestock, typically from Canada and Mexico—live cat-
tle, live hogs from Canada travel across the border multiple times 
often—those livestock imports help support operational capacity for 
American feedlots as well as for meat and poultry processing com-
panies. And then the meat that is produced from those companies 
is then either shipped back to Canada and Mexico, exported to the 
world, or shared here domestically with our consumers. And so, if 
we were to disrupt USMCA, we would disrupt those critical supply 
of livestock imports as well as the meat that comes from those 
products. 

Ms. CRAIG. Thank you so much. Mr. Herrington, a recent study 
by Purdue University found that the pass-through from tariff re-
ductions under NAFTA and continued under USMCA are respon-
sible for saving U.S. households roughly $700 in grocery costs every 
year. Families are already struggling to afford food due to the tar-
iffs, so as I see it, Americans are at jeopardy of losing these savings 
if USMCA is terminated. How would a further increase in grocery 
costs impact American families, and if USMCA were terminated, is 
there any plausible way to realize similar savings in the short-term 
through other policies? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you so much, Ranking Member Craig. 
Thank you for recognizing the Purdue study. We agree with it. Its 
findings are incredibly important, underscoring USMCA’s support 
for affordability, and at the end of the day, we believe it is con-
sumers that really do benefit most from the efficiencies of the 
agreement. 

Yes, in that study, it also indicated that for every one percent re-
duction in tariffs, you see a 2.8 percent savings—in household sav-
ings rate on food-related costs. It is most beneficial to low-income 
consumers because, obviously, low-income consumers spend a 
greater proportion of their budgets on food products. And exactly 
to your point, the study also shows conclusively that if we were to 
lose duty-free access and all the benefits that USMCA provides, 
consumers’ household goods, specifically in food and agricultural 
products, would rise. There is no question about it. Thank you. 

Ms. CRAIG. Well, I appreciate that very much, and, again, thank 
you to all of our witnesses. We know how important the renewal 
of USMCA truly is, and with that Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. LUCAS [presiding.] The gentlelady yields back. The chair now 
recognizes himself for 5 minutes, and I, too, want to thank our wit-
nesses for being here today. 

The USMCA expanded market access for U.S. agriculture, in-
cluding for products and animal byproducts that do not hold the 
same level of demand in domestic markets. Mr. Herrington, to 
what extent do these export opportunities contribute to profitability 
and efficiency for producers and ag businesses, and what would the 
economic consequences be if these markets were reduced or lost? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you very much, Congressman. In a 
word, if we lost these benefits, it would be devastating to American 
agriculture, and specifically to producers, processors, growers, and 
farmers, starting with the fact that more than 1⁄3 of U.S. agri-
culture exports go to Canada and Mexico. Beyond that, it really— 
what we have seen—what duty-free trade and the certainty of the 
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agreement have provided are these incredibly integrated supply 
chains that are producing opportunities for producers, and growers, 
and farmers, and processors in this country, based on intra-com-
pany trade from Canada, complementary trade from Mexico. These 
create—and we have a lot of partners, especially in the American 
Southwest, which would talk about the jobs that these create in the 
U.S. The complementary trade with Mexico creates tens of thou-
sands of jobs. Same thing on Canada because of the degree of intra- 
company trade being so strong and those supply chains being so 
strong. 

So, absolutely, I mean your question goes right to the funda-
mental importance of preserving this agreement because it would 
be very damaging if it were to go away. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Schumpp, do you want to touch on that from the 
livestock perspective, selling those pieces and parts and interesting 
things? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Yes, absolutely. Thank you for that question, Con-
gressman. So, as I mentioned in my opening testimony, trade with 
Canada and Mexico return at $91 per head for cattle producers and 
$28 for our pork producers, so maintaining that trade is critical 
from that perspective. But we also export to Canada and Mexico 
high-value cuts and as well as processed products in terms of our 
pork industry to Canada and variety meats to Mexico that don’t 
often find demand in other markets, and all of that maximizes car-
cass value for our producers. The one other thing I wanted to men-
tion on this there is the unintended consequence of leaving USMCA 
is that Canada and Mexico might then look to other trading part-
ners and increase their own processing capacity that would hurt 
and harm our producers, workers, as well as consumers in the long 
run. 

Mr. LUCAS. In my part of Oklahoma, the cattle industry is play-
ing a key role in offsetting poor commodity prices and helping 
many of my constituents remain operational. So, how does the 
USMCA contribute to the profitability and efficiency for producers, 
continuing with your last point? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. So, yes. So, the agreement, like I said, it helps to 
maintain strong livestock trade across North America, and so if we 
were to leave that agreement, what we would see is that trade dis-
rupted, Canada and Mexico keeping more of their livestock within 
their countries, as well as our producers not being able to run at 
full capacity here within the U.S. Some of the livestock we get from 
Mexico and Canada go for feeding operations or direct slaughter, 
and so we would see areas of the country not be able to have 
feedlots operate at their full capacity, as well as our meat compa-
nies would struggle to have that stable supply of consistent ani-
mals to then produce food that is sent both here to consumers and 
exported around the world. 

Mr. LUCAS. Switching gears, Ms. Beyer, your testimony men-
tioned the importance of the biotechnology provisions of the 
USMCA. What do these provisions mean for farmers when invest-
ing in new soybean varieties? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question. It takes, we have been 
told, 13 years for a trait to be identified and to end up as a seed 
on a farm. And so, the pipeline for the development of technology 
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is always a decade old, and that has to do with our regulatory 
standards, our safety standards in the U.S. USMCA helps us cap-
italize on some of those efficiencies between the countries so we are 
not stacking those sorts of processes, that we can recognize each 
other’s efforts in that. And then also, it contains commitment to 
finding pathways for new technologies so that that doesn’t get 
bogged down by politics or rhetoric, that we have a commitment to 
make sure that we are continuing to work on regulating new traits 
as well. 

Mr. LUCAS. Thank you. My time has expired. The chair now rec-
ognizes the gentleman from California, Mr. Costa, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COSTA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I think it 
is important that we hold this hearing as negotiations are going on, 
as we speak, with USMCA. As I say all the time, food is a national 
security issue, and I think California certainly proves it. As a 
third-generation farmer, clearly, I know firsthand the challenges 
that we face. We are the largest agricultural state in the nation. 
We exported $23.8 billion in farm products, about 44 percent of 
what we grow in California. They are such crops as almonds, pis-
tachios, dairy, wine, walnuts, tomatoes, rice, grapes, strawberries, 
and citrus, just to give you a bit of the diversity. We think they 
are special. I am not sure—we have communication problems. 
When people go to the grocery store, they don’t go to the specialty 
crop aisle, but that is another matter. 

But people are hurting in farm country. Bankruptcies are up, 
and this something that is so critical as I go home every week to 
talk with my farmers, ranchers, dairymen and women. President 
Trump took NAFTA One and upgraded it. It needed to be done— 
Bob Lighthizer was very effective in that effort—put a new label 
on it, called it USMCA, ‘‘the best—greatest trade agreement ever 
known to mankind,’’ I think I remember when he signed it in 2020. 
And that may be, but the fact is, is that it is an important tool be-
tween our borders to the North and South, countries that we have 
had long-term relationships with. For the life of me I can’t under-
stand why we are not using that in the 5 year review period to deal 
with the differences as opposed to insulting comments like a 51st 
state and other such tactics that I don’t think help the process. We 
need a deal, we must get a deal, and it must be trilateral, enforce-
able, and dependable. Farmers need certainty in our marketplace 
and not chaos. 

Mr. Puglia, we have worked together for many years. I appre-
ciate your good work with Western Growers on the specialty crops 
I talked about. It is the heart of agriculture not only in my district 
but in California, where growers compete every day in the North 
American market. Can you share a bit about the Perishable Ag 
Commodities Act and why it is important for our industry, and why 
it should be a part of the USMCA discussions with Mexico? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congressman Costa, for the question. I 
appreciate that. Yes, the Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act 
recognizes that a producer of a perishable food product, in the 
event of the buyer going into insolvency or bankruptcy, can’t pull 
the product back by the very fact that it is perishable. By the time 
the product has been delivered, the clock is running out on its usa-
ble lifespan, and by most standards, the product has been sold, the 



49 

revenue has been generated to the retailer or to the food service 
company, and the grower, of course, expects to be paid. And so, 
that is the heart of the Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act. 

Mr. COSTA. We have among the highest standards in the country, 
California growers, correct? 

Mr. PUGLIA. That is correct. 
Mr. COSTA. And we want them to be strong and consistent in 

oversight. Can you give us one or two examples of imported food 
safety oversight enforcement that should be improved—you talked 
a bit about it earlier—and how the United States could use 
USMCA to secure that? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Yes. Again, thanks for the question. Very briefly, I 
will put it in this context. In 2023, the U.S. FDA conducted 11,000 
domestic inspections of produce operations, only 1,500 foreign in-
spections, even though we have a very significant share of fresh 
fruits and vegetables coming from abroad. I could show you a case 
of disparity between an American producer of a fresh produce prod-
uct and a Mexican producer of the same product, in which case, the 
American producer was subject to much more rigorous standards, 
much more rigorous testing and follow-on activity from the FDA 
while the Mexican producer was not. 

Mr. COSTA. And oftentimes—— 
Mr. PUGLIA. And so, I think that is an area for improvement. 
Mr. COSTA. These are non-tariff barriers that we have to deal 

with, and I think if you could submit that information to the Com-
mittee, it would be helpful. 

Mr. Schumpp, with the Meat Institute, you confirmed the New 
World screwworm in Texas. USDA has confirmed a new detection 
on June 3. In practical terms, when animal health issues, like the 
screwworm happens, what does it mean for U.S. beef exports? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you for that question. First, I want to just 
state that New World screwworm is not a food safety issue, and 
USDA does inspect all of our animals before they go to slaughter 
and all carcasses before anything would enter the food supply. 
What we are happy to see is USDA’s focus on regionalization and 
zoning agreements with our trading partners. There should be no 
impact, according to the World Organisation for Animal Health on 
any meat product exports, so we would expect those to continue to 
be exported around the world. 

Mr. COSTA. Thank you. My time has expired, Mr. Chairman, but 
I would like to submit for unanimous consent, a letter that I sent 
earlier with regards to the issue of naming names like asiago, feta, 
gorgonzola, and their impact on the EU-Mexico trade deal takes ef-
fect. It is important that we get these brand naming things worked 
out, and I hope that is a part of the negotiation. 

Mr. LUCAS. Seeing no objection, so ordered. 
Mr. LUCAS. The chair now turns to the gentleman from Georgia, 

Mr. Scott, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I, too, as Mr. Costa 

mentioned, the non-tariff trade barriers, am very concerned about 
the non-tariff trade barriers that continue to create challenges for 
us. But Mr. Puglia, recently a bipartisan group of 78 Members 
joined me in sending a letter to Ambassador Greer discussing the 
challenges for U.S. specialty crops that are harmed by the dumping 
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of Mexican produce into the United States, just making him aware 
of the challenges as we go forward with USMCA negotiations. 
Members from all over the country signed this, including Members 
from your state. What suggestions do you have that can help our 
specialty crop growers that are negatively impacted by Mexican im-
ports? And again, we are for trade, we are for competitive and bal-
anced trade, but it is the dumping of product into our country, spe-
cifically at harvest time, that is so challenging in my area. 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Mr. Scott. I appreciate that question. I 
would just start by saying that I am a little envious of some of my 
colleagues here who represent a single agricultural product. I have 
300+ different agricultural products that fit within the specialty 
crop category, and I say that because I have to be fair to my col-
leagues in the specialty crop industry who are not at the table. We 
are not of one mind on your question, sir, and I think you know 
that. 

Mr. SCOTT. That is correct. 
Mr. PUGLIA. But I think this goes to the point that it is a matter 

of fact-specific, situational circumstances. My colleagues in the 
Southeast have made a very compelling case, and I think that they 
have availed themselves of some of the trade tools that we have 
currently on the books. I would point, for example, to the tomato 
suspension agreement which was a quasi-adjudicatory process that 
found Mexico to be dumping, illegally, product in the United 
States, and as you know that suspension agreement—— 

Mr. SCOTT. Can you say that again? 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. SCOTT. They found Mexico to be dumping illegally into the 

United States? 
Mr. PUGLIA. I am sure it was recorded. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. PUGLIA. I am sure it was recorded, and as you know, the sus-

pension agreement has been terminated, and there is now a 17 per-
cent tariff, as a result, on Mexican tomatoes into the United States. 
And so, I think as we look at 300+ different crops, many of which 
are going across the border both ways—— 

Mr. SCOTT. That is right. 
Mr. PUGLIA.—with value-add process along the way, I think you 

have to look at each case in a very specific way, and I think it— 
there are regional implications that vary across the country. 

Mr. SCOTT. Trade is important, and it needs to be competitive 
and balanced. It is different by region, and it is different by the 
size of grower as well. Western Growers have many that grow on 
both sides of the border, and Mexico is a country that is our neigh-
bor, and we need those good trade relations. 

Ms. Sawin, I want to move to you. As you know, I represent 
south Georgia. The timber prices, specifically Southern Pine, is way 
down. You shared in your testimony that U.S. forestry industry has 
experienced 35 pulp mill closures, many of which are in my State 
of Georgia, resulting in $800 million in annual forest revenue 
losses. Additionally, the U.S. pulp industry has seen an 18 percent 
year-over-year decline in exports to Mexico. What meaningful 
changes could be made in USMCA to better assist the U.S. forest 
industry, specifically with trade with Mexico? 
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Ms. SAWIN. Thank you, Mr. Scott. I want to be careful to not at-
tribute the pulp mill closures primarily to trade policy because that 
would be a little bit misleading. The closures reflect long-term 
structural decline in domestic demand for pulp and paper products, 
so this is kind of a market problem, not a trade problem. We don’t 
think that USMCA is necessarily the right tool for addressing mill 
closures or the material that used to go to the mills, which is the 
forest landowner issue that I represent. 

Mr. SCOTT. Okay. 
Ms. SAWIN. We think the right tool for that is fixing the Renew-

able Fuel Standard to create domestic demand for that low-value 
wood that these mills used to absorb, and that is NAFO’s top do-
mestic legislative priority, and it costs the Federal Government 
nothing. 

Mr. SCOTT. I agree with you on the Renewable Fuel Standard 
issue. I don’t agree with you on some of the other comments there, 
but that is just differences of—respectful differences of opinion. I 
will say this: the European Union Deforestation Regulation, in my 
last 15 minutes, is one of those non-tariff trade barriers that is ex-
tremely—an extremely unfair burden that has been put on major 
industries in our states. Would you at least agree with me with 
that? 

Ms. SAWIN. Absolutely, and I think you will see that the EUDR, 
colloquially referred to, is a part of my written testimony. 

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, ma’am. 
Ms. SAWIN. It puts a significant compliance burden on U.S. grow-

ers and producers. 
Mr. SCOTT. Yes ma’am. My time has expired, but I think it is in-

teresting that the European Union has exempted some of their own 
countries from compliance with the EUDR. 

Mr. LUCAS. The gentleman’s time has expired. The chair now rec-
ognizes the gentlelady from North Carolina, Ms. Adams, for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to the wit-
nesses for your testimony. 

I want to bring our attention back to the founding principles that 
made this agreement necessary. The USMCA was founded to be a 
mutually beneficial win for North American workers, farmers, 
ranchers, and businesses, and its intent is to bring greater overall 
relations and unity between North American partners, Canada and 
Mexico. However, we now entered a period where this deal, if not 
renewed with reforms, could do more harm than good because of 
this Administration’s ruthless trade agenda, which includes using 
tariffs, or a threat of them, to force compliance and as a punitive 
foreign policy tool to achieve domestic policy objectives. 

I represent North Carolina. In North Carolina alone, the USMCA 
has supported over 300,000 jobs through exports. Of these jobs, 
36,000 and more were in my district, so I do understand the impor-
tance of the agreement, not only to the great State of North Caro-
lina, but to my constituents in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. The 
USMCA is meant to be as good to our families as it appears on 
paper. 

So, let me start with you, Mr. Herrington. According to data from 
USDA, North Carolina is the country’s 13th largest agricultural ex-
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porting state, shipping $4.5 billion in domestic agricultural exports 
abroad. In 2025, Canada was the state’s largest export market with 
$8.6 billion in exported goods, and North Carolina also exported 
$5.3 billion worth of goods to Mexico in the same year. So, without 
a strong trade agreement, North Carolina’s exports to Canada and 
Mexico could face millions in extra tariffs and extra taxes. 

So, what are the potential immediate risks to agriculture supply 
chains and the credibility of American farmers in leading agricul-
tural states, such as North Carolina, if this renewal is postponed, 
or the 16 year renewal is not ratified? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you very much, Congresswoman 
Adams. Absolutely, your question hits on some really important 
points. I think, certainly for North Carolina growers, producers, 
farmers, the agreement has been critical. What has also been crit-
ical is investment in the state from Canadian and Mexican compa-
nies, because of these integrated supply chains, have created jobs. 
I think the bottom line for us is that the agreement has really cre-
ated certainty in terms of establishing rules of the road that com-
panies can depend on, and that is why we are so focused on an-
other 16 years of renewal for this because that is the certainty that 
companies need. 

Ms. ADAMS. Right. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. And that really translates, having all of—you 

put that together, and it forms a virtuous circle that benefits, at 
the end of the day, North Carolina consumers and consumers 
across the country with reduced costs. 

Ms. ADAMS. Okay. So, clearly, the more significant consequences 
will manifest over time. Nonetheless, individuals in my district who 
depend on agricultural imports and exports must be able to 
strategize for their future rather than remain subject to uncer-
tainty. 

Now, Mr. Schumpp, U.S. farm trade is still running a deficit that 
is currently $19.7 billion in the first few months of this year and 
estimated to climb to about $450 million by the by the end of the 
year. For North Carolina, that national deficit hits close to home. 
My state leads the country in sweet potato production, ranks third 
in pork production, yet our farmers are absorbing high operational 
costs while trying to stay competitive across borders. So, given that 
record deficit, what specific enforcement tools should the U.S. advo-
cate for in 2026 USMCA review to keep Canada and Mexico com-
mitted to American agricultural markets rather than turning to 
competitors like Brazil or the European Union? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you for that question. I think that the most 
important thing for the meat industry in the U.S. is to maintain 
USMCA as it currently is. If we were to withdraw or make signifi-
cant changes that would undermine the agreement, that would 
definitely give countries like China, Brazil, the European Union 
more access to those markets, which would undermine our ability 
to export there. Canada and Mexico would turn to those export 
markets, and that would only increase our trade deficit. For the 
meat industry, the way you turn around the agricultural trade def-
icit is to ensure a strong, healthy, vibrant, long-term USMCA. 
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Ms. ADAMS. Well, thank you very much. I only have 6 seconds, 
so I am going to yield back, and I will send my question to you, 
Mr. Herrington. Thank you. 

Mr. LUCAS. The gentlelady yields back. 
Ms. ADAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 
Mr. LUCAS. The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Ne-

braska, Mr. Bacon, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. BACON. Thank you very much. I appreciate all of you being 

here today and your testimony and taking questions. 
My first question is to Mr. Herrington. If you could, just briefly 

characterize: has USMCA been great for our exports and great for 
our economy? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Absolutely, Congressman. We have seen the— 
I think, a 25 percent growth in exports over the last—over the 6 
years that USMCA has been in effect. 

[Cross-talking.] 
Mr. BACON. So, it is very important for us, in my view, to get it 

renewed. The President has negotiated, from his feedback, ‘‘about 
19 agreements,’’ but they are more verbal. I think it is important 
that he get this on paper, if we get agreements, and get them ap-
proved through Congress so that we can start leveraging these 
agreements because I don’t see enhancements right now in our ex-
ports, whether it is corn, soybeans, beef, pork. But we haven’t seen 
any uptick in our exports on these verbal agreements that the 
President has had during these tariff negotiations. Have you seen 
any impact? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. The reciprocal agreements, sir? 
Mr. BACON. Right. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. The reciprocal agreements, I think I would 

characterize them as kind of too early to tell. 
Mr. BACON. Okay. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. Most of them are a month or 2 old, a little bit 

more. So, I—— 
Mr. BACON. We need to get these on paper and get them to Con-

gress and formalize them because it doesn’t do any good when the 
next President comes in and they get ripped up, so we got to turn 
this into action, in my view. 

Mr. Lichte, if I may, you were talking a little bit about dairy and 
some of the issues there in the USMCA. Tell me if I am wrong or 
if I got this right. I understand that the USMCA has provisions 
that allow Canada to have some protectionist measures on dairy 
and, in turn, they gave us some on wood. Is that true? 

Mr. LICHTE. I guess as it relates to the impact on wood, I am not 
aware of that. 

Mr. BACON. Yes. 
Mr. LICHTE. But in terms of what we were able to access, yes, 

we were given the ability to fulfill some quota limits. However, it 
is just they have not been fully used to this point, and we look for 
ways to be able to more fully fill those quota and be able to provide 
the consumers in that country American dairy products that can 
fill their needs. 

Mr. BACON. I am of the view that we got to renegotiate this part 
of the USMCA, but I don’t really blame Canada for what they are 
doing because it is written into the current agreement, just as it 
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is for us on wood, though I think this an area that we can make 
better with a 5 year extension. 

Back to Mr. Herrington, if I may. I have a lot of businesses in 
Omaha that I work with. I represent Omaha, and they are telling 
me some of the anger that they are hearing from Canadian coun-
terparts in response to some of the President’s comments about the 
51st state. I think our tourism is down in half. They are canceling 
contracts. What are you seeing at the Chamber right now with our 
economic relationship with Canada? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. It has been strained. It is—I think you charac-
terized the impact on Brand USA in Canada very correctly in say-
ing it has been a very challenging set of circumstances for our 
brands there, our companies operating in Canada. Also, in some of 
your districts here, I am sure you see convention visitors bureau 
numbers down from Canadian travelers. The numbers are down. 

Mr. BACON. Yes. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. So, this something that we are very focused on 

in trying to get this review completed and the negotiations com-
pleted because Brand USA is—— 

Mr. BACON. I am a sort of old school Republican or Reagan Re-
publican. We are blessed to have an ally up North with the longest 
undefended border, and we have had great trade, and I just don’t 
see where these slights and talking down to our neighbor has been 
helpful at all. I don’t think it has gained us one advantage. One 
last question for Ms. Bayer—Beyer, excuse me—and Mr. Schumpp. 
How have global tariffs affected your industries? Are you seeing 
pushback? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question. I think tariffs can cer-
tainly distort the market, and prices go down a lot faster than they 
pop back up. So, to your point, written, long-term trade agreements 
will give us the stability to be able to make investments and en-
dure for the next generation. 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you for that. I will just add that what has 
been critical for us is all of the USMCA exemptions. So, for any 
compliant product, like meat and livestock, they have been exempt-
ed from all the tariff actions. And so, we would recommend that 
those be continued because that has been critical for our farmers, 
ranchers, and meat poultry packers and processors. 

Mr. BACON. I will just close, and I appreciate your feedback. Re-
publicans have long supported, like, pinpointed tariffs if somebody 
is treating us unfairly, but we haven’t supported global tariffs since 
the 1930s. It goes against Milton Friedman, it goes against Adam 
Smith, and I just think it is—we have learned free trade, if it is 
fair, is the best for consumers, and with that, I yield. 

Mr. LUCAS. The gentleman yields back. The chair now recognizes 
the gentlelady from Connecticut, Mrs. Hayes, for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. The USMCA is critically important to 
my state and my district. I am from Connecticut, and trade with 
Canada and Mexico supports nearly 30,000 jobs in the district and 
more than 156,000 jobs across Connecticut. Together, our two 
North American trading partners purchase more than $1 billion in 
goods and services from my district and $5.5 billion from the entire 
state each year, making the USMCA critically important to our 
local economy. With the scheduled review of the USMCA approach-
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ing, it is important to recognize what the agreement has provided 
for: stability. The predictability of USMCA is essential for export 
planning, production decisions, and investments for businesses and 
industries relying on cross-border supply chains, but the on-and-off 
tariff approach of President Trump has taken has led to price fluc-
tuations and unpredictable market conditions. At a time when 
household budgets are tight, the USMCA is especially crucial as it 
helps support affordability by keeping North American trade pre-
dictable and stable for consumers as well as businesses. 

My question is for Mr. Herrington. You mentioned that the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce supports trade policies to make the United 
States the best place in the world to invest, build, hire, and inno-
vate. How have the tariff policies implemented by this Administra-
tion impacted the work that the Chamber is doing to achieve these 
goals? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you, Congresswoman. Duty-free trade, 
as you well said, has served North America and Connecticut ex-
traordinarily well. That is 30 years of—since NAFTA came into 
force. The Chamber has been very clear, and recognizing something 
one of my colleagues said, it is important to recognize that the ex-
emption of USMCA-compliant goods from tariffs has been an im-
portant step forward, certainly for our broader economy, for proc-
essors, growers, and consumers, and down the line. But the tariffs, 
specifically Section 232 tariffs that remain, are incredibly dam-
aging both to businesses and manufacturers, hugely important and 
consequential in the agricultural food packaging. 

Mrs. HAYES. Yes. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. Forty percent of canned goods cost is rep-

resented in the aluminum itself. 
Mrs. HAYES. Yes. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. So, tariffs on our partners, such as Canada, 

who provide 80 percent of imported aluminum, are harmful to our 
economy. The Chamber has been clear about that, and so that is 
why with this review, we are—as I said in my opening remarks, 
we are very clear that duty-free trade exclusively needs to return 
to North America in the USMCA context. 

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you. Canada and Mexico are not only our top 
trading partners, but we make things together, creating a highly 
integrated supply chain across a wide range of industries. For ex-
ample, Connecticut imports certain types of metals, like copper, 
nickel, titanium, zinc, and lead, making up the largest portion of 
its imports from Mexico, over 61 percent. Connecticut families rely 
on these important metals to produce manufactured goods, includ-
ing machinery, aerospace, and aviation parts, which account for 
more than 92 percent of all goods exported from our state, and 
Canada is the primary destination for these exports. Again, Mr. 
Herrington, if USMCA is not reauthorized, what kinds of imports 
do you expect to see in a state like Connecticut, which serves as 
an intermediary and cross-border supply chains? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Yes. It—— 
Mrs. HAYES. Not imports, impacts. I am sorry. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. That is okay. Yes, I mentioned in my opening 

remarks, the criticality of both Mexico and Canada in providing the 
U.S. the intermediate goods, especially in metals—your metals ex-
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ample is well taken—in that we can’t either supply ourselves or are 
not affordable to produce in this country. And so, that is why, 
again, we at the Chamber are so focused on ensuring that this re-
view leads to a return of complete tariff-free trade to North Amer-
ica. 

Mrs. HAYES. Thank you, and thank you for your answers. They 
are most helpful. I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN [presiding.] I thank the gentlelady. The 
gentlelady yields back, and now I will recognize Mr. Mann from 
Kansas for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MANN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all for 
being here today. I represent the 1st District of Kansas, which is 
one of the largest ag-producing districts in the country. I can wres-
tle with my friend here from Iowa if is the largest or second larg-
est, but the point is we raise a lot of ag products, and we have to 
have markets, both domestic and foreign, for these ag products. We 
also, by the way, have to have a great transportation network to 
get these products out of the fields, out of feedyards, to the mouths 
that are going to consume them. 

I appreciate we are having this conversation. I think we got to 
remind everybody the USMCA was a 16 year deal, and there was 
a 6 year review period built in, which is incredibly important be-
cause I think, too often, we enter these trade deals, and there is 
no review period. And so, we look up after a few years and realize 
we are being taken advantage of, so I am glad we are having this 
conversation. I am glad this review time was built in to prompt 
some important conversations. Many times what happens is these 
non-tariff trade barriers enter in, as we all know, as for example, 
non-GMO corn going into Mexico, right? So, we have to have an op-
portunity to do a reset, and that is exactly what we are doing. I 
think it is healthy. It is good. I think the American farmer is going 
to benefit greatly in the long term by doing this. 

Just a handful of quick questions. First off, for you, Mr. Lichte, 
and I was at DFA couple weeks ago, had Under Secretary for 
Trade, Luke Lindberg, there. The coldest and best milk in the 
country is at DFA’s headquarters if you are ever passing through. 
I know I have taken the Chairman there as well, nodded head 
about that. But my question for you, in your testimony, you share 
that export demand now accounts for 17 percent of total milk pro-
duction. U.S. milk production trends continue to outpace domestic 
consumption patterns, necessitating exports. What percent of all 
U.S. dairy exports go to Mexico and what percent go to Canada, 
and how important are these markets to support our domestic milk 
production? 

Mr. LICHTE. Well, first off, Congressman Mann, it is great to see 
you again. I appreciate the chance to be here with the Committee 
today. 

I think in Chairman Thompson’s opening comments, he ref-
erenced that the combination of Mexico and Canada represents 
around 40 percent of the export value, with Mexico being the larg-
est of those two. Extremely impactful those trading partners that 
we have, and look forward, that they create such a foundation for 
the growth we see in milk supply that we are able to go access ad-
ditional markets beyond that, but critically important to maintain 
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that because of the over-reliance we have of our milk to those con-
sumers in those two countries. 

Mr. MANN. Great, and similar question for you, Ms. Beyer, re-
garding soybeans. Soybeans are the top export crop in American 
agriculture: 2024–2025, my data says we exported 68.7 million soy-
bean meal and soybean oil to foreign markets, accounting for 58 
percent of production. What percent of U.S. exports are purchased 
by Canada and Mexico, and how important are these markets to 
the U.S. soy production? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. Thirteen 
percent together is what we end up exporting to Canada and Mex-
ico at a value of $4 billion. 

Mr. MANN. And how does that compare to other export markets, 
China and otherwise? 

Ms. BEYER. So, China is a $9 billion market, so Mexico is our 
number two, very important. 

Mr. MANN. Okay. And then last, for you, Mr. Schumpp, on the 
meat side of things, meat and poultry exports support abroad ag 
supply chain, as we all know, whether it be fertilizer and fish bait 
production that rely on animal byproducts, or increased demand for 
feed crops, such as corn and soybeans, that go into the livestock 
that consumes that and then, of course, is harvested and exported. 
Can you explain how exports of U.S. meat and poultry products 
generate economic benefits across the broader North American ag 
industry? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Yes, absolutely. That is a great question. So, we 
export 25 percent of our pork production, 15 percent of beef, and 
15 percent of poultry production. So, a decent amount of what we 
produce is exported, but a lot of what is exported is not consumed 
in high levels here in the U.S. So, that helps bring value back to 
producers, American farmers and ranchers, who are able to send 
some of those products that see higher demand elsewhere. It also 
generates additional revenue and income for our corn and soybean 
farmers, hundreds of millions of dollars, $2.1 billion on the corn 
side. And to your point on transportation, it supports truckers and 
transportation networks and ports, so it supports jobs all across the 
country. 

Mr. MANN. Great. Well, I see my time is expiring, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you all again for being here, and again, I am glad that we 
are doing this review period at this very important time for Amer-
ican agriculture, and I yield back my 6 seconds. Thanks, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding back his 6 
seconds. I now recognize the gentlelady from Ohio, Ms. Brown, for 
5 minutes. 

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to our 
witnesses for being here today. 

For farmers, producers, workers, and communities across the 
country, trade policy is not theoretical. It determines whether 
farmers have stable markets, whether producers can compete on a 
level playing field, whether workers are protected, and whether 
communities have a real chance to grow. We know what happens 
when trade policies fail to protect domestic production. From 
NAFTA, to lax enforcement of unfair trade policies, to distortion 



58 

from competitors like China, too many communities experience 
plant closures, lost industrial capacity, and weakened supply 
chains, including the agricultural processing, transportation, and 
manufacturing networks that farmers rely on. And farmers are also 
harmed when trade policy becomes unpredictable and unstable 
when broad tariff actions trigger retaliation, raise input costs, dis-
rupt export markets, and make it harder for producers to plan for 
the future. 

Either we support a rule-based, enforceable North American 
trade policy that gives farmers, workers, and businesses certainty, 
or a chaotic, ham-handed tariff policy that harms farmers, raises 
costs for consumers, and gives China and other competitors an 
opening to capture market share. The USMCA was designed to be 
different: a stronger, fairer, and more enforceable North American 
trade framework that supports farmers and ranchers, protects 
workers, strengthens domestic industries, and helps communities 
like Cleveland compete in the 21st century economy. 

So, Mr. Puglia? Puglia? All right. Can you share what labor en-
forcement tools should be strengthened in the USMCA review to 
ensure American farmers, growers, producers, and workers are not 
undercut by weaker or under-enforced labor standards, and how do 
we make sure the USMCA supports domestic agriculture produc-
tion and food supply chains rather than creating incentives for pro-
duction, processing, or investment to shift outside the United 
States? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congresswoman, for the question. I will 
refer to the Independent Mexico Labor Expert Board, which was 
created by Congress as part of the USMCA Implementation Act 
(Pub. L. 116–113, United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement Imple-
mentation Act) itself, and that Board has periodically reported to 
the U.S. Department of Labor their assessment of compliance, or 
lack thereof, with USMCA’s labor provisions in Mexico. I will just 
give you a couple of quick suggestions that that panel has made 
that we would concur with. 

One of their findings is that the number of labor inspectors in 
Mexico should be increased. They found that for the population of 
the workforce in Mexico, approximately 60.5 million workers, there 
should be around 4,000 inspectors. There are only 660. So, that is— 
seems an obvious area where Mexico could step up its commitment 
to compliance with USMCA. They also suggest expanding access to 
trainings for Federal- and state-level labor inspectors on child labor 
protocols to ensure that guidelines related to identifying, sanc-
tioning, and referring for criminal investigation of child labor viola-
tions are followed. And then finally, I think transparency is impor-
tant, that the panel suggests collection and publication of informa-
tion on the number of routine and unannounced inspections and, 
of course, of matters referred for criminal prosecution. And so, I 
think those and other suggestions made by the panel would all 
help remove some of the unfair practices taking place in Mexico 
that undercut American production in terms of cost of labor. 

Ms. BROWN. Briefly, how should Congress think about USMCA, 
not just as a trade agreement, but as part of a broader economic 
and national security strategy to reduce dependence on China, pro-
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tect farmers and producers, rebuild domestic capacity, and ensure 
communities like Cleveland are not left behind again? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. I appreciate the question. So, as I had mentioned, 
on the economic side there is no replacement for USMCA. Our 
farmers, ranchers, and meat and poultry packers and processors 
rely on that integrated network, and the meat product and live-
stock trade that happens across our borders often multiple times. 
But Canada and Mexico either have a trade agreements with or 
are negotiating with China, Brazil, the European Union, so our 
competitors and our adversaries. If we were to walk away from the 
USMCA, these countries would surely gain more market share to 
our expense. And so, our ask is that USMCA be preserved and con-
tinued so that we remain the dominant supplier in Canada and 
Mexico, and that we continue to have unfettered access, pref-
erential treatment in those markets compared to those other coun-
tries. 

Ms. BROWN. Thank you so much. As we review the USMCA, we 
should strive for trade policies that maintain stable markets for 
farmers and producers, strengthen labor enforcement, build resil-
ient supply chains, and rebuild domestic production rather than 
hollow it out, and with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. Thank 
you. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady’s time has expired. I recognize 
Mr. Feenstra for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. I just want to thank Chairman Thompson for 
holding this hearing today. I think it is very, very important. I 
want to thank our witnesses for being here today, and I want to 
thank you for your testimony. It was very impressive, and when 
you read through it, we understand that USMCA remains the gold 
standard for international trade policy, and for one of the largest 
integrated economic blocks—Mexico-Canada-U.S.—this provides us 
a roadmap for the most important regional supply chains in the 
world, and I am excited. I mean people can criticize or whatever, 
but to revisit and to reset this trade deal is paramount. I think it 
is just a great thing that that we are doing. 

So, that being said, one of our areas that makes USMCA incred-
ibly strong for our farmers is the facilitation of biotechnology and 
the SPS chapters that prevent non-science-based trade barriers. 
However, as we look for targeted improvements in these chapters, 
there are opportunities to better align pesticide maximum residue 
limits with Codex standards, and further enforce barriers to trade 
biotechnology. Mr. Beyer—Ms. Beyer, sorry—could you quickly ex-
plain the importance of USMCA assessing critical inputs for your 
farm and the benefits of maintaining strong SPS biotechnology pro-
visions? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. Certainly, 
if we can be more consistent among the three trading partners 
without impeding everyone’s regulatory authorities. On the farm, 
everything we do from the start to finish is highly regulated, and 
so we rely on experts at EPA, certainly we rely on experts with the 
FDA for our final products, and so our systems are heavily inte-
grated with science, and that doesn’t need to be replicated. It 
doesn’t need to be—concurrently run in other countries to accept 
our products and to accept our varieties. And so, as much as these 
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systems can be efficient, and I think one of the interesting parts 
about USMCA is the commitment to sharing information and 
transparency, and that is something that we benefit from. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Yes, I agree. I mean, sharing of information, and 
as long as it is factual, right? I mean, as long as it is research test-
ed, research based, and to me, that is the critical criteria for all 
three countries that we embrace, and hopefully through the reset 
and through this review, we can continue to go down that path. 

Mexico is consistently one of the most important export markets 
for Iowa pork producers, which is why maintaining a fair and rule- 
based trade relationship is so important. Mexico is one of the most 
important markets for the world when it comes to U.S. pork. Re-
cently, we have seen Mexico initiate anti-dumping and counter-pre-
vailing duties—AD and CVD—investigation into U.S. hams and 
shoulders. While every country has a right to enforce trade laws, 
these investigations must be based on facts, not used for political 
leverage. Mr. Schumpp, can you discuss why maintaining a fair, 
rule-based trade relationship under USMCA is critical for Ameri-
cans’ pork producers? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Thank you for that question, and to be clear, we 
view Mexico’s investigation into those pork products as spurious. 
We don’t see there being any merit to those claims. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Right. 
Mr. SCHUMPP. And so, our members and the industry has had to 

undertake an expensive process to address Mexico’s concerns. But 
in general, maintaining USMCA is going to be critical for our pork 
market access, and we believe that USMCA has the consultative 
mechanisms in place that can address any concerns, and they 
should be done in those ways, not through this type of an inves-
tigation. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. Yes. I agree a hundred percent, absolutely, and 
I think 40 percent of our export in the pork industry goes to Mex-
ico. I mean, it is very, very significant. 

Mr. SCHUMPP. That is correct, yes. 
Mr. FEENSTRA. Yes. So, we got to maintain it, but we also have 

to work with them to not have these issues come up. I got 46 sec-
onds left. Quick, Mr. Lichte, talk about Mexico and U.S. dairy. This 
is an opportunity for us. We have always talked about Canada, but 
U.S. and Mexico have a great dairy opportunity here. Can you just 
talk about that very briefly? 

Mr. LICHTE. Yes. I would say it has had a great opportunity and 
continues to see—$21⁄2 billion of dairy exports are going into the 
Mexican market, and it is one that we want to continue to preserve 
and also try to offset any type of restrictions that we would have 
from European trade agreements when it comes to common cheese 
names. 

Mr. FEENSTRA. That is exactly right. Thank you so much. Thanks 
again for your testimony, everyone, and I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. He yields back. I now 
recognize the gentlelady from Kansas, Ms. Davids, for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
for holding this hearing. 

The United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, or USMCA, is 
critically important to the State of Kansas. Kansas’ two largest ex-
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port markets are Mexico and Canada, and across the board, ex-
ported Kansas goods supported an estimated 55,000 jobs in our 
state. However, as we have heard, farmers are currently being just 
crushed by the Administration’s tariff policies and resulting trade 
war. Nationally, over the last crop year, farm losses have reached 
$28 billion, and farm income is projected to drop even further. The 
tariffs have also raised costs for everyday people, including on gro-
ceries, and in the wake of this chaotic tariff policy, the USMCA has 
provided a small silver lining for folks. The agreement has provided 
businesses and producers with trade certainty and market access. 
Amidst this chaotic and irrational trade policy that we have seen, 
it is estimated that USMCA’s lower tariffs have saved American 
households approximately $700 annually on groceries. I was here 
when we negotiated this. President Trump negotiated and signed 
USMCA into law. I was proud to vote for it. I believe it is a criti-
cally important tool and that the Joint Review process leads to the 
continuation of the USMCA. 

Ms. Beyer, I am going to come to you first. In the public com-
ment that was submitted to USTR, the American Soybean Associa-
tion stated that the industry wouldn’t survive an additional tariff 
battle with Canada and Mexico. And I am kind of going to follow 
up on the Ranking Member’s question, given that Mexico is the sec-
ond largest importer of American soybeans, can you give some in-
sight into how USMCA helps to keep input prices lower, or con-
versely, how the termination of USMCA might exacerbate what is 
already a volatile and historically expensive input market—or envi-
ronment I mean? 

Ms. BEYER. Sure. Thank you, Congresswoman. So, we are talking 
both on the expense side and on the profit side. We are constantly 
being out-priced by Brazil. So, our land costs, our machinery costs, 
Brazil can beat us. They are at $200 less an acre. They have room 
for mistakes. We don’t. We are on the edge as far as profit goes, 
so every trade agreement is important, including that with our 
closest neighbors. 

As far as inputs go, personally, fertilizer for my soybeans comes 
out of Canada, so it is a direct relationship and is sort of price sen-
sitive. We have been seeing double-digit increases in all of our in-
puts is what is affecting us today. And so, even though, individ-
ually, each of these inputs, between pesticides, fertilizer, seed, ma-
chinery, are significant on their own, it is being compounded right 
now. And so, those pressures are being accelerated, and so positive 
press for USMCA and review is really important to our industry. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Thank you. Two hundred less, that is sig-
nificant. Mr. Herrington, I was hoping to come to you next. I cer-
tainly appreciate the discussion of integrated supply chains and 
benefits for American consumers in your written testimony. And to 
follow on another of my colleague—they took all my questions. 

[Laughter.] 
Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. But actually, it gives the opportunity— 

you mentioned aluminum and the increased costs when it comes to 
canned goods and that sort of thing. I was hoping you could kind 
of expand on that with potash and tinplate, and just if you could 
explain a bit about how that is impacted as well. 
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Mr. HERRINGTON. Of course. Thank you, Congresswoman. Yes, 
one of our biggest concerns at the outset, before USMCA-compliant 
goods were declared duty free, was certainly the tariff on potash. 
As I think we have talked about, I think that 80 percent of the pot-
ash we import, we import from Canada. And so, our farmers who 
faced tariffs on the export side, the potash piece was a huge compo-
nent of their costs on the input piece, and so they were getting 
squeezed, as I think Ranking Member Craig well said at the outset. 

So, I think the fact—that is exactly why we have to keep—so 
most potash that is USMCA compliant now remains duty free. It 
has to stay that way. We have to. This is—and the same pivoting 
to the aluminum piece and the tin—the tinplate piece. This a crit-
ical component in ag and food packaging. As I mentioned, it con-
stitutes 40 percent of the cost of the product in this packaging, and 
with Canada as a key producer and provider of aluminum, at below 
market prices in most cases when it is tariff free, that it is a crit-
ical supply to reduce cost for producers and consumers. 

Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Thank you. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you. 
Ms. DAVIDS of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the grace 

there. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Sure. The gentlelady’s time has expired. I now 

recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Taylor, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank 

you, witnesses, more than usual, number of witnesses. Thank you 
for your sacrifice and your expertise. It is great to have you with 
us today. 

Most of my district borders on the Ohio River. Agricultural trade 
has been and will continue to be vital to the farmers in southern 
Ohio. My district is primarily agricultural with 11,000 family 
farms. Canada and Mexico continue to be the two largest export 
markets for our crops, and I anticipate that will continue with the 
renewal of this agreement. Our neighbors to the North and South 
have been consistent partners in trade, but we should always re-
main concerned about what would happen if we didn’t have those 
markets. We have seen time and again that when we lose market 
share, other countries jump in and take our place and it is almost 
impossible to get back. We saw that with Brazil and China in 2000. 
U.S. soybean sales to China were almost double what Brazil sent 
them, but today it is Brazil supplying nearly 70 percent of China’s 
total soybeans. 

So, Ms. Beyer, hypothetically, where would Mexico and Canada 
turn if this vital trade agreement went away? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. At the 
end of the day, what I see when we are visiting customers is that 
they are looking for the highest quality they can afford, so some-
times it is a race to the bottom on who is going to supply those 
beans. In the U.S., when it comes to Mexico and Canada, we have 
the advantage of our rail system. So, thankfully with this 16 year 
agreement that stabilizes some of those trade routes and we can 
improve and strengthen our own transportation system, and that 
is to the benefit of other sectors, too. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you. Mr. Herrington, the more diverse our 
market options are, the better situated we will be to negotiate the 
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best USMCA for America. You have extensive experience up and 
down the Western Hemisphere. As we think about future trading 
partners, what countries do you see as most friendly and most like-
ly to be great partners as we go forward? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you for the question, Congressman. We 
are spending a lot of time focused on Argentina right now because 
of some of the reciprocal opportunities and the market-oriented op-
portunities that—the market-oriented reforms that Argentina is 
advancing. We want to further leverage the free trade agreements 
that we have with Colombia, with the CAFTA–DR countries. I 
think we want to stabilize the relationship with Brazil right now. 
It is an important U.S. trade partner as well, but I think 12 of our 
20 FTA partners are in the Western Hemisphere, and that speaks 
to the importance, certainly, to your question of why, for U.S. ex-
porters, these markets are important. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you. Mr. Schumpp, you have stated a few 
times today that any change to the USMCA would negatively im-
pact the market for U.S. meat producers. At the same time, the 
producers in my district have numerous issues with the current ar-
rangement. Is there really no way the USMCA can fairly be im-
proved for American meat producers? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. The meat in—so for us, the USMCA has, again, 
provided that $8 billion worth of trade, $16 billion when you count 
livestock. So, we think that the improvements to sanitary/ 
phytosanitary measures, technical barriers to trade, other provi-
sions in USMCA have really helped bolster our trade throughout 
North America, and we want to see all of that maintained. The Ad-
ministration is using this as a blueprint in other regions of the 
world, and we appreciate and support that. The one addition we 
would suggest for USMCA has been brought up as well on common 
terms, common meat names. USTR is negotiating this in other 
markets, and we would like to see that added as a letter to the 
agreement because that would protect trade in products, like bolo-
gna, salami, et cetera, to our North American partners. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Gotcha. Okay. Well, thank you, and just generally 
to the panel, is it fair to say that Brazil is our biggest threat to 
our participation in global trade agreements in the world of agri-
culture? Is there someone else that rivals their attempts to sup-
plant us as suppliers to other countries? Is it fair to—is there an-
other—is that fair to say or—— 

Mr. LICHTE. Well, I would say from a dairy perspective, I think 
the European Union and New Zealand are also major exporters 
from a global standpoint. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Okay. 
Mr. LICHTE. So, those would be ones we would look at from a 

dairy perspective. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Okay. On the—— 
Mr. HERRINGTON. Same on the meat side: European Union pork, 

in particular; Brazil definitely on the beef front. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Okay. 
Mr. HERRINGTON. EU on geographic indicators, too, as some of 

the other members have said, a real problem because they export 
those to other trade agreements. 
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Mr. TAYLOR. Okay. All right. Well, again, thank you all very 
much for your time. I appreciate you being here. I yield back, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman yields 
back. I now recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Sorensen, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SORENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to our wit-
nesses for fighting on behalf of America’s farm families. Sincerely, 
thank you. 

I am proud to live in the hometown of Deere & Company, and 
I hear from farmers all across the country about the incredible un-
certainty that exists today, largely caused by an Administration 
that is failing to solve serious issues in the ag sector. I hear from 
farmers each day about the high cost of diesel fuel that is needed 
in their green and yellow tractors, all because of an unwanted war 
in the Middle East. They can’t take much more of this. In 2025, 
Trump’s tariffs cost Illinoisans nearly $9 billion, nationwide over 
$133 billion, and that means that these tariffs are now a $1,700 
tax on each and every household. The Joint Economic Committee 
estimates that these costs will increase by 43 percent this year to 
$2,500. That is on top of grocery costs, healthcare costs, and insur-
ance costs. I will say it again: today’s farmers are being asked to 
just make due when all they need is certainty. 

China has always been our largest market for soybeans, but ac-
cording to recent reports, the United States has lost $14.9 billion 
in lost exports between March 2025 and February of this year as 
a result of Chinese retaliatory tariffs. That is why the North Amer-
ican market is so important. Illinois is the top soybean-producing 
state in the country and number two in corn production. Ag is in 
our Illinois DNA. The USMCA Trade Agreement is a vital part of 
providing the certainty that we need. Mexico is the top importer of 
American-grown corn. Nearly 35 percent of all corn grown in Illi-
nois goes to Mexico, and Canada is our top importer of ethanol, 
purchasing anywhere between 30 and 50 percent of all American 
ethanol every year. Canada and Mexico combined purchased more 
than $4 billion worth of American-grown soybeans, making it the 
largest national agricultural export. To say this essential is the un-
derstatement of the year. 

As we get closer to the July deadline, I appreciate your willing-
ness to come to the Committee, especially it is cold in here. There 
is a cold front that has come through, I am pretty sure. I appre-
ciate your willingness to be here to help us do what is right for our 
closest neighbors, and the hardest-working people in America. 

Ms. Beyer, I am going to begin with you. You mentioned in your 
testimony the Chinese ten percent tariff on U.S. soybeans, it causes 
our product to not be as competitive as South American-grown 
beans. Without the predictability of USMCA, what does this mean 
for our soybean market? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. Since you 
brought up iron, we run green on my farm, and we recently had 
an autonomous tractor with tillage equipment attached demoed. 
That is a million-dollar deal. 

Mr. SORENSEN. Wow. 
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Ms. BEYER. And so, when we are thinking about the types of in-
vestments we need to make on the farm, versus what we want on 
the farm, versus what we have any chance at affording these— 
these are big decisions, and so these long-term trade agreements 
help stabilize those sorts of plans. 

Mr. SORENSEN. I want to piggyback on what my colleague from 
Kansas, Ms. Davids, had said. How important is it that we bring 
fertilizer costs down and then we produce fertilizer in America? 

Ms. BEYER. Yes, thank you for the attention to that. I think it 
is interesting to think of both the cost of the fertilizer, the produc-
tion and the timing. 

Mr. SORENSEN. Yes. 
Ms. BEYER. And so, sort of the latest round of panic in farm 

country really highlighted that there is limited production, scarce 
natural resources, and we have to be really careful at the inter-
connectedness of sort of the global ag economy. 

Mr. SORENSEN. I want to open this up to everybody, and my time 
is limited. If the USMCA were not renewed, or if it were altered 
or we lost those zero tariff access, what would this mean for our 
economy, in your opinions? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. A third of U.S. food and ag exports go to Mex-
ico and Canada. I think that says it all. If we don’t have that duty- 
free access, it could be potentially devastating. 

Mr. SORENSEN. So, you all would agree that it would be dev-
astating to our ag economy. We have to make sure that our trading 
partners are dealt with fairly. Yes, we have to make sure that we 
have healthy competition, but our farmers and agribusiness need 
certainty today. I look forward to working with my caucus and with 
my Republican friends to make sure that an extension makes sense 
for American workers and keeps farmers competitive. Thank you 
all so much. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I now recog-
nize Ms. De La Cruz from Texas for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DE LA CRUZ. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, and thank 
you to all the witnesses for being here today. 

My district sits on the border of Mexico and the United States, 
so the USMCA Agreement is of high priority for our area, not only 
to make sure that we include the 1944 Water Treaty (Treaty Series 
994, Utilization of Waters of the Colorado and Tijuana Rivers and 
of the Rio Grande) into the USMCA Agreement, but to make sure 
that it benefits our local south Texas communities. There are so 
many things that we could talk about, but I am going to ask, Ms. 
Beyer, in your testimony you explained that the United States and 
Canada have an agreement allowing grain to cross the border with-
out reinspection. That same agreement does not exist between the 
United States and Mexico, resulting in higher transportation costs 
for U.S. exports. What would be the benefits of aligning the rein-
spection policies across all three countries for transportation of ag 
commodities by freight rail? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congresswoman. Any-
time there is reinspection of grain rail cars, it is going to add time 
and delay, and USMCA, one of the purposes of it is to discourage 
arbitrary barriers. So, in general, we would be looking for dem-
onstrated need for those sorts of things. It does establish a working 
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group for cooperation, and I think that is also one of the benefits 
of this agreement. 

Ms. DE LA CRUZ. But it establishes a working group. However, 
there is not an agreement with Mexico. So, what has been some of 
the challenges faced by not having an agreement with Mexico but 
having an agreement with Canada? 

Ms. BEYER. So, I will give an example of the phytosanitary. So, 
Mexico has a different standard for the types of foreign material 
that comes in, and if a rail car needs to be fumigated, it is a 2 day 
delay and $70,000, so that is an example of the real cost. 

Ms. DE LA CRUZ. So, it would be an increase in cost? Is that 
what I am hearing? 

[Nonverbal response.] 
Ms. DE LA CRUZ. Okay. Wonderful. There is an important issue 

that is happening in south Texas, and that is the New World 
screwworm, which we have found some detections in south Texas. 
Two of the three have been in south Texas in my area. Mr. 
Schumpp, in your testimony, you highlight the trade imbalances 
between the United States and Mexico with respect, specifically, to 
cattle, cattle being an important industry in our area. Can you ex-
plain how imports from Mexico have historically helped supplement 
the domestic herd? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Yes. Thank you for that question. I just want to 
also reiterate that New World screwworm is not a food safety issue, 
those meat products remain safe to eat, and we welcome the work 
that is being done to address the issue on behalf of the industry. 
Our top priority is to the health of the herd here in the U.S., and 
that is number one. 

So, Mexico typically does ship 1.2 to 1.3 million head of cattle to 
the U.S. per year. Obviously, that has not been occurring because 
the border has been closed the last year due to screwworm, but 
most of that cattle comes and goes into feedlots and feeding oper-
ations to support American farmers and ranchers, and that helps 
make sure that those feedlots can operate at full capacity. And so, 
Canada is the only other live cattle supplier to the U.S. that is 
logistically viable, so without Mexico, it has been a really big hit 
to the industry. 

Ms. DE LA CRUZ. And that being said—I only have a couple more 
seconds here—is USDA has taken a number of steps to prepare for 
the New World screwworm outbreak in the United States, includ-
ing a playbook beginning construction of a domestic sterile fly pro-
duction in my area—Mission, Texas—and increasing sterile fly pro-
duction in Mexico. What are you hearing from your members about 
the threat imposed by the New World screwworm? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Well, we are supportive of those efforts to address 
screwworm, so the sterile fly production, sterile fly dispersal, as 
well as other innovations that are currently underway, and our 
members are looking forward to working with you, with USDA to 
ensure that we can eradicate New World screwworm. 

Ms. DE LA CRUZ. Thank you. I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. She yields back. I now 

recognize Mr. Vindman from Virginia for 5 minutes. 
Mr. VINDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member. 

So, Mr. Schumpp, I am highly concerned, as many of my colleagues 
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are, with the impact of the New World screwworm now that mul-
tiple cases have been confirmed here in the United States. Two 
states, is that correct? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Correct. 
Mr. VINDMAN. And so, can you—just how big is the beef cattle 

industry in the United States? 
Mr. SCHUMPP. It is very significant. So, we represent the meat 

packers and processors of the industry, and so the cattle is—— 
Mr. VINDMAN. Just rough order of magnitude. 
Mr. SCHUMPP. Sure. It is the lowest it has been in 75 years, so 

I think around 80+ million head. 
Mr. VINDMAN. And so, was is that? How many billion dollars is 

that industry? Any sense? 
Mr. SCHUMPP. The total meat and poultry industry is $912 bil-

lion, so. 
Mr. VINDMAN. Okay, and how does the spread of screwworm af-

fect our relationship with Canada and Mexico when it comes to 
beef exports? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. That is a really critical point to raise there be-
cause there should not be any impact on our meat exports. The 
World Organization for Animal Health states that there should be 
no impact on meat trade. Livestock trade is different, so there will 
likely be impacts on live cattle exports, and those will be dealt with 
between USDA and the different competent authorities, but there 
should be no impact on meat exports or beef exports. 

Mr. VINDMAN. And what about the screwworm? How do you an-
ticipate it will impact beef prices? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. There are—so just to reiterate, like I said, the cat-
tle herd is the lowest it has been in 75 years, and so there are a 
lot of factors that impact prices. Tight supplies and strong record 
demand here are one of those factors, and so rebuilding the herd 
is going to be something that is critical to inject additional supplies 
into the market. Having screwworm doesn’t aid in that process, but 
that is going to be—— 

Mr. VINDMAN. But you don’t have—you don’t have an estimate 
of potential impact on the—on the price of beef? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Not an exact figure—— 
Mr. VINDMAN. Okay. Will it—will it increase? 
Mr. SCHUMPP.—because a lot of different factors impact it. 
Mr. VINDMAN. Do you think it will increase the price of beef? 
Mr. SCHUMPP. When you have tighter supplies and strong de-

mand, there is the potential that you might see a price increase, 
but I can’t say specifically that it would be tied. It is too early to 
tell the impacts of screwworm right now. 

Mr. VINDMAN. Do you have any sense of how much was spent by 
the U.S. Government for U.S. aid programs or APHIS on moni-
toring screwworm so it didn’t get to the United States? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. I don’t have a sense of how much was spent on 
it, but I know that we as the meat industry support APHIS having 
the resources to respond to New World screwworm, also from a 
trade perspective since they will be negotiating with our trading 
partners. 

Mr. VINDMAN. Okay. And so, you would consider restoring fired 
staff to APHIS as a strong step towards eradicating screwworms? 
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Mr. SCHUMPP. The meat industry supports fully funding USDA 
and all of the important critical functions, including veterinary 
services, inspection services, and the like. 

Mr. VINDMAN. And what can Congress do to ensure that the 
screwworm outbreak can be resolved as quickly as possible? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. I am sorry. Did you say Congress, sir? I didn’t—— 
Mr. VINDMAN. Congress. 
Mr. SCHUMPP. Yes, Congress. I think working closely with USDA 

and ensuring that they have the resources necessary to be able to 
address this concern would be wonderful for the industry. 

Mr. VINDMAN. Yes. I will just say, from my perspective, the cut 
to programs like USAID and APHIS by DOGE and this Adminis-
tration seems penny wise and pound foolish at this point when we 
had a—screwworms were eradicated in 1966, and now, 60 years 
later, they are back because we cut a few million dollars from— 
even tens of millions of dollars from a program that affects a $12 
billion industry. So, I think the sooner we can restore that funding, 
regardless of what agency or Department it falls under, is better 
for our producers, and with that, I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. I now recognize the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Wied, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WIED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. What an opportune time 
it is to have this hearing, especially during National Dairy Month. 
I think the USMCA has been a great opportunity for our not only 
our dairy farmers, but also the producers in northeastern Wis-
consin and, of course, across our great country. It has allowed our 
market in Mexico to continue to grow and easily cement ourselves 
as their biggest market. However, Canada continues to undercut 
the Wisconsin dairy industry. They have utterly failed to imple-
ment what they said, and the review process during that, it is of 
the utmost importance that that is addressed. This why I led a let-
ter to Ambassador Greer last December with 73 of my colleagues— 
it was a bipartisan letter—20 of which are on this great Com-
mittee, including you, Mr. Chairman, asking the Administration to 
prioritize this exact issue with Canada. I thank all my colleagues 
who signed onto that letter for doing so, and I would like to submit 
it for the record here today. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
[The letter referred to is located on p. 93.] 
Mr. WIED. Additionally, last month, I hosted a roundtable with 

farmers and cheesemakers in my district on this exact topic. I want 
to thank today’s witnesses to allow all of us to hear more about the 
deal’s impacts and what else we in Congress can do to ensure that 
Canada and Mexico follow through on their commitments to pro-
vide more certainty for our producers. 

I will start with you, Mr. Lichte. I might end with you. We are 
going to talk dairy. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. WIED. I was proud to co-lead the bipartisan letter that was 

signed by 74 Members of Congress to Ambassador Greer last De-
cember urging the Administration to address Canada in the Joint 
Review. Wisconsin is home to world-class cheesemakers who de-
pend on fair market conditions both home and abroad. Your testi-
mony shows that the industrial cheese quota Canada committed to 
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under the USMCA saw only 64 percent utilization? That is over 5 
years, correct, so which, obviously, is undercutting our 
cheesemakers’ access to the markets. So, my question is what does 
it mean for cheesemakers’ ability to compete if these issues go un-
resolved through a Joint Review? 

Mr. LICHTE. Yes. Thank you, Congressman, and first off, I agree 
with you. June is a great month, so I appreciate your comment 
there. As it relates to specifically cheese and the cheesemakers 
from the United States, we were given the opportunity to fill a cer-
tain volume of quota, and we have not been able to do so, as you 
referenced. I think continuing to find ways to either enforce better 
use of these would be great, or to even open up the access to retail-
ers, food service providers, or the like beyond just industrial ingre-
dient manufacturers are ways for us to be able to, again, use what 
we were able to get and allow the Canadian companies to live up 
to the commitments made. 

Mr. WIED. How can we hold Canada’s feet to the fire better dur-
ing this review, specifically? 

Mr. WIED. Yes. So, I would say being able to provide greater, 
steeper penalties for those that would unuse the quota—the un-
filled quota would be one avenue to use. 

Mr. WIED. Let’s talk about Mexico. I think there are a lot of wins 
there. Can you share any success stories with either DFA or spe-
cific farmers, would be great, that they have had with Mexico over 
the last 6 years with the implementation of the USMCA, which has 
been a big win. Can you tie any of those, like I said, back to farm-
ers? 

Mr. LICHTE. Yes. So, $21⁄2 billion worth of exports have gone to 
the Mexican marketplace. It is the largest export market for U.S. 
dairy, so it does have a very direct impact on the milk check that 
dairy farms receive each and every month, and I would say it is 
not just one state. It is many states around this country that have 
benefited from our exports into the Mexican market. 

Mr. WIED. So, clearly, we have talked about some great wins 
with Mexico. Dairy farmers still have concerns. What can we do 
here in Congress to address—what concerns are those, and what 
can we do here in Congress to address those concerns? 

Mr. LICHTE. We need to preserve the market access that we were 
able to get through NAFTA originally and then double down from 
a USMCA standpoint. I think over the last few years, we have seen 
some movements by the European Union to bring in some restric-
tive types of policies, including common cheese names, and I would 
say continuing to be able to provide action from a U.S. Government 
standpoint to preserve, again, what we are able to get, including 
the use of common names. 

Mr. WIED. I am a little biased. I like dairy a lot, so sorry if I 
wasn’t able to ask any questions of all of you great people. Thank 
you to all of you and appreciate your time here today. I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman yields 
back. I now recognize the gentleman from California, Mr. Carbajal, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I want 
to thank all the witnesses for taking time out of your busy sched-
ules to be here with us today. 
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Mr. Puglia, it is good to see you again. As you know very well, 
specialty crops account for a significant portion of agriculture 
grown in my district on the Central Coast, which is also known as 
Paradise on Earth. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. CARBAJAL. Specialty crops, just like other ag sectors, depend 

and thrive on healthy export markets. Strong and predictable trade 
relationships provide the certainty growers need to make long-term 
investments and support jobs throughout the agriculture supply 
chain. However, since Trump got back into office, 2.0, our export 
market and trade relationships with our neighbors have looked 
anything but healthy or predictable. Canada has long been an im-
portant export destination for U.S. agriculture products and a key 
market for California growers. Mr. Puglia, why is it important for 
your industry that the United States normalize trade relations 
with key partners like Canada? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congressman, for the question. Good to 
see you, too. I referenced in my earlier comments that Canada and 
Mexico represent the first and second, in terms of rank destina-
tions, for exported fresh produce from the United States. For Cali-
fornia specifically, Canada is far and away the number one export 
destination for our products. I think the—one way to capture sort 
of the essence of your question is to reflect back on both the suc-
cesses of USMCA in creating that highly predictable stream of com-
merce between three countries, but also what happens when there 
is disruption. 

Canada, as you may recall, laid down retaliatory tariffs in 2025, 
in the order of 25 percent, in response to the IEEPA tariffs that 
we imposed on some Canadian products, and those retaliatory tar-
iffs went, among other products, against fruit, such as all citrus, 
peaches, other stone fruit, melons, some vegetables, tomatoes, 
green beans, pecans on the tree nut side, and that resulted in loss 
of market quite immediately. If you look at the year-over-year data 
from 2024 to 2025, while those retaliatory tariffs were in effect for 
oranges, for example, the U.S. lost 34 percent of its sales to Can-
ada. Egypt and Morocco picked up the balance. If you look at man-
darins, United States lost 28 percent of its market to Canada. Mo-
rocco and Peru picked up the balance. And for peaches, the U.S. 
lost 18 percent of its market during that time period year over 
year. Chile and Mexico picked up the market opportunity. 

And what we see, as we saw with China, is that when we lose 
a market for California products or western U.S. products in the 
produce sector, and true for others at this table, it is really hard 
to get that market back. You see others come in and displace us, 
and it is very hard to recreate that dynamic. So, I think that it is 
very, very important that we see USMCA renewed with some im-
portant changes so that we don’t go back into the situation where 
these two most reliable trading partners feel compelled from time 
to time to slap retaliatory tariffs on U.S. ag products. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you. Mr. Puglia, you mentioned in your 
testimony that, while our reliance on imported produce has grown, 
so has our need for strengthening food safety compliance over for-
eign produce. Can you give us one or two specific examples of how 
imported food safety oversight and enforcement should be im-
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proved, and how should the United States use the USMCA process 
to secure that? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Again, thank you for the question. I mentioned ear-
lier that in 2023, FDA conducted 11,000 domestic inspections on 
food safety grounds, only 1,500 of foreign facilities, foreign growers. 
We don’t need to see those numbers rebalanced when you consider 
the fact that so much of our produce is imported from abroad—60 
percent of our fruit 40 percent of our vegetables—and the lion’s 
share of that from Mexico. So, we specifically in our comments to 
Ambassador Greer call for USDA to stand up and FDA to stand up 
a more robust on-farm inspection verification system in Mexican 
operations. We don’t have the same level of concern with respect 
to Canada, but we do with respect to Mexico. There have been 
cases that show dramatically different approaches by the Federal 
Government when it comes to a domestic producer with a food safe-
ty outbreak versus a Mexican producer, and without going into 
those details, it is wildly different. And so, there is an opportunity 
to use the USMCA renewal process to bring Mexico further along 
so that we have a more equalized approach to food safety, which, 
of course, benefits the consumers we serve. 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you so much. I am out of time. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I now recog-
nize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Bresnahan, for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BRESNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, 
and thank you to all the witnesses for being here this morning. 

The USMCA provides the market access that our farmers, ranch-
ers, and producers depend on every day. Canada and Mexico are 
among our largest agricultural trading partners, and reliable ac-
cess to those markets helps support farm income, sustain rural 
jobs, and keep American agriculture competitive. But when I talk 
with farmers across northeastern Pennsylvania about trade, one 
word comes up time and time again, and that is certainty. 

Farming is a long-term business. Producers make decisions 
months and often years in advance about what to plant, what 
equipment to purchase, and how to invest in their operations. That 
is why certainty surrounding the USMCA review process is so 
vital. It gives farmers the confidence that they need to plan ahead, 
manage risk, and continuing to invest in the future of their farms 
and their businesses. When trade relationships are predictable, 
farmers can focus on growing their operations rather than worrying 
about disruptions to the markets they rely on. A clear and trans-
parent review process helps provide the stability producers need to 
succeed, compete, and continue feeding our country and the world. 

So, my first question is for Mr. Herrington. Could you provide 
some examples of policies that have disrupted the agreement’s in-
tended balance and share any recommendations for the negotiators 
ahead of the Joint Review that is scheduled this summer? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you, Congressman. I appreciate that 
question. The U.S. Chamber, as I think a few of you know, has 
been very focused on the issue of compliance and enforcement in 
this agreement. Each of the three countries has work to do in this 
regard. We are very focused. Starting with Mexico, I talked specifi-



72 

cally in the ag space about biotechnological approvals, and that 
goes for the broader health space as well, approvals in Mexico’s 
agency called COFEPRIS. Certainly, there are challenges in Mexico 
on energy which affect our companies. There are challenges in gov-
ernment procurement, and in Canada, we have talked about, cer-
tainly, the ag-specific and the dairy sector, the impediment there. 
We have talked about—we have not talked about some of the real 
digital trade challenges that Canada is posing. And then obviously 
here, in terms of—I couldn’t agree more with you on certainty, on 
the theme of certainty, and we need duty-free trade back in 
USMCA to restore that certainty you are talking about for pro-
ducers, growers, and consumers. 

Mr. BRESNAHAN. I appreciate the term of certainty today because 
that is one thing we hear time and time again is knowing where 
the goalposts are and knowing how to row the boat towards that 
same common goal. When you mentioned Mexican energy, what are 
some of the ideas or shortfalls? Is it all—‘‘D,’’ all of the above rel-
evant to energy? Is it generation? Is it transmission? Where do you 
see the biggest impetus in actually getting more electrons on the 
grid? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Yes, it is a great question because it impacts 
so many of our companies working in Mexico. The main issue is 
challenging Mexico’s attempts to tilt the playing field in favor of 
state-owned actors. So, you have PEMEX, you have CFE, the elec-
tricity provider, which are—have put U.S. providers to the back of 
the line, so that is the first—that is—the first area is leveling the 
playing field. We at the Chamber have been clear that USTR 
should bring a case—we have brought this up including in the last 
Administration, we have made the case to the—to this Administra-
tion to bring a dispute resolution case. I am more optimistic than 
I have been that this review process, because of the 53 specific 
areas that have been put on the table, that these are going to be 
addressed because Mexico has committed to USTR to address them 
as part of their review. We will see. We will see. 

Mr. BRESNAHAN. I appreciate it. For Mr. Puglia, can you elabo-
rate on the challenges U.S. specialty crop growers are facing from 
Mexican competition, and please provide any recommendations 
that Congress could be taking to help offset those concerns, and 
how they could be addressed? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you for the question. I think there are two 
different sides of this coin. One is the integrated nature of the 
fresh produce industry between the three countries, and that in-
cludes Mexico. Many of my members produce their products in both 
the United States and Mexico for seasonality reasons being a large 
share of it. Some of it is cost of production. California, where most 
of my members are, is a very high-cost-of-production state. But 
having said that, the linkages between the countries work pretty 
well. 

Where we have called for changes in USMCA that could help 
American producers—fresh produce vis-à-vis Mexican producers, as 
mentioned earlier, are in the areas of labor standards enforcement, 
compliance with USMCA’s requirements of Mexico to make good on 
its commitments in the labor enforcement arena. We have also sug-
gested new provisions to upgrade Mexico’s performance on food 
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safety. Particularly, FDA needs to be more aggressive in per-
forming audits and food safety inspections onsite, especially after 
an outbreak has been traced back to either a region or a specific 
farm in Mexico, just as they do with domestic producers in the 
United States. So, I think those would be the two areas where we 
would see the most opportunity. 

Mr. BRESNAHAN. I appreciate the testimony. I yield back, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I now recog-
nize the gentleman from New York, Mr. Mannion, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MANNION. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to our wit-
nesses. Mr. Lichte, I am going to focus my questions towards you, 
and I certainly want to look at Canada’s dairy tariff-rate quota 
problem, not just as a farm income issue, but also as a manufac-
turing and jobs issue. And I know that you made reference to this 
in your opening statement and in your answers to my colleague, 
the Congressman from Wisconsin, here. 

So, in Upstate New York, we are the number one producer of yo-
gurt and cottage cheese. We have major dairy organizations—Hood 
and Byrne, Cayuga Milk, but also Chobani—they built major yo-
gurt manufacturing facilities because in Upstate New York, we 
have the milk supply, we have the workforce, and we have the 
promise of market access under USMCA. So, if Canada did fully 
honor its yogurt TRQ commitments, what would that mean for 
manufacturing jobs and the investment decisions companies are 
making right now in places like Upstate New York? 

Mr. LICHTE. Thank you for the question, Congressman. As you 
are probably aware, the U.S. dairy industry has invested billions 
of dollars in the most recent years in manufacturing to process 
milk from dairy farms into high-quality products, including the yo-
gurt, cottage cheese, and the like that you referenced. If we are 
able to fulfill the quota rates that have been given as a part of the 
agreement that is more demand. 

Mr. MANNION. Yes. 
Mr. LICHTE. With more demand, it creates more opportunity to 

fill capacity, not just to support the jobs in those facilities, but it 
also provides more milk that farmers can sell to those facilities, es-
pecially the ones that you referenced in the State of New York. 

Mr. MANNION. And the undercutting of these quotas, you had 
mentioned in a previous response, stiffer penalties. What would 
those stiffer penalties look like, and would it require updates in 
USMCA? 

Mr. LICHTE. I think in terms of the penalties, we are just looking 
for the fuller use of the volumes that were granted as a part of the 
agreement, and from our standpoint, just finding mechanisms to be 
able to get that fuller use of those volumes. 

Mr. MANNION. Gotcha. Thank you. I appreciate that. So, from 
what you have seen, are manufacturers having to hold back be-
cause of these quotas not being met? 

Mr. LICHTE. I would say that is unmet demand that we from the 
United States aren’t able to meet. We are able to go find other 
markets when necessary, but again, from the proximity of the mar-
ket, it just makes logistical sense for us to be able to work with 
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trading partners that are in Canada that are desiring U.S. dairy 
products. 

Mr. MANNION. Thank you for that. I appreciate that, and we 
have heard from this Administration that they may consider bilat-
eral approach to the USMCA review. Mexico is obviously a critical 
dairy export market, but addressing Canada’s dairy TRQ issues is 
also essential if we are serious about growing the dairy manufac-
turing industry and jobs, like you had said. So, if we secure a 
strong agreement with Mexico but leave Canada’s dairy TRQ prob-
lems unresolved, what impact would that have on our goal of in-
creasing dairy manufacturing and the jobs that come with it in 
places like Upstate New York? 

Mr. LICHTE. If you look at the combination of Mexico and Can-
ada, they are two of the most important and impactful trading 
partners that we have from a United States’ dairy perspective. Yes, 
we would love to continue to maintain but strengthen the relation-
ship we have with Mexico, yet if we leave the challenges unre-
solved with Canada, that is just unmet demand and lost oppor-
tunity for U.S. dairy farmers and U.S. employees of dairy manufac-
turing. 

Mr. MANNION. Thank you, Mr. Lichte. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. I now recognize the 
gentlelady from Illinois, Mrs. Miller, for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this impor-
tant hearing, and, Ms. Beyer, I am sure you know that Illinois 
leads the country in soybean production. In 2025, Illinois harvested 
more than 633 million bushels of soybeans, which is more than 
what some countries produce. In my district alone, there are over 
3 million acres of farmland dedicated to soy production. I know how 
important the USMCA is to soy exports with Canada and Mexico 
buying roughly $4 billion in U.S. soy products, which is why I am 
very grateful to President Trump’s leadership in getting that his-
toric trade deal finalized in his first term. 

Ms. Beyer, you mentioned in your written testimony that freight 
rail is key to the success of the USMCA, specifically as it relates 
to moving our agricultural products into Canada and Mexico. Can 
you expand on that and talk about how improved rail, trucking, 
and port networks can better facilitate agricultural trade across 
our hemisphere? 

Ms. BEYER. Yes. Thank you for the question, Congresswoman. 
Our transportation system is really our advantage when it comes 
to moving grain. 

Mrs. MILLER. Yes. 
Ms. BEYER. And in addition to soybean, you are a big corn state, 

too, and there is nowhere to hide with the USMCA. We are cov-
ering both crops, and so it is vitally important that we keep these 
systems strong and moving, and we always say that is how we 
move the pile. We got to move the pile. 

Mrs. MILLER. How can we improve rail, trucking, and port net-
works? 

Ms. BEYER. So, something that we have discussed a little today 
is to reduce the amount of re-inspections happening at the Mexican 
border. That just adds cost and delay, in our opinion. 
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Mrs. MILLER. Okay. Thank you, and I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlelady yields back. I now recognize the 

gentleman from Alabama, Mr. Figures, for 5 minutes. 
Mr. FIGURES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to all of 

the witnesses. Let my sit up here. 
[Laughter.] 
Mr. FIGURES. Thank you to all of the witnesses for your time, 

and being here today, and your presence here today. 
Look, I represent the State of Alabama, the 2nd Congressional 

District of Alabama, which is in the southernmost half of the state. 
And so, we have a lot of farmers there, and for the farmers, and 
workers, and families I represent in Alabama, trade policy is not 
an abstract political issue. It directly affects, like in many of your 
communities, what producers earn for their crops, their livestock, 
what businesses can invest in, and what families pay at the gro-
cery store. As a Member of both the Agriculture Committee as well 
as Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, I see how trade 
relationships affect Alabama’s agricultural and manufacturing sec-
tors, including our auto industry supply chains and the jobs that 
depend on moving goods across North America. USMCA has deliv-
ered benefits for Alabama. But those benefits depend on something 
every farmer and business owner values, and that is certainty. Pro-
ducers need stable markets, employers need a reliable workforce, 
families need affordable food, and yet many are facing uncertainty 
from trade disputes and tariff threats, to H–2A labor challenges 
and concerns about the spread of New World screwworm that we 
have discussed here today at length. 

Today’s discussion is about more than just trade volumes and 
economic statistics. It is about whether we are creating a stable en-
vironment that allows American agriculture, manufacturing, and 
rural communities to plan, invest, and compete with confidence and 
certainty. Over the last year alone, producers have faced volatile 
markets, rising input costs, labor shortages, animal disease 
threats, trade uncertainty, and severe weather. Farmers make 
business decisions months and sometimes years in advance, yet 
many feel that they are operating in an environment where the 
rules keep changing, and keep changing on short notice. 

And so, Ms. Beyer, my first question is to you, as a look over my 
pitcher’s head here, John Mannion. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. FIGURES. Your testimony highlights that USMCA works be-

cause it provides certainty, clear rules, and long-term confidence 
for both buyers and sellers. Unfortunately, many of our soybean 
producers do not see that same certainty in other export markets. 
When foreign buyers shift their purchases to competitors and in-
vest in new supply chains, those decisions can become permanent. 
From the perspective of Alabama soybean farmers, how concerned 
should we be that market share lost during periods of trade uncer-
tainty may never come back, and what policies are needed to re-
store confidence in the U.S. as a reliable, long-term trading part-
ner? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. I think, 
following the China trade war, we have definitely seen investments 
being made in other parts of the world with our competitors and 
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their ability to deliver beans to ports. I think the strength of the 
U.S. soy economy, though, comes, in part, to renewable fuels, and 
we haven’t talked too much about that today, too, but with both 
Canada and Mexico participating in those sorts of activities, there 
is opportunity there. There is certainly opportunity that we are se-
curing domestically to promote those industries, and having access 
to crush facilities, and fuel refineries, and those sorts of things are 
really important for local markets also. 

Mr. FIGURES. Understood. Do you know right off, and this not 
meant to put you on the spot, but if you don’t we will take a re-
sponse on the record, but how much was lost in the soybean indus-
try with the tariff war with China when exports dried up? 

Ms. BEYER. Oh, that is a good question. I won’t be able to answer 
that. 

Mr. FIGURES. Okay, but is it fair to assume, though, that we are 
talking billions of dollars? Is that a fair assumption? 

Ms. BEYER. I don’t know. Billion is a big number. I am not sure. 
Mr. FIGURES. Well, yes. I agree, it is it is a big number, and un-

fortunately, I think the billions would not be in the low billions 
when we get that number, and I look forward to getting that data 
point. The point I am trying to make is that the tariffs—I don’t 
care who you voted for, for President. I don’t care who you voted 
for, for Congress. I don’t care if you identify as a lifelong Democrat 
or a lifelong Republican. It does not matter to me. Nobody signed 
up for what we went through with the tariffs, and I know our Agri-
culture Committee did not sign up for that either. It was not good 
for Alabama. It was not good for District 2. It was not good for 
America. It was certainly not good for the agricultural industry, 
which provides so much to this nation, yet they had to take it on 
the chin to the tune of billions, if not hundreds of billions of dol-
lars. It was not right. Not right. 

And something that we collectively as Members of Congress who 
sit here on this Committee and across Congress and say that we 
support farmers, we need to stand up and address the harm that 
was done regardless of political party, and we need to be serious 
about putting forth a package that provides some relief—at least 
some of the relief to American agricultural industry. That is some-
thing that I would hope that we can have all of you guys’ support 
on and certainly something that I am going to continue to work to-
wards, and obviously making sure that the market share, espe-
cially in, like, the soybean markets, peanut markets, cotton mar-
kets, and other crop markets, that we think through this, through 
a lens of how do we get that market share back from investments 
that other trading partners have now made across the world. 
Thank you, and I yield back Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman yields 
back. I do want to just correct the record on the New World 
screwworm. It is not here because of USDA budget cuts. USDA and 
APHIS have broad authority under the Animal Health Protection 
Act (Pub. L. 107–171, Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002, Title X, Subtitle E) to use appropriated dollars, contingency 
funding, and emergency resources to respond to animal health 
threats, and USDA has used that authority at scale for the past 
18 months. For the New World screwworm alone, through this au-
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thority, APHIS has received roughly $1.3 billion in emergency 
funding and has already obligated more than $1 billion to develop 
one of the largest animal health responses in history. And so, and 
Farm Bill 1.0 actually invested almost $2 billion over 10 years, so 
Congress is doing its job of providing vitally needed resources. 

I am going to—I don’t think Mr.—I am going to recognize Mr. 
Messmer for 5 minutes. Well, I think Mr. Harris—Mr. Harris do 
you need additional time, or are you ready? 

Mr. HARRIS. I am ready if you are. 
The CHAIRMAN. Okay. Well, I am looking over my list here. Well, 

I am still going to recognize Mr. Messmer for 5 minutes. 
Mr. MESSMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, wit-

nesses, for being here today. 
With most of Indiana’s 8,000 melon and pumpkin acres farmed 

in my district, my growers are sensitive to price distortion from im-
ported goods. Since 2001, specialty crops imported from Mexico 
have grown by more than 550 percent. Unfortunately, Mexico’s har-
vest window overlaps or even precedes Indiana’s. As a result, Hoo-
sier producers are forced to compete with Mexican goods sold at 
prices that American farmers cannot reach under existing labor 
laws and input cost. Mr. Puglia—sorry if I butchered that—given 
your experience advocating for fresh produce growers, how impor-
tant would you say that the USMCA protect American markets 
from being saturated with cheap foreign specialty crops, especially 
during peak domestic harvest? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congressman. You were close. It is 
Puglia, like lasagna, right? 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. MESSMER. Puglia. 
Mr. MESSMER. The ‘‘G’’ is—— 
Mr. MESSMER. The ‘‘G’’ is—— 
Mr. PUGLIA. We will make everybody Italians before we are done 

here. Very important, but as I may have said earlier to Congress-
man Scott in our back-and-forth, I have the burden of representing 
300 different crops that fall within specialty crop category. Much 
of what we have to address is very situational, crop by crop. Some 
crops have advantages in the marketplace where other crops would 
have a disadvantage. There are seasonal considerations, et cetera, 
et cetera. 

To your point, though, I think it is very important to recognize 
that USMCA provides a level of enforced certainty in our trade re-
lationships and our markets, with the proviso that for any of those 
300+ different specialty crop interests, there are opportunities to 
use Section 301 or countervailing duty and anti-dumping cases to 
address specific alleged harms. The case in point is the Tomato 
Suspension Agreement I mentioned earlier, which dates back to the 
1990s. The U.S. found that Mexico had been/was illegally dumping 
tomatoes into the U.S. market, but by agreement of the industry, 
suspended the penalties under the finding. That suspension agree-
ment was terminated by the Administration last year, resulting in 
a 17 percent tariff on Mexican tomatoes. 

And so, I think that fact-finding, quasi-judicial process is—it is 
a little painful, but it does yield results that are specific to the cir-
cumstance of the crop among those 300—the regions that are af-
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fected differently. I am very, very aware, spent a lot of time talking 
to my counterpart who heads the Florida Fruit and Vegetables As-
sociation, Mike Joyner. His members are facing a different situa-
tion than mine across many of our shared commodities. And so, I 
think that that is why it is really important that we focus on those 
tools that are available to industry to be able to go to USTR, go 
to Department of Commerce, go to the International Trade Com-
mission and prove a case. It is not easy to do, but it can be done. 

Mr. MESSMER. Yes, I think the broccoli growers in my district 
have felt the same challenges from Mexican product as well, so I 
appreciate that. 

Indiana also has a vibrant hardwood industry. In fact, the Hoo-
sier State ranks first in the nation in hardwood veneer manufac-
turing and second in production of wood cabinets and countertops. 
In 2024, Canada alone represented nearly 1⁄2 the demand for Hoo-
sier-produced wood veneer. In that same year, Canada and Mexico 
accounted for 1⁄4 of Indiana lumber exports. Clearly, the USMCA 
must be preserved, but Ms. Sawin, in your testimony, you de-
scribed a different issue that is undermining U.S. hardwoods. 
Against the backdrop of increasing mill closures, how serious is the 
threat of tariff-free Russian plywood to the American hardwood in-
dustry? 

Ms. SAWIN. Yes, thank you for the question, Congressman. 
Microphone first. 
Thank you for the question, Congressman. Honestly, it is sub-

stantial. Russia exports logs to China, where they are peeled into 
veneers and shipped to Vietnam. They are then formed into ply-
wood, which enters the U.S. market effectively tariff free, despite 
a 50 percent tariff on direct Russian plywood imports. In 2024, 
nearly $360 million in birch plywood entered from Vietnam and In-
donesia, despite neither country having native birch trees. Viet-
namese plywood imports surged 52 percent in that single year. The 
Department of Commerce did make an affirmative circumvention 
determination in July of 2023, but enforcement has proven really 
difficult to sustain, and imports have surged again. It is a signifi-
cant factor for the hardwoods industry and for hardwoods growers, 
and we hope that Commerce continues to focus on implementing its 
export controls. 

Mr. MESSMER. Thank you. I would agree with those efforts and 
protecting this vulnerable industry is a priority of mine. So, thank 
you, and I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman. The gentleman’s time 
has expired. I now recognize Mr. Davis from North Carolina for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, 
to the Ranking Member, and to each witness who is here today. I 
have the honor representing eastern North Carolina, where agri-
culture is the backbone of our economy. I would like to direct my 
first question to Mr. Herrington. 

In eastern North Carolina, our farmers tell me that it has been 
hard not knowing what the rules will be from one season to the 
next. A farmer financing equipment, land, and input is making 
multiple-year bets. If this Joint Review ends in anything short of 
a clean, long-term renewal, such as non-binding, bilateral side 
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deals, what does that do to the ability of farmers and agri-
businesses to plan, borrow, and invest? 

Mr. HERRINGTON. Thank you so much for the question, Congress-
man. You are really speaking to one of the critical themes we are 
focused on today, which is certainty. Your farmers, your growers in 
eastern North Carolina need that certainty. This a certainty that 
USMCA certainly has supplied and the certainty that 30 years of 
duty-free trade in North America has supplied. They have been 
able to rely on that, they have been able to invest in that, and they 
have been able to produce goods at a very competitive scale and 
cost for consumers nationwide. So, that is absolutely—and we want 
to see, unequivocally, 16 more years of USMCA renewed so that, 
exactly, your constituents, your agriculture and food producers in 
eastern North Carolina can ensure that they have that certainty to 
be able to continue to invest. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you. Mr. Schumpp, North 
Carolina is the second largest hog-producing state in the country, 
and a huge share of those hogs are raised in and around my dis-
trict. Mexico is the number one market for U.S. pork, over $2.9 bil-
lion this past year. Walk me through, if you would, what happens 
to hog producers and processing jobs in a state like mine if USMCA 
lapses or Mexico retaliates. How quickly would competitors like the 
EU, which already has agreements with Mexico and Canada, back-
fill our share? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. Yes, thank you for that question. It would have 
a devastating impact. So, as you said, Mexico is our top market for 
pork exports, and that is not just those high-value muscle cuts that 
we send, but it is a variety of meat products. And given how China 
has been acting over the last several years as well, they are not 
the good-faith trading partner that Mexico is often. And so, that is 
a key market for a lot of those products that don’t have strong con-
sumer demand here, but they find strong consumer demand and 
prices in Mexico. That then returns revenue back to hog farmers 
and to the entire pork industry, and so that is why maintaining it 
is critical. To your point, if we don’t, the EU and other countries 
that have agreements with Mexico will take our market share that 
we have earned, that our farmers and ranchers have earned over 
decades. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Mr. Puglia, produce grown in Mex-
ico continues to impact U.S. fruit and vegetable growers because of 
a cost-of-production gap our farmers cannot close. Our growers 
meet some of the strictest food safety, labor, and environmental 
standards in the world. Food safety should be a paramount consid-
eration with our trading partners. In this review, how do we ensure 
imported produce is held to the same food safety and inspection 
standards American growers must meet so the playing field isn’t 
tilted against the people that are just trying to do it right? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congressman. I appreciate that ques-
tion. The FDA has increased its oversight and regulation in the 
fresh produce industry domestically. They have not had the same 
level of increased activity with respect to foreign producers. We 
have examples of foreign producers of a fresh produce commodity 
where an outbreak was traced back, and to be candid, very little 
was done to restrict ongoing operations from that producer and 
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continued to ship product to the United States. Similar producer, 
same product in the United States, outbreak traced back, and they 
have gone through enormous FDA oversight, auditing, testing, 
changed practices, in this specific case I am thinking of, loss of 
market that has been permanent. 

When we have a foodborne illness outbreak in the produce indus-
try, for example—well, I am not going to name a commodity, but 
for any of our crops, that tanks consumer demand for a period of 
time, no matter where it came from and no matter who produced 
it. And so, an American grower of any fresh produce product is 
going to suffer economically when a bad actor on either side of the 
border fails to perform to the food safety standards that we expect 
in the United States. So, we would hope that the Administration 
and Congress would put a thumb on this issue in renewal of the 
USMCA to require Mexico to perform to a higher level with U.S. 
FDA’s oversight, including in-field inspections in Mexico. 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Thank you, and I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. I now recog-

nize Mr. Harris for 5 minutes. 
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of you 

on the panel for being here today and for your perseverance as 
there are a lot of committee meetings going on, and I know there 
have been a whole lot of ins and outs. 

I had the privilege of reading your testimonies coming into this 
today, and since the USMCA took effect in 2020, it has helped pro-
vide stability and predictability for America’s hardworking farmers 
and ranchers. And while this agreement has been a significant ben-
efit to U.S. agriculture, we all know that there are still opportuni-
ties to strengthen it and ensure American producers continue to re-
alize the full benefits. 

So, Mr. Schumpp, I did notice in your testimony you mentioned 
that the USMCA preserves preferential access to the Canadian and 
Mexican markets for U.S. meat, poultry, and livestock products. 
And I want to kind of build on that point for a moment, considering 
my home State of North Carolina is one of the largest turkey-pro-
ducing states in the country. One concern that I hear from industry 
leaders is regarding market access for the U.S. turkey exports to 
Canada. Many turkey producers across the country are eager to see 
additional export opportunities to the Canadian market. So, as the 
USMCA review process moves forward, what are some specific 
changes you believe could be made to better support the American 
turkey producers and expand export opportunities to Canada? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. I appreciate that question. So, our focus has been 
on the broader meat industry, and so we have not called for major 
changes to the agreement because we view USMCA, as it is, with 
its strong SPS and technical barriers to trade provisions and the 
duty-free trade for most of our meat and livestock products, as key 
to preserving. So, the only additional change we are calling for on 
the meat industry side is to really see Canada and Mexico allow 
trade and products that are—that bear common meat names, like 
salami, bologna, prosciutto, et cetera, so that the EU and other 
countries do not take our market share for that. So, we are not 
calling for much broader changes beyond the current existing 
agreement. 
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Mr. HARRIS. Well, in your expertise, how would greater access to 
the Canadian market benefit the U.S. turkey producers and bring 
certainty to their operations? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. We view Canada and Mexico as, again, our most 
reliable trading partners, and that trade does provide certainty. So, 
any additional certainty that could be provided to these producers 
and additional elements that would provide more fair and balanced 
trade would be something that we would expect to see then addi-
tional market share be—them be able to take additional market 
share if that is given to them in the agreement. 

Mr. HARRIS. Okay. And while we are here, Mr. Schumpp—I will 
just stay here for a moment—the U.S. cattle herd is also at its low-
est level in decades, and consumers are seeing the impact through 
higher beef prices at the grocery stores. As ranchers work to re-
build their herd, they continue to face significant new challenges, 
including the drought and the emergence of the New World 
screwworm. At the same time, other segments of the beef supply 
chain are facing economic pressures, and consumers continue to 
grapple with the high prices, while demand for beef continues to 
increase. How can we leverage the USMCA to address concerns 
about affordability for consumers, while also supporting the efforts 
to rebuild the domestic cattle herd? 

Mr. SCHUMPP. That is an excellent question. So, first and fore-
most, we need to preserve USMCA because if we were to walk 
away from it, that would certainly have impacts on prices. The 
duty-free, zero-tariff trade allows this integrated market to flourish 
and products move across the market multiple times. That helps to 
reduce costs for businesses and, ultimately, to consumers. And so, 
we would support maintaining that access for everyone on the meat 
and poultry side as well as on the livestock side. 

Mr. HARRIS. Great. Thank you. In the 1 minute I have left, Ms. 
Beyer, China recently committed to purchasing $17 billion in U.S. 
soybeans annually through 2028, I believe, and as you noted in 
your testimony, it remains the largest export market for U.S. soy-
beans. However, Chinese purchases of U.S. soybeans have declined 
in recent years as China has turned to competitors such as Brazil. 
In contrast, how does the certainty and stability provided by long- 
term agreements like the USMCA influence your year-to-year 
planting and business decisions? 

Ms. BEYER. Thank you for the question, Congressman. 
Mr. HARRIS. Sure. 
Ms. BEYER. We certainly appreciate the attention to the China 

trade deals and monitoring as those loads head their way for deliv-
ery. I think one of the disappointments for U.S. farmers is that 
that hasn’t grown as much as we would have liked. And so, in con-
trast, we find that USMCA, with our partners in Canada and Mex-
ico, we have been able to grow exports to them, and so it ends up 
being a positive relationship for us. 

Mr. HARRIS. Super. Well, thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. I thank the gen-

tleman. I now recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Jackson, 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Thank you very much, Chairman 
Thompson. I would like to very give a very special thank you to all 
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the participants today in our hearing. I feel the same pain that you 
do regarding what is going on in Washington. 

Let me just share this with you. There are the times in the life 
of a nation when the debate before us appears to be about econom-
ics, but I would say what is missing so far in this discussion is, 
really, it is about the character of the nation. This is one of those 
moments. When we speak about agriculture and the future of the 
United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement, we are not merely dis-
cussing trade flows, commodity prices, or export statistics. We are 
discussing whether America intends to keep faith with the people 
that feed her. We are discussing whether a farmer’s labor will be 
honored or sacrificed to political theater. We are discussing wheth-
er economic policy will be guided by wisdom or impulse. 

For generations, American farmers have done what America has 
always asked them to do. They planted in uncertainty. They bor-
rowed against hope. They endured droughts, floods, and market 
swings. They all understand, and through it all, they fed not only 
America, but they could feed much of the world. Yet, in recent 
years, many farmers have discovered that the greatest threat to 
their livelihood is not nature. It is in Washington, particularly the 
reckless use, and abuse of tariffs. 

Now, let’s tell the truth. Tariffs are sometimes necessary tools. 
Every nation has a right to protect legitimate strategies and our 
interests, but when tariffs become political weapons used indis-
criminately, they cease being economic policy and become economic 
vandalism because vandalism is the destruction of value that some-
one else worked hard to create. American soybean farmers spent 
decades building relationships with international customers. Those 
relationships were not created by politicians in Washington, D.C. 
They were created by the farmers. They were created by the grain 
elevators. They were created by exporters and families who under-
stood that trust is earned over years and time. 

Then suddenly, markets were disrupted. Retaliatory tariffs fol-
lowed. Customers looked elsewhere. Competitors in South America 
stepped forward, and the farmers paid the bill, not the politicians: 
the farmer. The same story unfolded for the corn producers. Corn 
is woven into the fabric of rural America. It feeds livestock. It sup-
ports ethanol production. It drives local economies across Illinois, 
Iowa, Indiana, Minnesota, and beyond. When trade uncertainty en-
ters the marketplace, corn prices weaken, investment slows, and 
rural communities absorb the shock. A tariff announced in Wash-
ington becomes a lost opportunity in Decatur, Illinois. A political 
press conference becomes a delayed equipment purchase in Bloom-
ington, Illinois. A trade war becomes a family struggling to keep 
a multigenerational farm alive. This is the human cost of economic 
carelessness. 

And let us be very clear: this is not conservatism. Conservatism 
is supposed to value stability. This is the most unstable market I 
think I have seen in my lifetime. Conservativism is supposed to 
value markets. That is not what we are seeing today. Mr. Chair-
man, conservatism is supposed to value predictability and steward-
ship. There is no relief for the farmers in sight. What we have wit-
nessed too often is not stewardship. It is disruption masquerading 
as strategy. It is uncertainty masquerading as strength. It is eco-



83 

nomic vandalism carried out in the name of patriotism. Mr. Chair-
man, I would say the farmer deserves better, the nation deserves 
better, which brings us to the USMCA. 

The future of the USMCA should not be retreat. It must be re-
newal. The United States, Canada, and Mexico together form the 
most productive agricultural region on Earth. Our farmers succeed 
not because they are isolated, but because they are connected: con-
nected to market, connected to transportation networks, connected 
to customers, connected to one another. The answer is not to weak-
en the USMCA. The answer is to strengthen it. We should mod-
ernize agricultural trade rules. We should expand market access. 
We should reduce unnecessary barriers. We should protect our 
farmers’ interest, and we should improve transportation infrastruc-
ture at ports, rail hubs, border crossings. We should invest in agri-
culture technology, climate resilience, precision farming, and rural 
broadband. And perhaps most importantly, we should provide cer-
tainty because capital flees uncertainty, investment fears uncer-
tainty, and farmers cannot plan their future around political im-
provisation. 

America’s farmer are among the most productive people on 
Earth. Their success should not depend upon guessing what policy 
may emerge from Washington tomorrow. The purpose of govern-
ment is not to create chaos. I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. I now recognize gen-
tleman from California, Mr. Gray, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
Craig. Thank you to all the witnesses for joining us today for this 
important conversation. 

The other day, I had the opportunity to visit with the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and I asked her to imagine a fictitious alternate 
universe where she was given the task of harming California agri-
culture. I said, ‘‘What would we imagine we could do?’’ We talked 
through, well, maybe we could disrupt the labor market. Perhaps 
we could have chaotic tariffs that we announce one day and retract 
the next, then announce again. Perhaps we could increase fuel 
costs and input costs. Her and I at the end of that conversation re-
spectfully agreed to disagree, I guess, on what those things might 
be, but, of course, many of those things are things California farm-
ers are facing today. 

And the United States is the world’s largest agricultural ex-
porter. California is a big part of that. I represent California’s Cen-
tral Valley, one of the most productive agricultural regions in the 
world and certainly in the country. We have fresh produce, tree 
nuts, dairy products, wine, and these markets for these products 
not only support local jobs, but they support the entire community. 
The USMCA Agreement has tangibly strengthened trade and rela-
tionships with Mexico by nearly $11 billion, Canadian exports 
nearly $8 billion in 2024. A recent Purdue study found that tariff 
reductions under the USMCA alone save American families an av-
erage of $700 a year. So, it seems rather obvious, certainly sitting 
in my district, that preserving a strong, comprehensive trilateral 
agreement with two of our most important trading partners is cer-
tainly critical. 
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But I am going to now propose a question to Mr. Puglia of a dif-
ferent alternate universe where we decide to help California agri-
culture, and specifically specialty crops, which I have heard some 
discussion of today. And I am wondering if you could elaborate and 
what could we imagine to be the most helpful policies to the spe-
cialty crop industry, considering many of these other challenges 
faced this past year, and even beyond tariff measures, if I just open 
the floor to what are the things we could do to really strengthen 
and support our specialty crop industry? 

Mr. PUGLIA. Thank you, Congressman Gray. I appreciate the 
question, and now you have done it. You have gone beyond the 
USMCA. What else could we do? Well, this Committee has had 
some focus on our ag labor situation. Chairman Thompson has 
been diligently focused on that. If there is one thing beyond this 
issue—our trade relationships—that could greatly benefit western 
producers in the specialty crop industry, California specifically, 
given our very, very high labor costs, it would be to address our 
chronic shortage of affordable and legal labor. We are a very labor- 
intensive industry. As you know, anywhere from 40 to as high as 
50 percent, depending on the crop and the location, is the cost of 
labor as a total cost of production. So, I would say that that would 
be our holy grail. 

But having said that, there are elements of USMCA, as I have 
stated previously, that can be addressed that would help somewhat 
level the playing field. We do have a chronic imbalance in cost 
structure between Mexico and U.S. producers. That probably isn’t 
going to change, but it doesn’t have to be as dramatic as it is. And 
so, we have suggested, particularly around labor enforcement, that 
Mexico be held to greater account to live up to its commitments in 
the USMCA so that we have a more balanced labor situation in 
terms of cost of production between the two countries. 

Mr. GRAY. I appreciate that answer, and certainly appreciate 
both the Chairman and the Ranking Member’s efforts to support 
specialty crops, support California, and appreciate the leadership of 
Western Growers, and it is very nice to see you. 

Mr. PUGLIA. Good to see you, too. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back. 
Before I proceed to closing comments, I just will say this. Today 

would be a great opportunity to help not just specialty crops, but 
all the commodities that are represented here and all the commod-
ities in the country, by signing on as an original cosponsor to the 
Securing Agriculture’s Workforce Act of 2026 (H.R. 9535). This is 
a piece of legislation that has been built with—obviously with the 
task force that this committee formed last Congress, and if you 
want to know what to do to help specialty crops and everyone else, 
signing on as original cosponsor today, I would say, would be the 
most immediate step to take. 

With that, before we adjourn today, I want to invite the Ranking 
Member to share any closing comments that she might have. 

Ms. BROWN. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. So, today, we 
have heard from the Chairman, Republicans, Democrats, and every 
one of our witnesses on the value of USMCA for opening up mar-
kets for U.S. producers, and, unbelievably, this has happened at 
the exact same time that the President went on TV and said that 
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he may not renew it. You cannot make this stuff up. American 
businesses cannot thrive in a vacuum. Whether you are a farmer 
growing crops or a trucker hauling livestock across a border for 
processing, stable friendships with our neighbors and stable mar-
kets are good business. Chaos, tariffs, and war, and tweets, not so 
much. 

The Trump Administration has a choice, and, as of about 40 min-
utes ago, according to Reuters, it is threatening not to renew the 
USMCA. Now, this Administration could use USMCA as an oppor-
tunity to help level the playing field for American farmers and 
lower food costs for American consumers, or they can further un-
dermine relations with our closest and largest trade partners. And 
I am disappointed, but not surprised, to see the direction that this 
Administration is leaning. I know which outcome working people, 
farmers, and families that I have spoken to would prefer. I am un-
clear if those priorities resonate with the Administration. Will we 
prioritize lowering costs, or continue the chaotic midnight diplo-
macy of a President who upends markets every time he tweets? 

I just want to say thank you to our witnesses who came here 
today ready to talk about the importance of a stable market and 
strong trade relationships. We sincerely appreciate your time and 
your testimony, and with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank the gentlelady for her closing com-
ments. I want to thank the panel and our staff on both sides of the 
aisle that work so hard to make these hearings happen. 

The USMCA has been a highly effective at expanding regional 
trade, pushing commerce, obviously ag and beyond, near $2 trillion 
annually, and making Mexico and Canada the United States’ top 
trading partners, with significant gains in agriculture. USMCA has 
really served as a model trade agreement that will benefit from re-
finement, including improvements with enforcement. The House 
Agriculture Committee will be at the table to ensure that the 
voices of our agriculture commodities are heard, building on the 18 
trade agreements successfully achieved by the President’s Adminis-
tration in the past 18 months. This, coupled with the Agriculture 
Committee’s leadership and legislating with the farm bill, where 
we doubled the Market Access Program and the Foreign Market 
Development Program, among others, is good news for our farmers 
and our ranchers, and for consumers at the end of the day. 

The U.S. agriculture trade deficit is projected to narrow to $29 
billion for Fiscal Year 2026. Now, that is still too high, but we 
didn’t—but it is a significant recovery from the record-setting $43.7 
billion deficit, and this represents a 42 percent reduction in the 
trade gap, supported largely by renewed international trade agree-
ments. An informed refinement and reauthorization of USMCA is 
absolutely critical. I believe and I know that this gap will continue 
to close to where we once again in this country will have, with agri-
culture, a trade surplus as we accomplish this. 

And so, once again, thank you to our panel today for bringing 
your knowledge, your wisdom, your insight, and your representa-
tion of all the hardworking families that you represent. 

Under the Rules of the Committee, the record of today’s hearing 
will remain open for 10 calendar days to receive additional mate-
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rial and supplementary written responses from the witnesses to 
any question posed by a Member. 

This hearing of the Committee on Agriculture is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1:05 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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SUBMITTED LETTER BY HON. AUSTIN SCOTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
GEORGIA 

May 12, 2026 

HON. JAMIESON GREER, 
Ambassador, 
Office of the United States Trade Representative, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Ambassador Greer, 

The U.S. specialty crop industry encompasses a large variety of commodities 
across 220,000 farms, each with distinct supply and demand conditions. As you 
know, many American growers of fruit, vegetable, and certain tree nut commodities 
and products are under unsustainable pressure from growing volumes of products 
unfairly entering U.S. markets. These imports flood the U.S. market, often at the 
same time U.S. crops are reaching their peak in-season period, with prices at or 
below the cost of production for U.S. producers. Additionally, many of these com-
modities are seasonal and/or perishable, creating unique challenges for identifying 
markets as these products must be harvested, marketed, and consumed within a 
limited window of time. Other specialty crops that are marketed year-round are 
forced to suffer the consequences over the course of the entire year. As you review 
the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA), we look forward to engag-
ing with you to implement trade measures that will allow our specialty crop pro-
ducers to continue to feed the nation and remain viable against unfair foreign com-
petition. We urge you to consider the significant strain Mexico continues to place 
on the U.S. specialty crop industry. 

Fresh fruit and vegetable imports from Mexico have increased by more than 550 
percent since 2001, driven by fundamental cost and regulatory advantages. Mexican 
producers operate with significantly lower labor and production expenses—agricul-
tural wages are about 1⁄10 of U.S. levels—while U.S. growers depend heavily on the 
higher-cost H–2A program for seasonal labor. Because labor accounts for roughly 
half of total production and harvest expenses in this industry, these disparities cre-
ate a substantial competitive gap. Mexican farms also avoid many of the regulatory 
requirements imposed by U.S. agencies such as the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the U.S. Department of Labor, further reinforcing their cost of produc-
tion advantage. 

Without measures to restore competitive balance, specialty crop production will 
increasingly move to foreign countries. We urge you to evaluate trade actions that 
can safeguard U.S. growers from unfair pressures from Mexico. This work is essen-
tial to maintaining U.S. competitiveness in the specialty crop sector and to ensuring 
Americans continue to have access to high-quality, domestically grown food—an 
issue fundamental to our national security. 

Many specialty crop organizations and representatives recently submitted com-
ments to USTR for consideration under Docket ID: USTR–2025–0004, titled ‘‘Re-
quest for Comments on the Operation of the Agreement between the United States 
of America, the United Mexican States, and Canada.’’ We encourage you to prioritize 
the evaluation of these comments, and we emphasize the importance of these com-
modity industries’ submissions. We appreciate your consideration of our growers’ 
concerns and look forward to continued collaboration as the 2026 USMCA review 
process moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. AUSTIN SCOTT, Hon. ROBERT P. BRESNAHAN, JR., 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE ROGERS, Hon. RICHARD MCCORMICK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 
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Hon. EARL L. ‘‘BUDDY’’ CARTER, Hon. KAT CAMMACK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. BARRY MOORE, Hon. MIKE EZELL, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. TRENT KELLY, Hon. LUCY MCBATH, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE COLLINS, Hon. PETE SESSIONS, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. ANDREW S. CLYDE, Hon. ERIC A. ‘‘RICK’’ CRAWFORD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DAVID ROUZER, Hon. JOHN H. RUTHERFORD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. PAT HARRIGAN, Hon. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DAN NEWHOUSE, Hon. RAUL RUIZ, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. CLAUDIA TENNEY, Hon. GREGORY F. MURPHY, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. RICK W. ALLEN, Hon. JACK BERGMAN, 
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Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JIM COSTA, Hon. AARON BEAN, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARK HARRIS, Hon. JOHN R. MOOLENAAR, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. SCOTT FRANKLIN, Hon. BEN CLINE, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE HARIDOPOLOS, Hon. GUS M. BILIRAKIS, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. RUSSELL FRY, Hon. JOHN W. ROSE, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DONALD G. DAVIS, Hon. JEFF HURD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. VERN BUCHANAN, Hon. KIM SCHRIER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARK ALFORD, Hon. MARIO DIAZ-BALART, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARK B. MESSMER, Hon. DANIEL WEBSTER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MICHAEL CLOUD, Hon. RICK LARSEN, 
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Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DARREN SOTO, Hon. BRIAN J. MAST, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. SALUD O. CARBAJAL, Hon. LAUREN BOEBERT, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. LAUREL M. LEE, Hon. JAMES R. BAIRD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DAVID G. VALADAO, Hon. BARRY LOUDERMILK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. NEAL P. DUNN, Hon. KEN CALVERT, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. KATHY CASTOR, Hon. BYRON DONALDS, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. SHOMARI FIGURES, Hon. VINCE FONG, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JEFF CRANK, Hon. MIKE BOST, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. CLIFF BENTZ, Hon. CLAY FULLER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 
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Hon. SUZAN K. DELBENE, Hon. BRIAN JACK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. RANDY FINE, Hon. BRIAN K. FITZPATRICK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. ROBERT B. ADERHOLT, Hon. DALE W. STRONG, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JEFFERSON VAN DREW, Hon. BRIAN BABIN, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JARED MOSKOWITZ, Hon. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. ANDY HARRIS, Hon. BILL HUIZENGA, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. TIM MOORE, Hon. KEITH SELF, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. NICK LALOTA, Hon. CHUCK EDWARDS, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JAKE ELLZEY, 
Member of Congress 
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SUBMITTED LETTER BY HON. BRAD FINSTAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
MINNESOTA 

June 9, 2026 

Hon. GLENN THOMPSON, Hon. ANGIE CRAIG, 
Chairman, Ranking Minority Member 
House Committee on Agriculture, House Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C.; Washington, D.C. 

Dear Chairman Thompson and Ranking Member Craig: 
The Agricultural Coalition for USMCA is a broad alliance representing farmers, 

ranchers, agricultural processors, food manufacturers, agribusinesses, cooperatives, 
retailers, grain handlers and exporters, and other stakeholders across the U.S. food 
and agricultural value chain. Our coalition was formed to support the strength-
ening, renewal, and long-term extension of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agree-
ment (USMCA), which remains the foundation of North American agricultural 
trade. Today, agricultural trade under USMCA supports approximately $149 billion 
in U.S. economic output, nearly 500,000 American jobs, and $36 billion in wages. 
As the Committee continues its engagement in the 2026 review process, we write 
to express our support for successful review and extension of the agreement and to 
share our concerns regarding proposals that could complicate that objective. 

USMCA has delivered significant benefits for producers, food manufacturers, 
workers, and consumers alike. Canada and Mexico are the two largest export mar-
kets for U.S. food and agricultural products, providing critical market access for 
commodities and products produced in communities across the country. The agree-
ment has also strengthened North American food supply chains and helped keep 
food affordable for American families. A recent Purdue University study found that 
tariff reductions under North American trade agreements generate approximately 
$700 in annual food savings for the average U.S. household-equivalent to roughly 
seven percent of total household food expenditures—and that every one percent re-
duction in tariffs is associated with an average 2.8 percent reduction in food prices 
over time. At a time when food affordability remains a top concern for American 
families, preserving the benefits of integrated North American agricultural trade 
should remain a priority. 

We recognize that some specialty crop producers face significant competitive pres-
sures and respect their desire to ensure a strong future for domestic production. 
However, we are concerned by recent proposals to pursue new trade restrictions di-
rected at Mexican agricultural imports as part of the USMCA review process. 
USMCA already provides a rules-based framework for addressing trade concerns 
among the three countries. Efforts to restrict market access beyond the terms nego-
tiated under the agreement risk shifting away from a positive discussion about 
strengthening and renewing the agreement and could invite retaliatory actions 
against U.S. agricultural exports. 

These risks are particularly significant given Mexico’s importance as an export 
market for U.S. agriculture, including many sectors represented within our coali-
tion. Mexico is our largest agricultural export market, and the second largest for 
specialty crops. Actions that undermine confidence in the agreement or disrupt long- 
established trade flows could jeopardize export opportunities, create uncertainty for 
producers and agribusinesses making long-term investments, and increase costs 
throughout the North American food system. Such outcomes would ultimately harm 
many of the farmers, manufacturers, workers, and consumers who benefit from a 
strong and predictable North American trading relationship. 

We also note that support for renewing and strengthening USMCA extends across 
Congress. In November 2025, 113 Members of the House of Representatives high-
lighted the significant benefits North American agricultural trade provides to pro-
ducers, workers, manufacturers, and consumers and urged the Administration to 
preserve and strengthen the agreement. We believe that bipartisan message re-
mains as relevant today as the review process moves forward. 

The Agricultural Coalition for USMCA respectfully encourages the Committee to 
support policies that preserve the agreement’s rules-based framework, maintain 
market access for U.S. agricultural exports, strengthen North American supply 
chains, and protect the affordability benefits USMCA delivers to American families. 
We stand ready to work with Congress and the Administration to ensure the agree-
ment continues to support economic growth, rural prosperity, and food affordability 
for years to come. 
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Thank you for your attention to this important matter, and for your continued 
leadership in supporting policies that strengthen U.S. agriculture, promote food af-
fordability, and expand economic opportunity throughout the food and agricultural 
value chain. 

Sincerely, 

Agricultural Retailers Association National Oilseed Processors Association 
American Feed Industry Association National Pork Producers Council 
American Malting Barley Association National Restaurant Association 
American Spice Trade Association Northwest Horticultural Council 
Corn Refiners Association Sweetener Users Association 
FMI—The Food Industry Association U.S. Apple Association 
Fresh Produce Association of the Americas Washington Apple Commission 
National Corn Growers Association Washington State Fruit Commission 
National Grain and Feed Association Washington State Tree Fruit Association 

SUBMITTED LETTER BY HON. TONY WIED, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
WISCONSIN 

December 3, 2025 
Hon. JAMIESON GREER, 
United States Trade Representative, 
Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear Ambassador Greer: 
The upcoming 2026 review of the United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement 

(USMCA) represents a critical opportunity to deliver to American dairy farmers, 
producers, and exporters the access to the Canadian market that was originally 
promised when the agreement entered into force over 5 years ago. This has long 
been a bipartisan priority, and we urge you to ensure the U.S. dairy industry finally 
reaps the full benefit of the bargain envisioned under USMCA. 

After hard-fought negotiations in the dairy sector, USMCA promised expanded 
market access for U.S. dairy exporters—primarily through the creation of new tariff 
rate quotas (TRQs) exclusively for U.S. dairy products—and new disciplines on 
heavily subsidized Canadian exports, but neither promise has fully materialized due 
to Canada’s dairy trade practices that disadvantage U.S. producers. 

Furthermore, Canada has a long history of unfairly restricting imports of U.S. 
dairy products while simultaneously offloading artificially low-price nonfat milk sol-
ids onto the global market, which runs counter to its trade commitments and under-
mines U.S. producers both at home and abroad. 

Canada has administered its dairy TRQs in a manner that limits U.S. access, pre-
venting American producers from using the TRQs to fulfill the robust Canadian de-
mand for U.S. dairy products. The bulk of quota allocations are reserved for Cana-
dian processors who have limited incentive to import, with zero access granted to 
retailers, restaurants, food service providers, or others throughout the dairy supply 
chain who have a vested interest in maximizing TRQ use. 

At the time of implementation, USMCA raised the bar for what trade agreements 
could be. However, despite continued engagement by the U.S. Government under 
USMCA, Canada still has failed to abide by its USMCA commitments. The United 
States must make ongoing efforts to address this issue and utilize the USMCA re-
view process to negotiate for additional meaningful and enforceable commitments to 
ensure that U.S. dairy producers and processors receive the full benefits of the mar-
ket access commitments that were intended. 

The Administration’s decision to request that the U.S. International Trade Com-
mission (USITC) launch a formal Section 332 investigation into the global nonfat 
milk solids market is an important step in addressing the use of loopholes in 
USMCA to avoid the agreement’s dairy export disciplines. We are confident that the 
USITC’s analysis will be an important tool to address the nonfat milk solids export 
loopholes during the formal review process. 

Despite Canada’s failure to uphold all of its dairy commitments under USMCA, 
the upcoming review process is the perfect opportunity to remediate these issues. 
Additionally, despite some challenges, we recognize and appreciate that Mexico has 
largely preserved the free flow of bilateral dairy trade. While certain steps are need-
ed to ensure full implementation of its USMCA commitments on common cheese 
names, the agreement has been key in maintaining open U.S.-Mexico dairy trade, 
and this progress should be preserved. 

USMCA has achieved significant wins for American farmers, manufacturers, 
small businesses, and workers. In 2024, U.S. farmers sold $58.7 billion in agricul-
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tural exports to Canada and Mexico. While targeted adjustments must be made to 
ensure promises under USMCA are fully realized, the upcoming review process pro-
vides the appropriate mechanism to achieve these necessary changes. 

U.S. dairy farmers, processors and the communities they support can compete 
anywhere in the world, as long as there is a level playing field. We ask that before 
and during the 2026 review process you work to strengthen USMCA, close these 
loopholes, and hold Canada accountable to its commitments. We look forward to 
working with you throughout this process to ensure that U.S. dairy producers are 
primed to fully benefit from USMCA moving forward. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. CLAUDIA TENNEY, Hon. TONY WIED, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. SUZAN K. DELBENE, Hon. JIM COSTA, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. NICHOLAS A. LANGWORTHY, Hon. MICHAEL K. SIMPSON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. RANDY FEENSTRA, Hon. KAT CAMMACK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. W. GREGORY STEUBE, Hon. GLENN THOMPSON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JIMMY PANETTA, Hon. BRAD FINSTAD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MICHELLE FISCHBACH, Hon. LLOYD SMUCKER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DOUG LAMALFA, Hon. RUDY YAKYM III, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 
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Hon. JOHN JOYCE, Hon. MAX L. MILLER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. DUSTY JOHNSON, Hon. ADRIAN SMITH, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARK ALFORD, Hon. DANIEL MEUSER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. GLENN GROTHMAN, Hon. TRACEY MANN, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE BOST, Hon. HENRY CUELLAR, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. BECCA BALINT, Hon. ADAM GRAY, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE THOMPSON, Hon. THOMAS P. TIFFANY, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. SCOTT FITZGERALD, Hon. DEREK SCHMIDT, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. GABE EVANS, Hon. DAVID ROUZER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JAMES R. BAIRD, Hon. DAVID G. VALADAO, 
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Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JOSH HARDER, Hon. BRYAN STEIL, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JACK BERGMAN, Hon. ROBERT P. BRESNAHAN, JR., 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. EARL L. ‘‘BUDDY’’ CARTER, Hon. JOE COURTNEY, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. BEN CLINE, Hon. MARY E. MILLER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. BLAKE D. MOORE, Hon. GREG STANTON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE CAREY, Hon. BRIAN K. FITZPATRICK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JODEY C. ARRINGTON, Hon. VICENTE GONZALEZ, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARIANNETTE MILLER-MEEKS, Hon. SCOTT FRANKLIN, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. RUSS FULCHER, Hon. DON BACON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. AUSTIN SCOTT, Hon. BARRY MOORE, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 
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Hon. DERRICK VAN ORDEN, Hon. DARIN LAHOOD, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. TIM WALBERG, Hon. ASHLEY HINSON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. VINCE FONG, Hon. ELISE M. STEFANIK, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. JOHN R. MOOLENAAR, Hon. ADDISON P. MCDOWELL, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. PETE STAUBER, Hon. DAN NEWHOUSE, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE FLOOD, Hon. SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR., 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MARK POCAN, Hon. GABE VASQUEZ, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. MIKE KELLY, Hon. RONNY JACKSON, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 

Hon. TERESA LEGER FERNANDEZ, Hon. MARK B. MESSMER, 
Member of Congress Member of Congress 
CC: 

The Honorable Scott Bessent, U.S. Secretary of Treasury 
The Honorable Brooke Rollins, U.S. Secretary of Agriculture 
The Honorable Howard Lutnick, U.S. Secretary of Commerce 
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SUBMITTED REPORT BY HON. ANGIE CRAIG, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
MINNESOTA 

USMCA Affordability Study: The Effect of North American Trade on U.S. 
Food Prices * 

JOSEPH V. BALAGTAS † Bernhard Dalheimer ‡ 

Abstract 
The United States-Mexico-Canada Agreement is up for renewal. Using BLS 

retail price data for 85 food items matched to legal NAFTA tariff schedules and 
bilateral trade flows, we estimate the causal pass-through from NAFTA tariff 
reductions to U.S. consumer food prices over 1990–2014. A Bartik-style instru-
ment exploiting the interaction of pre-NAFTA tariff levels with the treaty-man-
dated phase-in schedule yields an IV estimate of 0.6 percentage points of annual 
price growth reduction per percentage point of tariff cut. Local projections show 
the cumulative effect grows to 2.8 percent per percentage point of tariff cut after 
10 years before stabilizing. Aggregated to the food price index, NAFTA liberal-
ization reduced the food price level by approximately 22 index points (1993 = 
100) relative to a no-NAFTA counterfactual by 2014—equivalent to roughly 
$500 per year in food savings for the average household and 1.8 percentage 
points of cumulative CPI suppression. A symmetric reversal of USMCA pref-
erences would restore those price increases within a decade. 

Executive summary 
Background. NAFTA, implemented in 1994, phased out nearly all U.S. tariffs on 

food and agricultural imports from Canada and Mexico over the following decade. 
By the early 2000s, the average NAFTA preferential tariff on food items covered by 
this study had fallen close to zero. USMCA, which replaced NAFTA in 2020, pre-
served those preferences. Recent policy discussions around the USMCA Joint Re-
view by the United States, Canada, and Mexico raise the question of what those tar-
iff preferences are worth to stakeholders in each country. 

What this study does. We seek to quantify the effects of NAFTA/USMCA (here-
after NAFTA) on U.S. food consumers by measuring how much of the NAFTA tariff 
reductions passed through to retail food prices in the United States. We use BLS 
average price data for 85 food items—including beef, poultry, dairy, fresh produce, 
and processed foods—matched to the legal NAFTA tariff schedule for Mexico and 
to bilateral trade flows from Canada and Mexico. The sample runs from 1990 to 
2014, spanning the full NAFTA phase-in period. 

Identification. The key empirical challenge is that tariff schedules may not be 
randomly assigned across products. We address this by using each product’s pre- 
NAFTA tariff level as a baseline: products that started with higher tariffs in 1993 
faced larger mandated reductions under NAFTA’s predetermined schedule, inde-
pendently of subsequent price trends. This variation isolates the causal effect of tar-
iff cuts on consumer prices. 

Main findings. A one percentage point reduction in the NAFTA preferential tar-
iff rate reduced annual food price growth by approximately 0.6 percentage points in 
the same year. Local projections show that the cumulative price reduction from a 
one percentage point tariff cut grows to 2.8 percent after 10 years. 

Aggregate impact. Translating these estimates to the full food basket, NAFTA 
tariff liberalization reduced the U.S. Consumer Price Index (CPI) for food by ap-
proximately 22 index points relative to a no-NAFTA counterfactual by 2014 (on a 
1993 = 100 scale). Applied to the food-at-home share of total CPI, this corresponds 
to roughly 1.8 percentage points of cumulative CPI suppression over the 1994–2014 
period. 

USMCA removal scenario. We project what would happen to food prices if 
USMCA tariff preferences were removed starting in 2025, using the same estimated 
pass-through coefficients applied as a positive tariff shock. Under a symmetric re-
versal scenario—reinstating pre-NAFTA MFN rates—the food price index would rise 
12–13 points above the 2025 baseline by 2035, equivalent to an additional 1.8 per-
centage points of total CPI. Products with higher pre-NAFTA tariff exposure, includ-
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ing tomatoes, beef, and processed foods with significant Mexican supply chains, 
would see the largest price increases. 

Bottom line. NAFTA’s tariff liberalization meaningfully lowered U.S. consumer 
food prices, with effects that accumulated over time. Removing USMCA preferences 
would reverse those gains on a similar trajectory. The magnitude—roughly 1.8 per-
centage points of CPI over a decade—is economically significant for household food 
budgets, particularly for lower-income households that spend a larger share of in-
come on food. 
1 Introduction 

What is the USMCA worth to American consumers? This question has grown 
more pressing as policymakers debate renegotiating or withdrawing from the agree-
ment. In particular food prices, alongside energy, are one of the goods that con-
sumers are particularity sensitive to. While on the one hand USMCA offer access 
to large markets for U.S. food producers, on the other hand it also offers food im-
ports, in particular vegetables from Mexico and animal-sourced products from Can-
ada, which reduce grocery prices and increase product selection available to con-
sumers. However, while the extend to which a potential removal of the USMCA 
would affect domestic food prices in the United States can be hypothesized using 
theoretical models, it has not been addressed empirically and the lack of robust evi-
dence leaves doubts whether this would benefit or cost U.S. consumers as well as 
whether this would add or relieve inflationary pressure, which has already been ele-
vated for several years. 

NAFTA, the predecessor to USMCA, provides the most informative available evi-
dence. Implemented on January 1, 1994, NAFTA committed the United States to 
a predetermined schedule of tariff reductions on food and agricultural imports from 
Canada and Mexico. The tariff reductions were spread over periods of 5 to fifteen 
years depending on the product, with sensitive categories like dairy and sugar re-
ceiving the longest transitions. By the mid-2000s, however, the vast majority of food 
items faced zero or near-zero preferential tariffs under NAFTA. USMCA, enacted 
in 2020, preserved this liberalized framework. Tracking prices and tariffs over the 
full NAFTA phase-in period therefore provides a direct empirical window on the con-
sumer price consequences of the tariff preferences that USMCA now maintains. 

However, measuring the causal pass-through from tariff cuts to retail prices is 
econometrically challenging. Tariff schedules are not randomly assigned across prod-
ucts. Commodities that received larger tariff cuts under NAFTA may differ system-
atically in ways that also affect price dynamics. For example, politically sensitive 
industries often lobbied successfully for smaller or more gradual liberalization or 
even temporary exemptions and special regulations such as tariff rate quotas 
(TRQs) and trigger prices. In addition, trade with Canada had already been liberal-
ized in 1988 through the Canada-United States Free Trade Agreement (CUSFTA). 

We combine price data from the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2020, 2024), the U.S. International Trade Commission NAFTA tar-
iff schedules (Office of the United States Trade Representative, 1993) and bilateral 
trade from BACI (Gaulier and Zignago, 2010) and address these identification chal-
lenges using a strategy analogous to the Bartik-style (Bartik, 1991; Goldsmith- 
Pinkham, Sorkin and Swift, 2020; Borusyak, Hull and Jaravel, 2025) instrument de-
veloped in Topalova (2010) for the Indian trade liberalization episode. The key in-
sight is that under NAFTA’s predetermined schedule, the trajectory of a product’s 
tariff reductions was largely determined by its pre-NAFTA tariff level in 1993. Prod-
ucts that entered NAFTA with higher MFN tariffs faced mechanically larger abso-
lute reductions as the schedule phased in, because the agreement was designed to 
eliminate tariff differentials between North American partners. Pre-NAFTA tariff 
levels therefore predict subsequent tariff changes through the institutional logic of 
the agreement, while being predetermined and orthogonal to post-1993 price shocks. 
This cross-sectional variation serves as our instrument, exploiting the mechanical 
relationship between initial tariff levels and the NAFTA phase-in schedule. The em-
pirical framework combines this instrument with first-differenced panel regressions 
and Jordà (2005) local projections to capture both contemporaneous and cumulative 
dynamic pass-through. 

Our main findings are as follows. A one percentage point reduction in the NAFTA 
preferential tariff rate reduced annual food price growth by approximately 0.6 per-
centage points and local projection estimates show the cumulative effect grows to 
2.8 percent per percentage point of tariff cut after approximately 10 years, before 
stabilizing—consistent with gradual retail price adjustment and expanding supply- 
chain responses to lower import costs. Aggregating to the food price index using 
Laspeyres weights, NAFTA liberalization reduced the U.S. food price index by ap-
proximately 22 index points relative to a no-NAFTA counterfactual by 2014 (1993 
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= 100). This translates to roughly $500 per year in food-at-home savings for the av-
erage household and cumulative suppression of total CPI by approximately 1.8 per-
centage points. A symmetric reversal of USMCA preferences would generate price 
increases of similar magnitude within a decade of implementation. 

An important heterogeneity finding concerns goods for which the United States 
is a net exporter to Canada and Mexico—wheat, corn, and certain beef cuts. One 
might expect that NAFTA, by lowering Canadian and Mexican tariffs on U.S. ex-
ports, raised export demand and thus increased U.S. domestic prices for these goods. 
Our split-sample analysis finds instead that export-oriented goods show pass- 
through at least as large as import-competing goods, consistent with North Amer-
ican commodity market integration tightening arbitrage links on both sides of the 
border simultaneously. 

We contribute to the literature that empirically evaluates NAFTA. While most 
studies have found positive effects on trade, (Romalis, 2007; Caliendo and Parro, 
2015; Lederman, Maloney and Servén, 2005), FDI and productivity (e.g., Lederman, 
Maloney and Servén, 2005), labor markets (Hakobyan and McLaren, 2016), or the 
rural economy in the U.S. (Zahniser and Link, 2002; Zahniser, et al., 2015), work 
on prices is scarce. An exception is Nicita (2009) finds that NAFTA has helped re-
duce consumer prices in Mexico. Here, we investigate the effect of NAFTA and 
USMCA on U.S. prices, focusing on the food sector. 

The remainder of the report is organized as follows. Section 2 describes how 
NAFTA has been implemented in the food sector. Section 3 describes the data and 
documents key descriptive patterns. Section 4 presents the empirical strategy. Sec-
tion 5 reports the empirical results. Section 6 presents the counterfactual simula-
tions of a scenario where NAFTA was not implemented. Section 7 simulates the 
price effects of a removal of USMCA and Section 8 concludes this report. Appendices 
provide robustness checks and data construction details. 
2 NAFTA and the liberalization of U.S. food trade 

Before estimating the effect NAFTA had on U.S. food prices in order to under-
stand the food price effects of a potential removal of USMCA, it is useful to revisit 
how NAFTA was implemented in the food sector. The North American Free Trade 
Agreement entered into force on 1 January 1994, eliminating trade barriers between 
the United States, Canada, and Mexico over a phased transition period of up to fif-
teen years. It is important to note, however, that NAFTA was not the first step in 
North American trade integration. The Canada-United States Free Trade Agree-
ment (CUSFTA), signed in 1988 and effective from 1 January 1989, had already 
eliminated most tariffs on bilateral U.S.-Canada trade by the time NAFTA took ef-
fect. By 1993, Canadian goods entering the United States faced zero or near-zero 
tariffs across the vast majority of food categories. NAFTA therefore represented a 
fundamentally new trade rules for imports from Mexico, which had previously faced 
the standard U.S. Most Favored Nation (MFN) tariff schedule with no preferential 
access. 

For the United States, this asymmetry shaped the pre-existing trade structure in 
food markets. Canadian suppliers had already responded to duty-free access over 
1989–1993 and were dominant in many food import categories by the time Mexican 
competition arrived in 1994. The novelty of NAFTA, from the perspective of U.S. 
consumer prices, lies almost entirely in the opening of the U.S. market to Mexican 
agricultural and food exports—a channel that had been blocked by MFN tariffs prior 
to 1994. 

Moreover, NAFTA did not abolish tariffs uniformly or instantaneously. The treaty 
established product-specific phase-out schedules, classified into several staging cat-
egories. Most non-sensitive manufactured goods had their tariffs eliminated imme-
diately upon entry into force or within 5 years. For food and agricultural products, 
however, liberalization was considerably more complex and drawn out, reflecting the 
political sensitivity of agricultural trade and the competitive threat that lower-cost 
Mexican production posed to certain U.S. farm sectors. 

The treaty text and its implementing legislation distinguished between two broad 
mechanisms for agricultural liberalization. The first was the straightforward phased 
reduction of ad valorem tariffs—a percentage of the good’s value—on a predeter-
mined schedule. For these goods, the legal preferential rate fell annually in equal 
increments, reaching zero by the end of the designated transition period. The sec-
ond, and more complex, mechanism applied to goods deemed particularly sensitive: 
tariff-rate quotas (TRQs), specific duties, and price-based safeguard mechanisms, 
which governed market access independently of ad valorem rate reductions. 

The heterogeneity of NAFTA’s agricultural liberalization is codified in Subchapter 
VI of the U.S. Harmonized Tariff Schedule, titled ‘‘Temporary Modifications Estab-
lished Pursuant to the North American Free Trade Agreement’’ (U.S. International 
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Trade Commission, 1995). This subchapter listed the products for which NAFTA’s 
liberalization departed from the standard tariff phase-out and instead operated 
through TRQs, specific duties, or safeguard triggers—with the provisions remaining 
in force through 31 December 2008. The range of food goods covered by Subchapter 
VI illustrates the breadth of exceptions to straightforward tariff liberalization. Dairy 
products—including fluid milk, cream, butter, cheese, and dried milk—were subject 
to annual import quotas expressed in kilograms or litres, within which imports en-
tered at zero or reduced duty and beyond which prohibitive specific duties applied. 
For example, under U.S. Note 4 to Subchapter VI, the quota for fluid milk and 
cream started at 366,000 litres in 1994 and rose to 464,000 litres by 2002, with 
quantitative restrictions ceasing only in 2003. Fresh tomatoes, onions, squash, chilli 
peppers, and eggplants were governed by seasonal quantity limitations calibrated to 
protect U.S. domestic harvests during peak production periods. 

Orange juice—the largest food import from Mexico by value in the 1990s—re-
ceived particularly complex treatment. Frozen concentrated orange juice (sub-
heading 2009.11.00) entered under a volume-based TRQ (up to approximately 265 
million litres annually at a preferential specific rate of 4.625 ¢/litre) combined with 
a price-based ‘‘snapback’’ mechanism: whenever the daily price on the New York 
Cotton Exchange fell below a rolling 5 year trigger price for 5 consecutive business 
days and import volumes exceeded the TRQ threshold, the standard MFN duty was 
automatically restored until prices recovered (U.S. International Trade Commission, 
1995, Note 23). This mechanism, designed to protect Florida citrus growers, meant 
that Mexican OJ exports faced a regime that was neither a fixed tariff nor simple 
duty-free access, but a contingent combination of quantity limits, specific duties, and 
price triggers. Full liberalization of OJ did not occur until January 2008. 

Sugar was subject to a quota determined annually by the Secretary of Agriculture 
in accordance with Annex 703.2, Chapter Seven of NAFTA, with quantitative re-
strictions remaining until October 2008. Peanuts were likewise governed by TRQs 
through 2007. 

This heterogeneity in liberalization mechanism has direct implications for identi-
fying the consumer price effects of NAFTA. Goods whose protection rested on ad va-
lorem tariffs experienced a straightforward, legally-scheduled, and product-specific 
reduction in the cost of imports from Mexico. The size of this reduction was deter-
mined before the treaty took effect and is recorded in the official USITC schedule, 
providing exogenous cross-sectional variation in treatment intensity. 
3 Data 

The primary outcome variable is the BLS Average Price series, which reports 
monthly retail prices for specific food items in urban areas across five BLS geo-
graphic regions: U.S. city average, Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. We use 
80 food items spanning beef and veal, pork, poultry, dairy, fresh and processed 
fruits and vegetables, cereals, and other processed foods, aggregated to annual aver-
ages. The sample period is 1990–2014, providing 4 years of pre-NAFTA baseline and 
twenty years of post-implementation data (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2020, 
2024). 

NAFTA preferential tariff rates for Mexico are drawn from the official NAFTA 
tariff schedules as codified by the U.S. International Trade Commission and pub-
lished in the 1993 USTR implementing documents (Office of the United States 
Trade Representative, 1993). Rates are at the HS six-digit level. Where the phase- 
in schedule specified staged reductions, we linearly interpolate between known 
schedule points to produce annual product-level tariff rates. For 1990–1993, the pre- 
NAFTA MFN rate is assigned. The main treatment variable τit is the simple average 
of legal NAFTA preferential rates across concordance-linked HS6 codes for BLS item 
i in year t. The mean pre-NAFTA ad valorem rate among treated items is 7.4 per-
centage points, ranging from 1.6 percentage points (beef, fresh) to 20 percentage 
points (cabbages). 

Import values and quantities for U.S. food imports from Canada and Mexico at 
the HS6 level are drawn from the BACI international trade database (Gaulier and 
Zignago, 2010), which in turn [sources] from COMTRADE. Trade flows are used to 
construct import exposure measures and, in robustness specifications, a supply-side 
instrument. 

A key data construction step is linking the HS6 tariff schedule to the BLS item 
classification system. We hand-coded a concordance between 33 HS6 codes and 30 
BLS food items, assigning each match a supply-chain role (final consumer good, pri-
mary agricultural input, or intermediate processed input) and a NAFTA relevance 
classification. This concordance allows us to attach tariff information to each BLS 
price series. Appendix A.2 offers more summary statistics on NAFTA tariffs and the 
concordance table. 
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3.1 Descriptives 
Figure 1 documents the increase in total U.S. food imports from Canada and Mex-

ico over the sample period. From 1990 to 2014, total food imports from the two 
NAFTA partners almost quintupled in nominal terms, with particularly rapid 
growth after NAFTA implementation in 1994. Most notably, beef, beer & wine as 
well as sugar and sweets experienced the strongest growth and are now the most 
dominant food imports within USMCA. On a per-capita level, Figure 2 confirms that 
this growth substantially outpaced population growth as real per-capita food im-
ports from NAFTA partners in 2015 had roughly tripled since the implementation 
of NAFTA. 

Figure 1: Total Food Imports from Canada and Mexico, 1990–2022 

U.S. Food Imports from Canada and Mexico 

BACI HS96, foods linked to BLS Average Price series 

Nominal import values from BACI/GATS, aggregated across all HS6 food 
categories in the concordance sample. Vertical dashed line marks NAFTA 
implementation (January 1994). 

Figure 2: Food Imports from Canada and Mexico Per Capita, 1990–2014 

US Food Imports from Canada + Mexico, Per Capita 
Total CA+MX imports across BLS food items ÷ U.S. population (Census 

Bureau). 

Values deflated by the BLS all-items CPI. Vertical dashed line marks 
NAFTA implementation. 
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Figure 3 documents the tariff phase-in trajectory. The average NAFTA pref-
erential tariff rate fell from approximately six percent in 1993 to near zero by 2008. 
The decline was staggered across product groups with fresh produce tariffs falling 
quickly, while dairy and sugar, the most politically sensitive categories, maintained 
positive rates well into the 2000s. This dispersion in phase-in timing is central to 
our identification strategy. 

Figure 3: NAFTA preferential tariff rates by food category, 1990–2014 

Legal NAFTA Mexico Tariff Rate Over Time 
Simple average across BLS food items in regression sample. 

Rates are the U.S. MFN tariff applied to Mexico under NAFTA’s sched-
uled phase-in. Vertical dashed line marks NAFTA implementation. 

Figure 4 shows how BLS food items are distributed across tariff exposure groups. 
Roughly 40 percent of items had zero or near-zero pre-NAFTA tariffs and therefore 
faced near-zero NAFTA reductions; these items serve as a natural within-sample 
comparison group. The remaining items are spread across moderate and high expo-
sure categories. 

Figure 4: Distribution of BLS Food Items by NAFTA Tariff Exposure Group 
Cumulative Food Price Growth by NAFTA Tariff Exposure 

Average BLS price index (1993 = 100), U.S. City Average. 

Exposure groups are defined by the magnitude of the total NAFTA tariff 
reduction (1993–2008). 

4 Empirical strategy 
The baseline specification is a first-difference model with two-way fixed effects: 
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(1) Δ ln pirt = β τit + αir + αt + εirt 

where Δ ln pirt ≡ ln pirt ¥ ln pir,t–1 is the annual log price change for food item i 
in region r and first-differencing removes any trend that results in unit roots in 
price series that could lead to spurious results with mechanically co-trending tariff 
phase outs (Newbold and Granger, 1974), τit is the level of the NAFTA preferential 
tariff rate (in percentage points), αir are item × region fixed effects that absorb per-
manent differences in price growth rates across products and regions, and αt are 
year fixed effects that control for aggregate inflation and confounders common to all 
food categories. 

The coefficient of interest β measures the association between the NAFTA tariff 
level and the annual rate of consumer price growth and we cluster standard errors 
are clustered by BLS item to allow for within-item serial correlation. 
4.1 Identification 

OLS estimates of β may be biased if the level of τit is correlated with unobserved 
determinants of annual price growth. NAFTA tariff cuts were concentrated in politi-
cally sensitive product categories, and demand or supply shocks specific to those 
products could bias the OLS estimate. We therefore instrument for τit using the 
Bartik-style (Bartik, 1991) instrument of Topalova (2010): 

(2) zit = τi,pre × (t ¥ 1993) 
where τi,pre is the pre-NAFTA MFN rate for item i from the 1993 USITC tariff 
schedule. This instrument interacts cross-sectional variation in initial tariff expo-
sure with the post-NAFTA time trend. Items with higher pre-NAFTA tariffs faced 
larger treaty-mandated reductions on a fixed phase-in schedule, generating predict-
able variation in τit that is uncorrelated with item-specific price dynamics. The first 
stage [exhibits] F > 2,000 which is well above conventional weak-instrument thresh-
olds. 

The exclusion restriction requires that pre-NAFTA tariff levels are uncorrelated 
with item-specific post-NAFTA price growth shocks conditional on item-region and 
year fixed effects. This is plausible because the 1993 tariff schedule reflects histor-
ical protection levels shaped by pre-NAFTA trade politics rather than contempora-
neous price trends. We validate the assumption with a pre-trends test of which the 
reduced-form coefficient is small and statistically insignificant in the pre-NAFTA pe-
riod (1990–1993), confirming that products facing larger NAFTA cuts were not on 
divergent price trends before the agreement took effect (Table 1, column 4). More-
over, we follow Goldsmith-Pinkham, Sorkin and Swift (2020) and conduct a placebo 
test using the post-liberalization period (2005–2014) which further confirms that the 
instrument has no predictive power for price growth once the tariff variation is ex-
hausted (Appendix A.1.1). 

The IV estimate exceeds the OLS estimate, consistent with OLS being attenuated 
by endogenous tariff variation in product categories facing adverse price shocks. 
4.2 Local projections 

To capture the cumulative price response across horizons, we use the Jordà (2005) 
local projection framework. For each horizon h ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 18} we estimate: 

(3) ln pir,t
∂

h ¥ ln pir,t–1 = βh τit + αir + αt + εirt 

instrumenting τit with zit at every horizon separately. At h = 0, equation (3) coin-
cides with the first-difference baseline. As h increases, ∧βh traces the cumulative 
price adjustment: the estimated effect of a 1 percentage point higher tariff level on 
the cumulative log price change over h + 1 years. The sign-flipped sequence {¥∧βh} 
represents the cumulative price reduction from a 1 percentage point tariff cut. 
5 Results 

Table 1 reports the baseline estimates. Column (1) is OLS: a one percentage point 
higher tariff level is associated with 0.0034 faster annual log price growth (p < 0.10). 
Column (2) is the preferred IV estimate of 0.0059 (p < 0.01). The IV coefficient is 
nearly twice the OLS, consistent with the predicted direction of attenuation bias— 
products with slower liberalization also had slower price growth for other reasons, 
compressing the OLS estimate toward zero. Column (3) adds bilateral import values 
as a control and the tariff coefficient rises slightly to 0.0068 and remains highly sig-
nificant, consistent with the tariff channel operating partly through expectations 
and supply-chain adjustments rather than fully through observable import flows. 
The pre-trends reduced-form test on the 1990–1993 period (Column (4)) is close to 
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zero and statistically insignificant, supporting the parallel trends assumption re-
quired for identification. 

Table 1: First-difference: NAFTA tariff pass-through to annual price 
changes 

OLS IV (LATE) IV + imports Pre-trends 

Tariff (import-weighted) * 0.0034 *** 0.0059 *** 0.0068 
(0.0017) (0.0013) (0.0014) 

Log imports CA+MX (value) 0.0049 
(0.0032) 

Tariffpre × year (RF) 0.0016 
(0.0014) 

Num. obs. 1,471 1,471 1,471 217 
R2 0.282 0.279 0.279 0.439 
FE: Item × region X X X X 
FE: Year X X X X 

* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. 
Clustered SE by BLS item. Item × region + year FEs. Outcome: Δ ln p (annual log price 

change). Treatment: NAFTA preferential tariff level (percentage points). IV instrument: pre- 
NAFTA tariff × (year ¥ 1993). Pre-trends column: reduced form on 1990–1993 only. 

The preferred IV estimate implies that a one percentage point reduction in the 
NAFTA tariff rate reduced annual food price growth by approximately 0.6 percent-
age points. Given that the average total NAFTA reduction across our sample was 
roughly 5 percentage points for items with positive pre-NAFTA tariffs, this implies 
a contemporaneous price-level effect of 2–3 percent for the most exposed items. The 
import controls column confirms that the tariff channel is not fully mediated by im-
port volumes alone, suggesting expectations and supply-chain adjustments also play 
a role. 
5.1 Robustness 

In Appendix A.1 we assess the robustness of our estimates along three dimen-
sions. First, in Appendix A.1.1 we conduct a placebo test which rules out that we 
are capturing spurious correlation between NAFTA liberalization and persistent 
price dynamics. Second, we replace the legal NAFTA rate with an import-weighted 
tariff average constructed from UNCTAD/WITS data, and test heterogeneity by good 
type (primary input vs. final good) and by ex-ante NAFTA relevance (Appendix Table 
3). Third, we instrument for import volumes with log Canada-Mexico food exports 
to non-U.S. destinations (following Autor, Dorn and Hanson, 2013), either sepa-
rately or jointly with the Bartik tariff instrument (Appendix Table 4). 

Third, another problem that could be compromising are U.S. food exports. With 
reciprocal tariff elimination through NAFTA, also Mexico and Canada lowered their 
tariffs for goods. Thus, increased demand from those countries could lead to in-
creased prices for the goods that the U.S. exports. In that case, the negative price 
effect we find in our baseline model might be attenuated by rising prices in exported 
goods. To investigate the extend of this potential problem, in Appendix A.1.4 we run 
models where we first remove goods that are U.S. export dominated from the sam-
ple and then estimate the effect of export goods on food prices. The results are some-
what counterintuitive to classical trade theory where we would expect a price in-
crease of those goods, as empirically we find an evens stronger decrease of the do-
mestic price of these goods. 

However, this results in line with more recent trade literature, which reports 
strong productivity gains from increased export activity and thus cost reduction 
which translates into lower consumer prices (Trefler, 2004; Melitz, 2003; Crowley, 
Han and Prayer, 2024; Pavcnik, 2002). In addition, before NAFTA, tariff wedges be-
tween the U.S., Canadian, and Mexican markets allowed some price segmentation. 
As NAFTA eliminated those wedges on both sides—U.S. import tariffs on CA/MX 
goods and CA/MX import tariffs on U.S. goods—the regional market became more 
tightly integrated, which is in line with findings from the literature on market inte-
gration (e.g., Crucini and Shintani, 2008). 
5.2 Local Projections 

Figure 5 presents the local projection estimates. The response function begins at 
0.006 at h = 0 (consistent with the IV baseline) and rises gradually, reaching a cu-
mulative price reduction of approximately 0.028 (2.8 percent) per percentage point 
of tariff cut by h = 9. I.e. after approximately 10 years the response stabilizes, with 
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widening confidence intervals reflecting the reduced variation in tariff changes in 
the post-2005 period as most schedules reached zero. 

Figure 5 

Price Effect of a 1 pp NAFTA Tariff Cut 
Outcome: log price(t+h) ¥ log price(t¥1). IV (blue) vs. OLS (grey 

dashed). Negative = prices fall. 
Inner band: 95% CI clustered by item. Outer band: two-way clustered 

(item + year). Instrument: tariff. × (year ¥ 1993). 

Cumulative price response to a one percentage point NAFTA tariff cut, 
local projection estimates at horizons h = 0 to h = 18. The vertical axis is 
the sign-flipped LP coefficient: a positive value means a tariff cut lowered 
prices. Solid line: IV–2SLS point estimate. Inner shaded band: 95% CI clus-
tered by BLS item. Outer shaded band: 95% CI two-way clustered by item 
and year. 

The gradual buildup over the first decade is consistent with two complementary 
mechanisms. First, retail price adjustment is sluggish as contracts and supply-chain 
relationships mean that lower import costs pass through incompletely in the first 
year and accumulate as market relationships adjust (e.g., Nakamura and Zerom, 
2010; Gopinath and Itskhoki, 2010). Second, the supply response from Canadian 
and Mexican exporters expands over time as productive capacity adjusts to guaran-
teed market access, which confirms the findings of Trefler (2004) for the Canada- 
U.S. FTA. The stabilization after year 10 aligns with the near-complete phase-in of 
NAFTA tariff schedules by 2005–2008. 

6 Counterfactual analysis 
In order to put these estimates in context of household consumption, we construct 

a counterfactual U.S. food price index under the assumption that NAFTA had never 
been implemented—that is, preferential tariffs remained at their 1993 MFN levels 
throughout the sample period. The simulation applies the estimated local projection 
coefficients {∧βh} to item-level NAFTA tariff changes. For each BLS food item i and 
year t, the cumulative price impact of all NAFTA tariff changes from 1994 through 
t is computed using the appropriate horizon-specific LP coefficient. Item-level 
counterfactuals are then aggregated to a food price index using fixed Laspeyres ex-
penditure weights from the 1993 BLS consumer expenditure survey. 

An important caveat is that this counterfactual is a partial-equilibrium exercise. 
It holds all other factors such as macroeconomic conditions, agricultural technology, 
energy costs, and non-NAFTA trade policy, at their observed values and asks only 
what would have happened to retail food prices if the NAFTA tariff reductions had 
not occurred. General equilibrium adjustments to production, trade patterns, and in-
vestment in all three countries are not captured. The counterfactual should accord-
ingly be interpreted as the price effect of the tariff changes themselves, not as a 
comprehensive welfare accounting. 
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6.1 What NAFTA Saved Consumers 
Figure 6 presents the key result. The actual U.S. food price index (1993 = 100) 

and the simulated no-NAFTA counterfactual for 1990–2014. The two series diverge 
progressively after 1994, with the gap widening most rapidly during the 2000s as 
the LP response function accumulates and the tariff schedule approaches its final 
zero rate. 

Figure 6: U.S. food price index: actual and no-NAFTA counterfactual, 1990– 
2014 (1993 = 100) 

NAFTA Counterfactual: U.S. Food Price Index 
Laspeyres food price index, 1993 = 100. BLS U.S. City Average, 60 items. 

Counterfactual: price × exp(.(h) × tariff.), .(h) from FD local projection, pla-
teau h. 

Solid line: BLS food-at-home price index. Dashed line: simulated counter-
factual constructed by applying LP pass-through estimates to actual 
NAFTA tariff changes. 

By 2014, the food price index is approximately 22 index points below the no- 
NAFTA counterfactual. With the actual food CPI near 160 in 2014, this gap rep-
resents a proportional reduction of roughly 12 percent relative to the counterfactual 
level of approximately 182. Put differently, consumers in 2014 faced food prices 
about 12 percent lower than they would have been absent NAFTA liberalization. 
6.2 Household-Level Implications 

To translate the aggregate effect into household terms, we apply the 12 percent 
proportional price reduction to average household food-at-home spending from the 
BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey. The average U.S. household spent approxi-
mately $4,000 per year on food at home in the mid-2010s (U.S. Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, 2016). Thus, [a] 12 percent reduction in the cost of that basket implies sav-
ings of approximately $500 per year for the average household by 2014. 

These savings were not uniformly distributed across the income distribution. 
Lower-income households spend a substantially larger share of their total budget on 
food (e.g., Fajgelbaum and Khandelwal, 2016). Households in the lowest income 
quintile allocate roughly 15–16 percent of expenditure to food at home, compared 
with 7–8 percent for households in the highest quintile (U.S. Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, 2020). For a household earning $25,000 per year, NAFTA food savings of 
$400–$500 represent a meaningfully larger share of total income than the same ab-
solute dollar amount does for a high-income household. 
6.3 Total CPI Impact 

Food at home constitutes approximately eight percent of the total CPI basket. Ap-
plying this weight to the 22-index-point reduction in the food CPI yields a contribu-
tion to total CPI of approximately 1.8 percentage points of cumulative suppression 
over the 1994–2014 period. This is the total accumulated reduction in the price level 
relative to the no-NAFTA counterfactual—not an annual rate but a cumulative 
stock effect. 
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7 Forecasting & Simulating Removal of USMCA 
The core question of this report is what would happen to U.S. consumer prices 

if the USMCA would be removed. While forecasting such a scenario is a tall order 
and naturally can not account for potential simultaneous other drivers and policies, 
our NAFTA pass-through estimates provide a direct basis for projecting the price 
effects of removing USMCA tariff preferences. If USMCA were terminated and MFN 
rates were reinstated on food imports from Canada and Mexico, the tariff changes 
would be the mirror image of the NAFTA phase-in-increases of the same magnitude 
as the decreases that occurred from 1994 through the mid-2000s. We apply the LP 
coefficients {∧βh} to the full reinstatement of 1993 MFN rates, constructing item- 
level simulated price increases and aggregating using Laspeyres weights. 

A key question is whether the pass-through coefficients estimated during the 
NAFTA phase-in remain applicable today. The world and the U.S. economies have 
changed fundamentally between the 1990s and today and it is impossible to account 
for all structural changes and how they would affect the trade-price relationship. 
However, one important structural change since 1994 is the depth of North Amer-
ican supply chain integration. U.S. dependence on food imports from Canada and 
Mexico has grown substantially and perhaps captures other fundamentally changing 
economics. I.e. for many product categories, import volumes from Canada and Mex-
ico are three to five times higher than in the mid-1990s. A tariff shock hitting a 
market where imports supply a larger share of domestic consumption should, all 
else equal, generate a larger retail price response than the same shock hitting a 
less-integrated market. Applying the 1994-era pass-through coefficient unchanged 
therefore likely understates the current price impact. 

We therefore present two scenarios: 

• Scenario A: symmetric reversal. We apply the LP pass-through coefficient 
directly, without adjustment for changes in import dependence. This treats the 
current market as if it were as trade-exposed as in 1994 and provides a lower 
bound on the price impact. 

• Scenario B: import growth-adjusted reversal. The pass-through coefficient 
for each item is scaled upward by the ratio of recent import volume (BACI aver-
age 2020–22) to early-NAFTA import volume (BACI average 1994–96), capped 
at a factor of 5 to avoid extreme values for items that started from near-zero 
imports (e.g., avocados). This scaling reflects today’s trade relationship which 
have been growing in size but also towards deeper supply-chain integration 
since NAFTA. 

Across both of these scenarios we look at effects on the food sector only. Of course 
NAFTA and USMCA cover many more goods and services that contribute to CPI, 
all of which are held constant in this analysis. 

7.1 Aggregate Food Price Effects 
Figure 7 shows the simulated path of the aggregate food price index under both 

scenarios. Both series rise progressively above baseline, with approximately half the 
total effect materializing within the first 5 years. Under Scenario A (symmetric), the 
food price index rises approximately 12–13 index points above baseline within a dec-
ade. Under Scenario B (import growth-adjusted), the projected increase is larger, re-
flecting the deeper integration of U.S. food markets with Canadian and Mexican 
supply chains since NAFTA. The gap between the two scenarios is widest for prod-
uct categories—such as tomatoes, avocados, and fresh berries—where import vol-
umes from Canada and Mexico have grown most dramatically since the mid-1990s. 

Figure 7: Projected food price impact of USMCA removal 

Projected Price Impact of Removing USMCA (2025–2035) 
Food CPI gap above 2025 baseline (index pts., 2025=100). LP impulse re-

sponse plateaus at h=10 years. 
Scenario B scales pass-through by import quantity growth from MX+CA 

(BACI 2020–22 vs. 1994–96, capped at 5×). 
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Food price index gap above the no-reversal baseline (2025 = 100). Sce-
nario A (dashed): symmetric reversal applying NAFTA-era pass-through di-
rectly. Scenario B (solid): import growth-adjusted, scaling pass-through by 
import quantity growth from Canada and Mexico (BACI 2020–22 vs. 1994– 
96, capped at 5×). 

7.2 Total CPI and Inflation Implications 
Figure 8 presents the total CPI implications of each scenario. Weighting the food 

price effect by the food-at-home CPI share (approximately 14 percent), Scenario A 
would add approximately 1.8 percentage points to cumulative CPI within a decade. 
Scenario B implies a larger increase commensurate with the higher effective pass- 
through in today’s more integrated markets. Both represent permanent additions to 
the price level that would not self-reverse absent policy action or other technological 
innovation. 

Figure 8: Simulated effect of USMCA tariff reversal on total CPI (2025 = 
100) 

Total CPI Under USMCA Removal (2025–2035) 
Total CPI index, 2025 = 100. Food-at-home share = 14.2% (BLS). Non- 

food prices held constant. 
Scenario B scales pass-through by import quantity growth from MX+CA 

(BACI, capped 5×). 

Scenario A (dashed): symmetric reversal. Scenario B (solid): import 
growth-adjusted. Baseline (solid blue): no reversal. Non-food prices held 
constant. 
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Figure 9 shows the additional annual inflation each scenario would generate 
above baseline. The model predicts a front-loaded spike in annual food price infla-
tion, particularly in the first 2 to 3 years after removal, followed by gradual modera-
tion as the LP response function accumulates toward its plateau. Inflation remains 
elevated relative to baseline for approximately a decade, with Scenario B consist-
ently exceeding Scenario A due to the higher effective pass-through in today’s more 
integrated markets. 

Figure 9: Additional annual inflation from USMCA removal 

Additional Annual Inflation from USMCA Removal 
Year-over-year change in the price-level gap caused by USMCA removal 

(percentage points above baseline). Positive = removal adds to inflation that 
year. 

Effect builds as LP impulse response accumulates, peaks around h=10. 

Year-over-year increase in food CPI and total CPI above the no-reversal 
baseline (percentage points). Positive values mean USMCA removal adds to 
inflation in that year. Scenario A: symmetric reversal. Scenario B: import 
growth-adjusted. 

7.3 Product-Level Exposure 
Figure 10 disaggregates the projected price increases by food category under both 

scenarios. The spread between Scenario A and Scenario B is largest for products 
with high import growth, i.e., tomatoes and ground beef, sourced far more heavily 
from Mexico and Canada today than in 1994, show substantially higher penetration- 
adjusted pass-through. For processed goods like bread and crackers, where domestic 
production still dominates, the two scenarios converge because import penetration 
growth has been more modest. 

Figure 10: Product-level price trajectories under USMCA removal (2025 = 
100) 

Product-Level Price Trajectories Under USMCA Removal 
Price index, 2025 = 100. LP impulse response applied as positive tariff 

shock. 
Scenario B multiplies pass-through by import penetration ratio (BACI 

qty. 2020–22/1994–96, capped at 5×). MFN = pre-NAFTA tariff reinstated. 
pen = penetration ratio. 
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Baseline (blue): no reversal. Scenario A (dashed): symmetric reversal. 
Scenario B (solid): penetration-adjusted. Header annotations show the pre- 
NAFTA MFN tariff reinstated and the import penetration ratio used in Sce-
nario B. 

7.4 Distributional Considerations 
The aggregate effects mask an important distributional dimension. Lower-income 

households spend a larger share of income on food and would bear a disproportion-
ately large burden from food price increases. Under either reversal scenario, the real 
purchasing power loss for households in the lowest income quintile—as a share of 
total income—would be roughly twice as large as for households in the highest in-
come quintile. The consumer benefits of maintaining USMCA food preferences are 
therefore progressively distributed. The gains accrue proportionally more to lower- 
income households, and any reversal would impose proportionally higher costs on 
them. 
7.5 Caveats and Limitations 

The counterfactual analysis and simulations represent partial-equilibrium projec-
tions based on reduced-form pass-through estimates from the NAFTA liberalization 
episode. They do not account for general equilibrium responses, i.e., potential supply 
expansion by domestic producers, exchange rate adjustments, or shifts in sourcing 
to non-NAFTA partners. Pass-through from tariff increases may also differ from 
pass-through from tariff reductions if retail pricing is asymmetric. The penetration 
scaling in Scenario B applies a proportional adjustment that does not capture het-
erogeneity in supply elasticities across items. the true preferred estimate likely lies 
between the two scenarios. 

With those caveats noted, the NAFTA pass-through estimates remain the most 
credible available evidence on the likely price effects of changes to USMCA food tar-
iff preferences. No comparable natural experiment of similar magnitude and dura-
tion has occurred in U.S. food trade policy since NAFTA, making the phase-in epi-
sode the natural empirical benchmark for projecting the effects of potential policy 
changes. 
8 Conclusion 

This report has used the NAFTA trade liberalization episode as a natural experi-
ment to estimate the causal pass-through from tariff reductions to U.S. retail food 
prices. Matching BLS average price data for 85 food items to legal NAFTA tariff 
schedules and bilateral trade flows, and exploiting the cross-sectional variation in 
pre-NAFTA tariff levels as an instrument for the treaty-mandated phase-in sched-
ule, we find clear and robust evidence that NAFTA tariff cuts reduced U.S. food 
prices. 

The preferred IV estimate implies that a one percentage point reduction in the 
NAFTA preferential tariff reduced annual food price growth by approximately 0.6 
percentage points. Local projections trace the cumulative price adjustment over 
time: the effect grows gradually to 2.8 percent per percentage point of tariff cut after 
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approximately 10 years before stabilizing, consistent with gradual supply-chain ad-
justment and expanding import competition. Aggregated to the food price index, 
NAFTA liberalization reduced the food price level by approximately 22 index points 
(1993 = 100) by 2014 relative to a no-NAFTA counterfactual-equivalent to roughly 
$500 per year in food savings for the average household and 1.8 percentage points 
of cumulative total CPI suppression over the full phase-in period. 

An important finding is that the pass-through is not confined to import-competing 
goods. Products for which the United States is a net exporter to Canada and Mex-
ico—wheat, corn, and certain beef cuts—show at least as large a price reduction fol-
lowing NAFTA tariff cuts as import-competing goods. This is consistent with North 
American commodity market integration tightening the law of one price on both 
sides of the border, and with the productivity and efficiency gains that export mar-
ket access generates for domestic producers. The result underscores that the con-
sumer benefits of NAFTA extended broadly across the food basket, not only to goods 
directly competing with Mexican and Canadian imports. 

The forward-looking simulations show that removing USMCA tariff preferences 
would reverse these gains. Under a symmetric reversal scenario (lower bound), the 
food price index would rise approximately 12–13 index points above baseline within 
a decade, adding 1.8 percentage points to cumulative CPI. Under a penetration-ad-
justed scenario that accounts for the deeper supply-chain integration that has oc-
curred since NAFTA, the projected price increase is larger. In both scenarios the 
price impact is front-loaded, with annual food inflation elevated for approximately 
a decade before the adjustment completes. The distributional burden would fall dis-
proportionately on lower-income households, for whom food represents a larger 
share of total expenditure. 

The evidence assembled in this report makes clear that the food tariff preferences 
embedded in USMCA have delivered, and continue to deliver, substantial and meas-
urable consumer benefits. The NAFTA episode provides the most credible available 
empirical benchmark for evaluating what is at stake in any future changes to those 
preferences. 
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Appendix 
A.1 Robustness checks 

In this section, we challenge the identifying assumptions of our baseline model 
and assess the robustness of its results. First, we run a placebo test were we pre-
tend NAFTA was removed a decade later and [assess] whether we would still find 
similar results which would undermine our identification strategy. Second, we test 
alternative IV, most notably Autor, Dorn and Hanson (2013)-style exposure instru-
ments where we use Canadian and Mexican export growth to the rest of the world 
es exogenous supply shocks. Third, we estimate the model in levels under the use 
of fixed effects instead of first differences as in our baseline model, which however 
could be subject to spurious regression effects. 
A.1.1 Placebo Test 

A placebo for this design exploits the fact that the NAFTA phase-in was essen-
tially complete by the mid-2000s. By 2005, virtually all preferential tariff rates for 
Mexico had reached zero and there is no remaining tariff variation to transmit to 
consumer prices. The Bartik instrument zit = τi,pre × (t ¥ 1993), however, continues 
to grow mechanically throughout this period, reaching values of 12 to 21 by 2005– 
2014. If the baseline result were capturing a spurious correlation between pre- 
NAFTA protection levels and some persistent feature of price dynamics in highly- 
protected product categories—rather than the actual tariff cuts—we would still find 
a significant reduced-form coefficient when we restrict the sample to this post-liber-
alization window. 

Appendix Table 2 reports the reduced-form regression of Δ ln pirt on zit over 2005– 
2014 only. The coefficient is small and statistically indistinguishable from zero, indi-
cating that the instrument has no predictive power for price growth once the tariff 
variation is exhausted. This strongly supports the interpretation of the baseline re-
sult as a genuine tariff pass-through effect rather than a spurious trend correlation. 
It also rules out the concern that the pre-NAFTA tariff level captures some per-
sistent structural feature of product categories, such as lower productivity growth 
or weaker domestic competition, that independently drives slower price growth over 
the long run. 

Table 2: Placebo Test: Reduced Form on Post-Liberalization Period 

Placebo (2005–2014) 

Tariff×year (RF) ¥3.854 × 10–4 
(4.622 × 10–4) 

Num. Obs. 460 
R2 0.342 
FE: Item×region X 
FE: Year X 

* p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01. 
Clustered SE by BLS item. Item×region + year FEs. Outcome: Δlnp. Sample: 2005– 

2014, after NAFTA tariff phase-in is complete. Instrument Tariff×year continues to 
grow mechanically but has no remaining tariff variation to transmit. A significant co-
efficient would indicate the baseline result is spurious. 
A.1.2 OLS Robustness: Tariff Measure and Heterogeneity 

Table 3 reports six OLS specifications. Columns (1)–(2) replicate the baseline with 
import-weighted average tariffs constructed from UNCTAD/WITS data, with and 
without log import volumes as a control. Column (2q) substitutes import quantities 
for import values. Column (3) uses an unweighted simple average tariff across 
linked HS6 codes, confirming that the negative coefficient is not an artifact of the 
import-weighting scheme. Column (4) interacts the tariff with an indicator for items 
classified as high NAFTA relevance in the concordance; the interaction is negative 
but imprecisely estimated, suggesting limited heterogeneity along this dimension. 
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Column (5) separates the tariff into a primary-input component and a final-good 
component; both carry negative coefficients of similar magnitude, indicating that 
pass-through operates through both the input-cost and direct import-competition 
channels. 

A.1.3 Alternative Instruments 
The baseline instrument interacts each item’s pre-NAFTA MFN tariff with the 

post-NAFTA time trend, exploiting the treaty-mandated phase-in schedule. A poten-
tial concern is that the phase-in schedule is not strictly exogenous: items that faced 
larger cuts may have been selected for liberalization precisely because they were ex-
pected to generate large consumer gains, or because their domestic producers were 
weakening. If so, the instrument may be correlated with unobserved post-NAFTA 
price dynamics through channels other than the tariff itself. 

Table 3: NAFTA Preference Margin Pass-Through to U.S. Food Prices 
(Panel FE) 

(1) Tariff (2) Tariff + 
Trade (val) 

(2q) Tariff 
+ Trade 

(qty) 

(3) 
Unweighted 

tariff 
(4) NAFTA 
relevance 

(5) Pri-
mary vs. 

Final 

Tariff (import-weighted) * ¥0.013 
(0.007) 

* ¥0.012 
(0.006) 

* ¥0.013 
(0.007) 

¥0.011 
(0.007) 

Tariff (simple avg.) ¥0.002 
(0.001) 

Log imports CA+MX (value) * 0.019 
(0.010) 

* 0.019 
(0.010) 

* 0.019 
(0.010) 

0.022 
(0.017) 

Log imports CA+MX (qty) 0.003 
(0.007) 

Tariff × High relevance ¥0.007 
(0.009) 

Tariff, primary inputs ¥0.003 
(0.002) 

Tariff, final goods ¥0.001 
(0.001) 

Num. Obs. 4,290 4,290 4,290 4,130 4,290 2,910 
R2 0.982 0.982 0.982 0.982 0.982 0.983 
FE: item×region X X X X X X 
FE: year X X X X X X 

* p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01. 
Clustered SE by BLS item. Outcome: log(annual average price). FEs: item×region + year. Treatment: import- 

weighted NAFTA tariff (UNCTAD/WITS). 

Appendix Table 4 addresses this by reporting six alternative IV specifications that 
vary the endogenous variable being instrumented and the choice of instrument. 

Instrumenting for import volumes. Columns (C) and (D) instrument for log 
imports (value and quantity, respectively) using log CA+MX food exports to non-U.S. 
destinations (BACI). This is an ADH-style supply-side instrument: when Canada 
and Mexico ship more food to third countries, their agricultural sectors are expand-
ing—and this supply expansion also raises exports to the U.S., independently of 
U.S. demand shocks. The first-stage F-statistic for import quantity (34.4) indicates 
adequate strength; for import value (0.1) it is weak, reflecting noise in dollar-value 
trade flows. Columns (C) and (D) show that instrumenting for imports rather than 
tariffs yields imprecise estimates with large standard errors, confirming that the 
tariff channel—not the import volume channel per se—is where identification is 
cleanest. 

Joint instrumentation. Columns (E) and (F) instrument for both the tariff and 
log imports simultaneously, using the Bartik instrument and the ROW exports in-
strument in a just-identified 2SLS system. First-stage F-statistics for the tariff re-
main strong (around 1,100), but the estimates become very noisy once imports are 
also treated as endogenous, reflecting the weak first stage for import value. The 
quantity-based version (column F) is better behaved, with an import first-stage F 
of 37.3, but the tariff coefficient (¥0.014) remains insignificant at conventional lev-
els with standard errors around 0.015. The instability across columns (E) and (F) 
relative to columns (A) and (B)—where only the tariff is instrumented and the coef-
ficient is around ¥0.009—is consistent with the import volume control being a weak 
additional regressor rather than a separately identified channel. 
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Table 4: NAFTA Tariff Pass-Through: IV Estimates (Panel FE) 

(A) tariff 
IV (val) 

(B) tariff 
IV (qty) 

(C) 
imports IV 

(val) 

(D) 
imports IV 

(qty) 
(E) both 
IV (val) 

(F) both IV 
(qty) 

Tariff (import-weighted) ¥0.009 
(0.012) 

¥0.009 
(0.012) 

0.086 
(0.909) 

* ¥0.017 
(0.010) 

¥0.202 
(1.758) 

¥0.014 
(0.015) 

Log imports CA+MX (value) 0.011 1.285 ¥1.690 
1st-stage F: tariff 2,109.8 2,165.2 1,122.9 1,114.0 
1st-stage F: imports (val) 0.1 31.5 
1st-stage F: imports (qty) 

(0.007) (11.269) 
34.4 

(15.958) 
37.3 

Log imports CA+MX (qty) 0.004 ¥0.037 ¥0.042 

(0.005) (0.064) (0.059) 
Num. Obs. 1,668 1,668 1,668 1,668 1,668 1,668 
R2 0.989 0.989 0.190 0.987 ¥0.435 0.987 
FE: bls_item_code∧region_name X X X X X X 
FE: year X X X X X X 

* p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01. 
Clustered SE by BLS item. Item×region + year FEs. Instrument for tariff: pre-NAFTA tariff level × year. Instru-

ment for imports: log(CA+MX food exports to non-U.S. destinations, BACI). 

Columns (A) and (B) are the most credible IV specifications: the tariff is strongly 
instrumented (F > 2,000 in the full FD sample; F > 1,100 here), the point estimates 
are stable, and they align well with the baseline first-difference result. 
A.1.4 Export-Exposed Goods 

For goods where the U.S. is a net exporter to Canada and Mexico, NAFTA oper-
ates through a different channel: rather than lowering the U.S. import tariff, it low-
ers the CA/MX tariff on U.S. goods, raising U.S. export demand and potentially 
pushing domestic prices upward. Including such goods in the regression would bias 
the pass-through estimate toward zero, since their price response runs in the oppo-
site direction to the import channel we are trying to identify. 

We identify three categories where this concern is relevant based on U.S. trade 
patterns. First, wheat and wheat-linked products (flour, bread, pasta, crackers, 
cookies): the U.S. is one of the world’s largest wheat exporters and Mexico is a sig-
nificant destination. Second, corn (fresh and canned): the U.S. dominates global corn 
exports and Mexico is the largest single buyer. Third, beef: the U.S.-Canada bilat-
eral beef trade is genuinely two-way, with meaningful export flows in both direc-
tions. 

All three specifications in Appendix Table 5 estimate first-difference models with 
item×region and year fixed effects, and IV instrumented by τi,pre × (t ¥ 1993) 
throughout. Columns (1) and (2) drop the export-exposed items and re-estimate the 
baseline OLS and IV specifications on the remaining import-competing sample. Col-
umn (3) estimates the same IV on the export-exposed subsample only. 

Table 5: Robustness: Excluding U.S. Export-Exposed Food Items 

(1) OLS, excl. 
export goods 

(2) IV, excl. 
export goods 

(3) IV, export 
goods only 

Tariff (import-weighted) * 0.0042 
(0.0024) 

*** 0.0079 
(0.0022) 

*** 0.0097 
(0.0025) 

Num. Obs. 1,085 1,085 460 
R2 0.226 0.220 0.416 
FE: Item×region X X X 
FE: Year X X X 

* p <0.1, ** p <0.05, *** p <0.01. 
Clustered SE by BLS item. Item×region + year FEs. Outcome: Δlnp. IV instrument: tar-

iff_pre×year. Export-exposed items: wheat/flour-linked goods, corn, and beef (goods where the 
U.S. exports significantly to CA$+$MX). Columns (1)–(2) drop these items. Column (3) estimates 
the same IV on the export-exposed subsample only; a near-zero or positive coefficient would indi-
cate the export price channel dominates for these goods. 

The results go against the attenuation concern. The IV pass-through coefficient 
for import-competing goods (column 2) is stable relative to the full-sample baseline 
(0.0059), confirming the baseline is not driven downward by export goods. More 
strikingly, the coefficient for export-exposed items (column 3) is larger than for im-
port-competing goods, not smaller. This suggests that for wheat, corn, and beef, the 
U.S. domestic price is sufficiently integrated with the North American market that 
it responds to NAFTA tariff changes regardless of trade direction, likely because 
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these are commodity markets where U.S. producer prices adjust to North American 
price signals in both directions. 

A.2 More Data and Descriptives 

A.2.1 Concordance Table 
A key contribution of the data assembly is a manually constructed concordance 

linking BLS average price series to the HS6 trade codes that contribute to each 
product’s price. This mapping is non-trivial because BLS and HS classifications are 
developed for different purposes—the former reflecting consumer expenditure cat-
egories, the latter reflecting customs administration—and no official crosswalk ex-
ists between them. 

For each BLS item, we identify all HS6 codes whose trade flows plausibly affect 
that retail price, distinguishing three roles: final goods (the traded product itself, 
e.g., fresh tomatoes for the tomato price series), primary inputs (the raw agricultural 
commodity input, e.g., wheat for bread prices), and intermediate inputs (processed 
goods that enter as inputs, e.g., flour for bread, or milk for butter). This supply- 
chain structure allows us to capture both direct price effects—where the imported 
good is the final consumer product—and indirect effects operating through input 
cost channels. 

Figure A.1: Cumulative price effects of NAFTA liberalization for export-ex-
posed and import-competing food items 

Price Effect of a 1 pp NAFTA Tariff Cut: Export vs. Import-Competing Goods 
Outcome: log price(t+h) ¥ log price(t¥1). IV–2SLS; instrument: tariff. × 

(year ¥ 1993). 
Bands: 95% CI clustered by BLS item. Export-exposed: wheat/flour- 

linked, corn, beef. 

The concordance covers 33 unique HS6 codes matched to 30 BLS item codes, 
yielding 104 distinct HS6–BLS pairs once supply-chain linkages are accounted for. 
Match quality is classified as exact (clean one-to-one correspondence between HS6 
and BLS category), broad (some aggregation mismatch, such as an HS6 code cov-
ering multiple varieties tracked separately by BLS), or no match (no usable BLS se-
ries available). The core empirical analysis uses exact and broad matches, with 
robustness checks restricted to exact matches only. 

The three sources are merged on HS6 code, trading partner, and year to produce 
the analytical panel. Each observation represents a unique combination of HS6 
product, BLS price series, trading partner (Mexico or Canada), geographic area (na-
tional or one of four Census regions), and year. The panel is unbalanced due to the 
varying temporal coverage of individual BLS series—some series were discontinued 
before 2014, others began after 1990—as well as residual gaps in price data for spe-
cific region-product combinations. 
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A.2.2 Tariffs 

Table 6: NAFTA Preferential Tariff Rates by Year: Treated Items 

Year N Mean (%) Min (%) Max (%) 

1990 26 6.7 1.0 20.0 
1991 26 6.7 1.0 20.0 
1992 26 6.7 1.0 20.0 
1993 26 6.7 1.0 20.0 

1994 26 4.9 0.0 13.2 
1995 26 3.8 0.0 11.8 
1996 26 2.7 0.0 10.3 
1997 26 1.3 0.0 7.0 
1998 26 0.9 0.0 5.1 
1999 26 0.8 0.0 4.5 
2000 26 0.7 0.0 5.7 
2001 26 0.4 0.0 3.9 
2002 26 0.3 0.0 3.1 
2003 26 0.1 0.0 2.5 
2004 26 0.1 0.0 2.0 
2005 26 0.1 0.0 1.3 
2006 26 0.0 0.0 0.8 
2007 26 0.0 0.0 0.5 
2008 26 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2009 26 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2010 26 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2011 26 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2012 26 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2013 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 
2014 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Note: Legal ad valorem NAFTA preferential tariff rate applied to Mexican goods entering the 
U.S., simple average across concordance HS6 codes per BLS item. Sample: 23 treated items with 
a positive pre-NAFTA MFN ad valorem rate (FRS 1993). Pre-1994 rates are the MFN rate from 
the Federal Register Supplement; 1994–1996 are back-filled or linearly interpolated to the first 
observed USITC rate; 1997–2014 are from the USITC annual HTS schedule (Mexico NAFTA 
preferential rate). 

A.2.3 Concordance Table 

Table 7: BLS Item to HS6 Concordance 

BLS 
Code BLS Item HS6 HS Product Desc. Type Rel. 

Grains & Cereals 

701111 Flour, white, all purpose, per 
lb. 

110100 
100190 

Wheat/meslin flour 
Wheat, other than durum 

F 
P 

H 
H 

701311 Rice, white, precooked, per lb. 190420 Prepared foods, swelled cereals F L 
100630 Rice, semi/wholly milled P L 

701312 Rice, white, long grain, per lb. 100630 Rice, semi/wholly milled F L 
100610 Rice, not husked (paddy) P L 

701321 Spaghetti, per lb. 190211 
100190 

Pasta, uncooked, not stuffed 
Wheat, other than durum 

F 
P 

M 
M 

110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 
701322 Spaghetti and macaroni, per 

lb. 
190211 
100190 

Pasta, uncooked, not stuffed 
Wheat, other than durum 

F 
P 

M 
M 

110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 

Baked Goods 

702111 Bread, white, pan, per lb. 190110 Bread, pastry, cakes F M 
100190 Wheat, other than durum P M 
110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 

702112 Bread, French, per lb. 190110 Bread, pastry, cakes F M 
100190 Wheat, other than durum P M 
110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 

702212 Bread, whole wheat, pan, per 
lb. 

190110 
100190 

Bread, pastry, cakes 
Wheat, other than durum 

F 
P 

M 
M 

110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 
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Table 7: BLS Item to HS6 Concordance—Continued 

BLS 
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702221 Rolls, hamburger, per lb. 190110 Bread, pastry, cakes F M 
100190 Wheat, other than durum P M 
110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 

702421 Cookies, chocolate chip, per lb. 190531 Sweet biscuits F M 
110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 
180100 Cocoa beans P M 

702611 Crackers, soda, salted, per lb. 190540 Rusks, toasted bread, crackers F M 
110100 Wheat/meslin flour I M 

Beef 

703111 Ground chuck, 100% beef, per 
lb. 

020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 
chilled 

F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703112 Ground beef, 100% beef, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703113 Ground beef, lean/extra lean, 

per lb. 
020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703211 Chuck roast, bone-in, per lb. 020120 Beef cuts bone-in, fresh/chilled F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703213 Chuck roast, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703311 Round roast, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703411 Rib roast, bone-in, per lb. 020120 Beef cuts bone-in, fresh/chilled F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703422 Steak, T-bone, bone-in, per lb. 020120 Beef cuts bone-in, fresh/chilled F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703425 Steak, rib eye, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703432 Beef for stew, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703511 Steak, round, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703611 Steak, sirloin, bone-in, per lb. 020120 Beef cuts bone-in, fresh/chilled F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
703613 Steak, sirloin, boneless, per lb. 020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
FC1101 All uncooked ground beef, per 

lb. 
020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
FC2101 All uncooked beef roasts, per 

lb. 
020120 Beef cuts bone-in, fresh/chilled F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 
FC3101 All uncooked beef steaks, per 

lb. 
020130 Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 
F H 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P H 

Pork 

704111 Bacon, sliced, per lb. 020319 Pork, other fresh/chilled F H 
010290 Live swine, other P H 

704211 Chops, center cut, bone-in, per 
lb. 

020311 
010290 

Pork, carcasses/halves 
Live swine, other 

F 
P 

H 
H 

704212 Chops, boneless, per lb. 020311 Pork, carcasses/halves F H 
010290 Live swine, other P H 

704311 Ham, bone-in, smoked, per lb. 021011 Ham/shoulder, bone-in, cured F H 
010290 Live swine, other P H 

704312 Ham, boneless, per lb. 021019 Pig meat, other cured F H 
010290 Live swine, other P H 

704421 Sausage, fresh, loose, per lb. 160100 Sausages and similar products F M 
020319 Pork, other fresh/chilled I M 
010290 Live swine, other P M 
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FD3101 All pork chops, per lb. 020311 Pork, carcasses/halves F H 
010290 Live swine, other P H 

Processed Meats 

705111 Frankfurters, all meat/beef, 
per lb. 

160100 
020130 

Sausages and similar products 
Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 

F 
I 

M 
M 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P M 
705121 Bologna, all beef or mixed, per 

lb. 
160100 
020130 

Sausages and similar products 
Beef cuts boneless, fresh/ 

chilled 

F 
I 

M 
M 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P M 
705141 Beef liver, per lb. 020610 Edible offal of bovine F M 

010221 Cattle, pure-bred breeding P M 
705142 Lamb and mutton, bone-in, per 

lb. 
020430 
010410 

Sheep meat, bone-in, frozen 
Live sheep 

F 
P 

L 
L 

Poultry 

706111 Chicken, fresh, whole, per lb. 020711 Chicken, not cut, fresh/chilled F H 
010511 Fowls, Gallus domesticus P H 

706211 Chicken breast, bone-in, per lb. 020712 Chicken, not cut, frozen F H 
010511 Fowls, Gallus domesticus P H 

706212 Chicken legs, bone-in, per lb. 020714 Chicken cuts, fresh/chilled F H 
010511 Fowls, Gallus domesticus P H 

706311 Turkey, frozen, whole, per lb. 020724 Turkey, not cut, frozen F H 
010592 Turkeys P H 

FF1101 Chicken breast, boneless, per 
lb. 

020714 
010511 

Chicken cuts, fresh/chilled 
Fowls, Gallus domesticus 

F 
P 

H 
H 

Fish & Seafood 

707111 Tuna, light, chunk, per lb. 160414 Tunas, prepared/preserved F M 
030232 Yellowfin tunas, fresh/chilled P M 

Eggs 

708111 Eggs, grade A, large, per doz. 040700 Birds eggs, in shell F H 
010511 Fowls, Gallus domesticus P H 

708112 Eggs, grade AA, large, per doz. 040700 Birds eggs, in shell F H 
010511 Fowls, Gallus domesticus P H 

Dairy 

709111 Milk, fresh, whole, per 1⁄2 gal. 040120 Milk, fat content 1–6% F H 
010290 Live bovine, other P H 

709112 Milk, fresh, whole, per gal. 040120 Milk, fat content 1–6% F H 
010290 Live bovine, other P H 

709211 Milk, fresh, skim, per 1⁄2 gal. 040110 Milk, fat content <1% F H 
010290 Live bovine, other P H 

709212 Milk, fresh, low fat, per 1⁄2 gal. 040110 Milk, fat content <1% F H 
010290 Live bovine, other P H 

FJ1101 Milk, fresh, low-fat/skim, per 
gal. 

040110 
010290 

Milk, fat content <1% 
Live bovine, other 

F 
P 

H 
H 

710111 Butter, salted, grade AA, per 
lb. 

040510 
040120 

Butter 
Milk, fat content 1–6% 

F 
I 

H 
H 

010290 Live bovine, other P H 
FS1101 Butter, stick, per lb. 040510 Butter F H 

040120 Milk, fat content 1–6% I H 
010290 Live bovine, other P H 

710122 Yogurt, natural, fruit flavored, 
8 oz. 

040310 
040120 

Yogurt 
Milk, fat content 1–6% 

F 
I 

H 
H 

010290 Live bovine, other P H 
FJ4101 Yogurt, per 8 oz. 040310 Yogurt F H 

040120 Milk, fat content 1–6% I H 
710211 American processed cheese, 

per lb. 
040630 
040120 

Processed cheese 
Milk, fat content 1–6% 

F 
I 

H 
H 

010290 Live bovine, other P H 
710212 Cheddar cheese, natural, per 

lb. 
040620 
040120 

Cheddar cheese 
Milk, fat content 1–6% 

F 
I 

H 
H 

010290 Live bovine, other P H 
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710411 Ice cream, prepackaged, per 1⁄2 
gal. 

210500 
040120 

Ice cream and edible ice 
Milk, fat content 1–6% 

F 
I 

M 
M 

170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 

Fresh Fruit 

711111 Apples, Red Delicious, per lb. 080810 Apples, fresh F H 
711211 Bananas, per lb. 080310 Bananas, fresh F H 
711311 Oranges, Navel, per lb. 080510 Oranges, fresh F H 
711312 Oranges, Valencia, per lb. 080510 Oranges, fresh F H 
711411 Grapefruit, per lb. 080540 Grapefruit, fresh F H 
711412 Lemons, per lb. 080550 Lemons and limes, fresh F H 
711413 Pears, Anjou, per lb. 080820 Pears, fresh F H 
711414 Peaches, per lb. 080930 Peaches and nectarines, fresh F H 
711415 Strawberries, dry pint, per 12 

oz. 
081010 Strawberries, fresh F H 

711416 Grapes, Emperor or Tokay, per 
lb. 

080610 Grapes, fresh F H 

711417 Grapes, Thompson Seedless, 
per lb. 

080610 Grapes, fresh F H 

711418 Cherries, per lb. 080920 Cherries, fresh F H 

Fresh Vegetables 

712112 Potatoes, white, per lb. 070190 Potatoes, fresh or chilled F H 
712211 Lettuce, iceberg, per lb. 070511 Lettuce, head/iceberg, fresh F H 
FL2101 Lettuce, romaine, per lb. 070519 Lettuce, other, fresh F H 
712311 Tomatoes, field grown, per lb. 070200 Tomatoes, fresh or chilled F H 
712401 Cabbage, per lb. 070490 Cabbages, other, fresh F M 
712402 Celery, per lb. 070940 Celery, fresh F H 
712403 Carrots, short trimmed, per lb. 070610 Carrots and turnips, fresh F H 
712404 Onions, dry yellow, per lb. 070310 Onions and shallots, fresh F H 
712405 Onions, green scallions, per lb. 070310 Onions and shallots, fresh F H 
712406 Peppers, sweet, per lb. 070960 Peppers, Capsicum/Pimenta F H 
712407 Corn on the cob, per lb. 070990 Other vegetables, fresh F M 
712409 Cucumbers, per lb. 070700 Cucumbers and gherkins, fresh F H 
712410 Beans, green, snap, per lb. 070820 Beans, fresh or chilled F H 
712411 Mushrooms, per lb. 070951 Mushrooms Agaricus, fresh F M 
712412 Broccoli, per lb. 070410 Cauliflower and broccoli, fresh F H 

Processed Fruit & Vegetables 

713111 OJ, frozen concentrate, per 16 
oz. 

200911 
080510 

Orange juice, fresh 
Oranges, fresh 

F 
P 

H 
H 

713311 Apple sauce, any variety, per 
lb. 

200980 
080810 

Other fruit/veg. juices 
Apples, fresh 

F 
P 

M 
M 

713312 Peaches, canned, any variety, 
per lb. 

200870 
080930 

Peaches/nectarines, prep. 
Peaches and nectarines, fresh 

F 
P 

M 
M 

714111 Potatoes, frozen, French fried, 
per lb. 

200410 
070190 

Potatoes, prep./preserved, frz. 
Potatoes, fresh or chilled 

F 
P 

H 
H 

714221 Corn, canned, any style, per lb. 200490 Other veg., prep./preserved, 
frz. 

F M 

070990 Other vegetables, fresh P M 
714231 Tomatoes, canned, whole, per 

lb. 
200210 Tomatoes, prep./preserved, 

whole 
F H 

070200 Tomatoes, fresh or chilled P H 
714232 Tomatoes, canned, any type, 

per lb. 
200290 Tomatoes, prep./preserved, 

other 
F H 

070200 Tomatoes, fresh or chilled P H 
714233 Beans, dried, any type, per lb. 071390 Dried leguminous veg., other F H 

Sugar & Sweets 

715111 Hard candy, solid, per lb. 170490 Sugar confectionery, other F M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 

715211 Sugar, white, all sizes, per lb. 170111 Sugar, raw cane F H 
120691 Sugar cane P H 

715212 Sugar, white, 33–80 oz. pkg, 
per lb. 

170112 
120691 

Sugar, refined 
Sugar cane 

F 
P 

H 
H 

715311 Jelly, per lb. 200799 Jams, jellies, other F M 
080810 Apples, fresh P M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 
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Fats & Oils 

716111 Margarine, veg. oil blends, 
stick, per lb. 

151710 
120510 

Margarine 
Rape/colza seeds, low erucic 

F 
P 

H 
H 

151411 Canola oil, crude I H 
716114 Margarine, stick, per lb. 151710 Margarine F H 

120510 Rape/colza seeds, low erucic P H 
716121 Shortening, vegetable oil 

blends, per lb. 
151620 
151411 

Animal/veg. fat mixtures 
Canola oil, crude 

F 
I 

M 
M 

716141 Peanut butter, creamy, per lb. 200811 Peanuts, prepared/preserved F L 
120220 Peanuts, shelled P L 

Beverages 

717111 Cola, non-diet, return bottles, 
per 16 oz. 

220210 
170111 

Waters, flavoured/sweetened 
Sugar, raw cane 

F 
I 

M 
M 

717113 Cola, non-diet, cans, per 16 oz. 220210 Waters, flavoured/sweetened F M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 

717114 Cola, non-diet, per 2 liters 220210 Waters, flavoured/sweetened F M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 

FN1101 All soft drinks, per 2 liters 220210 Waters, flavoured/sweetened F M 
170111 Sugar, raw cane I M 

FN1102 All soft drinks, 12 pk cans, per 
12 oz. 

220210 
170111 

Waters, flavoured/sweetened 
Sugar, raw cane 

F 
I 

M 
M 

717311 Coffee, 100% ground roast, per 
lb. 

090121 
090111 

Coffee, roasted, not decaf. 
Coffee, not roasted, not decaf. 

F 
P 

H 
H 

717312 Coffee, ground roast, 13–20 
oz., per lb. 

090121 
090111 

Coffee, roasted, not decaf. 
Coffee, not roasted, not decaf. 

F 
P 

H 
H 

717324 Coffee, instant, regular, per 16 
oz. 

210111 
090111 

Coffee extracts/essences 
Coffee, not roasted, not decaf. 

F 
P 

H 
H 

717327 Coffee, instant, regular, per lb. 210111 Coffee extracts/essences F H 
090111 Coffee, not roasted, not decaf. P H 

720111 Malt beverages, all types, per 
16 oz. 

220300 
100300 

Beer made from malt 
Barley 

F 
P 

H 
H 

110710 Malt, not roasted I H 
720311 Wine, red and white table, per 

1 liter 
220421 
080610 

Wine, other than sparkling 
Grapes, fresh 

F 
P 

M 
M 

Snacks & Other 

718311 Potato chips, per 16 oz. 200520 Potatoes, prepared/preserved F M 
070190 Potatoes, fresh or chilled P M 

718631 Pork and beans, canned, per 
16 oz. 

200540 
071310 

Peas, prepared/preserved 
Dried peas 

F 
P 

M 
M 

020319 Pork, other fresh/chilled I M 

Notes: Type: F = final consumer good, I = intermediate input, P = primary agricultural input. 
Rel.: H = high NAFTA relevance, M = medium, L = low (based on CA/MX import share and tariff 
exposure). BLS codes beginning with FC, FD, FF, FJ, FL, FN, FS are BLS aggregate/composite 
series. HS6 codes follow HS1996 nomenclature with concordance remapping applied (see Data 
section). 

SUBMITTED LETTER BY HON. JIM COSTA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
CALIFORNIA 

Editor’s note: the letter submitted by Mr. Costa is identical to the letter sub-
mitted by Mr. Wied. It will not be reproduced herein. 

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS 

Response from Dave Puglia, President and Chief Executive Officer, West-
ern Growers Association 

Question Submitted by Hon. Randy Feenstra, a Representative in Congress from 
Iowa 

Question. Given the importance of Mexico as a market for U.S. farm exports, how 
can the United States use ongoing USMCA negotiations to encourage Mexico to 
align with the United States and Canada—so that plant breeding innovations like 
genome editing have a clear, streamlined pathway to market? 
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Answer. Gene editing technology has yet to mature, at least with respect to the 
fresh produce industry, though we do see some encouraging possibilities over the ho-
rizon. We would encourage U.S. negotiators to press for agreements among all our 
trading partners, and certainly within the confines of a revised USMCA agreement, 
for commitments to science-based risk assessment and policy in this area. This is 
essentially the model U.S. negotiators have insisted upon with respect to sanitary 
and phytosanitary standards in our trade agreements, and we believe it is the right 
standard for emerging technologies such as gene editing as well. We would add that 
engaging Mexico on this topic is critical given the recently signed EU-Mexico free 
trade agreement which might push Mexico away from a scientifically-based system. 
Questions Submitted by Hon. Kat Cammack, a Representative in Congress from Flor-

ida 
Question 1. For years, Florida growers have been harmed by unfair seasonal 

produce trade with no relief, and the problem is only getting worse. But this is not 
just a single-state issue. Growers in California, Texas, Michigan, and other states 
are facing similar pressures, as underscored in a recent letter to Ambassador Greer 
from a national coalition of fruit and vegetable organizations. Mr. Puglia, what are 
you hearing from growers in California, and what should this Committee under-
stand about the national consequences of failing to address this? 

Answer. Our members grow hundreds of specialty crops across many diverse 
growing regions. While the production emanating from our members’ California 
growing regions represents a very large share of overall fresh produce sold in the 
U.S., our members operate throughout the Western U.S. and many have supple-
mented their domestic sourcing capabilities by establishing grower partnerships 
abroad (not limited to Mexico) or investing in owned and operated farms abroad. 
Where and when to grow depends on many factors, such as seasonality, climate, soil 
and water supply conditions, labor availability and cost, other input costs, regu-
latory pressures, and retailer/food service customer demands. In short, it’s com-
plicated. An additional aspect that comes with representing growers and shippers 
of some 300 different specialty crops: Some crops grown by WG members in the U.S. 
are successfully exported for sale in Mexico, and that market—as with all export 
markets—is thus very important to the economic viability of many WG members. 
Other specialty crops grown by our members in the U.S. face seasonal import pres-
sures from competing growers operating in Mexico, as you note. 

The economics of production in the U.S., and especially in the terrible regulatory 
and cost structure of California, has created an unlevel playing field with Mexico 
(and almost every other foreign food-producing nation). USMCA revisions should 
serve to lessen that gap. We propose that USMCA should be used to engage Mexico 
on systemic issues facing all domestic growers across all regions. We believe labor 
standard reforms agreed to by Mexico as part of USMCA should be more actively 
and transparently enforced to help level the playing field. We also suggest that that 
fresh produce food safety standards are inequitably applied, creating an undesirable 
economic advantage for Mexican-based farms that places American producers at 
risk of lost consumer confidence and demand due to food safety incidents outside 
their control. U.S. negotiators should insist on more stringent food safety measures 
for imported produce as part of a revised USMCA agreement. 

We are certainly aware of the call from industry colleagues in the Southeast that 
U.S. negotiators press for tariff rate quotas on certain seasonal and perishable fruit 
and vegetable imports from Mexico. In my testimony, I noted that there are several 
existing statutory tools available to address trade issues between our three coun-
tries. Antidumping and countervailing duty cases are one such vehicle—allowed 
within the framework of USMCA—that can be used to do so. As example the case 
on tomatoes from Mexico has moved through the formal legal process and Mexican 
producers have been found by the U.S. to have dumped tomatoes into the U.S. mar-
ket, triggering imposition of a 17% general tariff rate. Likewise, cases have been 
filed on mushrooms from Canada and strawberries from Mexico. While we do not 
know the outcome of these cases yet they allow specific relief to be sought for indi-
vidual crops with seasonal specificity if necessary. In addition, as the Trump Admin-
istration has demonstrated with vigor, Section 301 investigations can be utilized to 
allege and demonstrate economic harm to domestic producers and justify imposition 
of tariffs specific to the findings of those investigations. We believe these are strong 
and proven avenues for resolution of economically harmful imports and should re-
main the primary tools utilized. 

Question 2. In 1930, Congress passed a trust mechanism as part of the Perishable 
Agricultural Commodities Act (PACA), which provides fresh produce shippers first- 
priority creditor status in the event of a buyer bankruptcy. A similar policy was 
adopted by Canada in 2024. Without similar protections in place in Mexico to pro-
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1 7 U.S.C. 499e(c).† 
* Editor’s note: footnote references annotated † with are retained in Committee file. 
2 Subedi and Giri, ‘‘Specialty crop farms have highest labor cost as portion of total cash ex-

pense’’,† USDA–ERS October 15, 2024. 
3 Martin and Simnitt. ‘‘U.S. Fruit and Vegetable Industries Try To Cope With Rising Labor 

Costs’’ † (https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2022/december/u-s-fruit-and-vegetable-indus-
tries-try-to-cope-with-rising-labor-costs). USDA–ERS. Dec. 28, 2022. 

4 H–2A Adverse Effect Wage Rates,† historical data for California found at https:// 
flag.dol.gov/wage-data/adverse-effect-wage-rates. 

5 Report of the Independent Mexico Labor Export Board,† October 6, 2025 at page 52 found 
at https://aflcio.org/sites/default/files/2025-10/IMLEB_REPORT_2025_10_06.pdf. 

tect growers and shippers, how has this affected fair and secure trade across the 
border? 

Answer. Among the key challenges in perishable agricultural trade across North 
America is the issue of payment security and specifically the absence of a reciprocal, 
enforceable mechanism to protect growers and shippers of fresh produce against 
non-payment stemming from bankruptcies or insolvencies. 

The United States provides a trust mechanism as part of the Perishable Agricul-
tural Commodities Act (PACA) establishing a statutory trust that grants fresh 
produce shippers first-priority creditor status in the event of a buyer bankruptcy.1 * 
This protection is essential, as highly perishable products cannot typically be re-
claimed or resold. 

However, for decades U.S. shippers have not had comparable protection under Ca-
nadian or Mexican law. After years of advocacy, Canada addressed this gap with 
the passage of Bill C–280 at the end of 2024, creating a PACA-like deemed trust 
and establishing reciprocal protection for shippers on both sides of the U.S.-Canada 
border. 

Western Growers urges that the USMCA contain a commitment from Mexico to 
adopt a similar mechanism—modeled on the USDA PACA Trust or Canada’s Bill 
C–280—to provide equivalent protection for exporters of perishable agricultural 
commodities. Such a tool would establish trilateral safeguards, ensuring fair and se-
cure trade across all three North American markets. 

Attached for the record is a letter sent by multiple produce organizations to USTR 
and USDA making this same request. 

Question 3. Western Growers highlighted labor concerns during the original 
USMCA negotiations, and while Mexico has enacted some labor reforms and adopt-
ed the Rapid Response Labor Mechanism, concerns about enforcement persist. What 
further reforms or enforcement measures are needed to create a truly balanced trad-
ing environment, and how can U.S. negotiators ensure that Mexico delivers on its 
commitments during negotiations? 

Answer. As Members of this Committee know, growing and harvesting fresh 
produce requires a huge amount of human labor. Indeed, labor’s share of the cost 
of production is nearly 40% for fruit and vegetable growers.2 Moreover, average 
hourly earnings of U.S. agricultural workers increased 16 percent between 2001 and 
2019, outpacing that of non-agricultural wages (five percent growth) and affirming 
the distinct challenges of finding sufficient labor for our farms.3 More recently, agri-
cultural wage growth has been even more staggering as evidenced by H–2A wage 
increases of 28% between 2021 and 2025.4 Given this reality, one of the biggest per-
sistent disadvantages U.S. producers can and do have when competing against im-
ports is the disparity in labor costs and standards. 

We acknowledge that there have been successful changes to Mexican labor laws 
and positive results for certain sectors since USMCA came into force. Nevertheless, 
full compliance has not been realized. Indeed, the Independent Mexico Labor Expert 
Board (IMLEB)—comprised of 12 members appointed by Congressional leadership 
and the Administration—was established to monitor and evaluate the implementa-
tion of Mexico’s labor reform and compliance with its labor obligations under 
USMCA. That Board recently reported that Mexico is not in compliance with its 
USMCA labor obligations.5 

In addition, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) recently reported that Mexico 
‘‘made significant advancement in efforts to eliminate the worst forms of child labor’’ 
but also noted that child labor problems in that country persist, including in the 
agriculture sector. The DOL provides several observations and provides rec-
ommendations for how Mexico might remedy these continued concerns. As one ex-
ample DOL notes that the number of inspectors lags far behind the number needed 
to provide ‘‘adequate coverage’’ for Mexico’s 60.5 million workforce (660 inspectors). 
DOL also reported that the Mexican Government has not provided ‘‘complete infor-
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6 Bureau of International Labor Affairs, Child Labor in Mexico: Findings from the U.S. De-
partment of Labor † (https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ilab/resources/reports/child-labor/mexico), 
U.S. Dept. of Labor. 

7 Gould, L. Hannah, et al. ‘‘Outbreaks of disease associated with food imported into the United 
States, 1996–2014.’’ † Emerging infectious diseases 23.3 (2017): 525. 
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11 FDA Should Strengthen Inspection Efforts to Safeguard the U.S. Food Supply † (https:// 
www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-107571.pdf), GAO–25–107571, p. 9–11. Jan. 8, 2025. 

12 De Ann Davis, FDA Needs to Improve its Response to Outbreaks Involving Foreign Fresh 
Produce,† Jan. 12 2026. 

mation on labor and criminal law enforcement efforts to address the worst forms 
of child labor.’’ 6 

Reinforcing and building upon USMCA’s labor requirements will not only promote 
better conditions for Mexican workers but also foster fairer competition with the 
United States. WG strongly supports efforts to reinforce and build upon USMCA’s 
labor provisions, with consideration given to the recommendations made by the 
IMLEB and DOL, respectively. 
Question Submitted by Hon. Jim Costa, a Representative in Congress from Cali-

fornia 
Question. Western Growers highlights the significant work that domestic fruit and 

vegetable operations put into ensuring our food supply is safe. You have, however, 
noted that the FDA may be treating imported and domestic food inequitably. Can 
you provide, for the record, more detail on this situation? 

Answer. Our industry makes major investments in food safety to combat out-
breaks and recalls. As an example, Western Growers is one of the two largest finan-
cial backers of the Center for Produce Safety, which has funded nearly $50 million 
in scientific research to enable these continuous improvements. Farmers take the 
product of these learnings and then spend tens of millions of dollars hiring dedi-
cated staff and implementing new technologies and techniques. 

Within the produce sector CDC data shows between 1996 and 2014 more than 
half of all produce-related foodborne outbreaks were caused by produce sourced from 
foreign countries.7 In 2021 roughly 60% of all fruit consumed in the United States 
was imported and nearly 40% of all vegetables.8 Mexico is by far the largest ex-
porter of produce to the United States accounting for 34% of all fresh fruit and 73% 
of fresh vegetable imports. Canada is by far the second largest vegetable exporter 
into the United States.9 

Food safety thus cannot stop at the border but currently the United States in-
spects less than 2% of all food imports.10 Beyond that the FDA currently has a for-
eign inspection workforce of 20 and globally conducts less than 1,000 foreign facility 
inspections annually (all types of food) out of a universe of 125,000 foreign facili-
ties.11 

Recent outbreaks in cantaloupes are illustrative of the disparity in treatment: In 
2022 an outbreak was traced to southern Indiana. The FDA physically inspected all 
the farms involved, all were publicly identified, whole genome sequencing was per-
formed, using hundreds of samples taken in the fields and packing sheds for these 
operations. In the wake of the outbreak Indiana’s share of the U.S. market went 
from 6% to less than 1%. By comparison, in 2023 a cantaloupe outbreak was linked 
to farms in Mexico. There is no information in the record that the FDA conducted 
the sort of rigorous sampling and inspection of fields and packing sheds on these 
Mexican operations. While imports from one farm were frozen, imports from the re-
gion continued and imports from the frozen farm’s packing shed were only tempo-
rarily closed. Mexico before the outbreak represented 9% of the market, which con-
tinues to be that country’s share today.12 

USMCA renewal presents an opportunity for the United States to ensure that 
food safety oversight and standards are as vigorous in Mexico as they are domesti-
cally. Our USMCA recommendations for Mexico include: 

FDA personnel should conduct on-farm food safety system inspections in Mexico. 
FDA currently does conduct some inspections overseas but as noted they are lim-
ited. While inspecting every foreign farm is impossible, inspections should be in-
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creased with a focus on farms that were the source of an outbreak with inspections 
happening with little to no notice once a farm has been identified. 

USDA completes on-farm inspections for pests in the Mexican avocado sector by 
hiring and training on-the-ground Mexican nationals to supplement American based 
personnel to create scale. We likewise believe FDA should hire and train staff to 
conduct on-farm inspections in a source country in the immediate wake of an out-
break linked to Mexican operations. 

Inspection manuals and requirements would be based on documents FDA cur-
rently uses domestically during an outbreak investigation of a potential source U.S. 
farm, as well as training they do with various states who might be contracted to 
conduct domestic farm FDA inspections. 

Materials would be modified and customized for language needs and local cir-
cumstance. FDA on-farm inspection in Mexico would focus on farms identified in an 
outbreak investigation. 

If produce has been aggregated and no individual farm can be identified as the 
source of an outbreak, then all farms identified via trace-back activities will be sub-
ject to timely investigation by the FDA. If even that is not possible, then surveil-
lance testing at the field, post-harvest or packing step in a Mexican growing region 
that was the origin of an outbreak would occur. 

If systems on farm are deemed inadequate, then the FDA would (as it does do-
mestically) place the foreign grower on notice to remedy failings and upgrade sys-
tems, and if they cannot (or a grower refuses inspection access), then entry into U.S. 
commerce would be prohibited just as it would for a U.S.-based operation subject 
to FDA investigation. 

Why use USMCA for this concept? American Government personnel of course can-
not perform inspections in a sovereign nation without consent. USMCA could thus 
be used to expand and enhance inspection protocols. 

ATTACHMENT 

March 20, 2026 
Ambassador JULIE CALLAHAN, 
U.S. Trade Representative—Chief Agricultural Negotiator 
Office of the Trade Representative 
Washington, D.C.; 
Under Secretary LUKE LINDBERG, 
Foreign Agricultural Service, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 
Re: Creation of PACA like mechanism in Mexico as part of USMCA 
Dear Ambassador Callahan and Under Secretary Lindberg, 
We write to you today to discuss a unique issue for the produce industry that we 

want to include as part of USMCA. Collectively the associations writing to you today 
account for the overwhelming majority of all the fresh produce grown in the United 
States. For the collective fresh produce industry, Canada and Mexico are by far our 
top two export markets, with room for growth especially for exports to Mexico. Over 
the past thirty years, North American free trade cooperation has resulted in U.S. 
produce exports ramping up from $1.4 billion in 1995 to $6.2 billion in 2024—an 
astonishing 330 percent growth. For the extremely diverse U.S. fresh vegetable sec-
tor, 87 percent of its roughly $2.5 billion exports are destined for Canada and Mex-
ico annually.1 

As a result, American growers are deeply interested in ensuring the best commer-
cial climate possible in both these countries. Among the key challenges in perishable 
agricultural trade across North America is the issue of payment security—specifi-
cally, the absence of a reciprocal, enforceable mechanism to protect growers and 
shippers of fresh produce against non-payment stemming from bankruptcies or in-
solvencies. 

In the United States, a trust mechanism as part of the Perishable Agricultural 
Commodities Act (PACA) 2 establishes a statutory trust 3 that grants fresh produce 
shippers first-priority creditor status in the event of a buyer bankruptcy. In the 
event of bankruptcy other suppliers to the bankrupt firm can reclaim merchandise 
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as part of a typical bankruptcy proceeding which may take a measure of time to 
complete. For the produce industry that is not an avenue that we can use given the 
perishable nature of our product—by the time bankruptcy is over our products can-
not typically be reclaimed or resold, hence the need for PACA. 

However, for decades U.S. shippers have not had comparable protection under Ca-
nadian or Mexican law. After years of advocacy, Canada addressed this gap with 
the passage of Bill C–280 at the end of 2024, creating a PACA-like deemed trust 
and establishing reciprocal protection for shippers on both sides of the U.S.-Canada 
border.4 

As the Administration works to reduce the agricultural trade deficit and increase 
exports of U.S. specialty crops, it is imperative that our top trading partners imple-
ment policies, such as PACA protections, that encourage U.S. shippers to maintain 
and grow their business in those markets. The fresh produce industry therefore 
urges that Mexico adopt their own version of this system which would provide pro-
tections for producers of perishable agricultural commodities equivalent to those 
under the USDA–PACA Trust or Canada’s Bill C–280. Such a tool would establish 
trilateral safeguards, ensuring fair and secure trade across all three North Amer-
ican markets. 

Finally, we note that there were some initial conversations by Mexico when 
NAFTA was originally passed and the Mexican Government even sent agents to 
Washington DC to learn about PACA. Unfortunately, nothing materialized. With 
this Administration’s renewed focus on ensuring reciprocal, safe and secure business 
environments for American businesses working in foreign countries—especially our 
American farmers—we believe this is the perfect time to establish these PACA pro-
tections for the fresh produce industry in Mexico. 

We stand ready to help the Administration in this effort, please feel free to reach 
out. 

Sincerely, 

California Fresh Fruit Association North American Blueberry Council 
California Table Grape Commission Northwest Horticultural Council 
Florida Tomato Exchange Texas International Produce Association 
International Fresh Produce Association U.S. Apple Association 
National Potato Council Western Growers 

cc: 
Under Secretary Dudley Hoskins. 
Response from Jamie Beyer, Member, Executive Committee, American Soy-

bean Association 
Questions Submitted by Hon. Don Bacon, a Representative in Congress from Ne-

braska 
Question 1. Ms. Beyer, Nebraska is the fifth largest soybean producing state, larg-

est white corn producing state, and third largest yellow corn producing state. Mexico 
and Canada are the top export destinations for Nebraska’s staple commodities. 
What conversations are you involved in with the executive branch to try and ensure 
these important markets are preserved during USMCA’s renewal? 

Answer. The American Soybean Association (ASA) continues to share a consistent 
topline message with the White House and across government agencies regarding 
the renewal of the U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement (USMCA)—‘‘do no harm.’’ As ref-
erenced in my testimony, USMCA has been a success for U.S. soybean farmers and 
our domestic agriculture industry broadly. USMCA and its predecessor, the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), have provided stability and predict-
ability for integration of North American agricultural markets. 

The USMCA is the ‘‘gold standard’’ of trade agreements, and for soybean farmers, 
the importance cannot be overstated. To underscore the real-world value of this 
long-term, predictable, multilateral free trade agreement, ASA has articulated the 
lasting positive impact of USMCA in terms of maintaining and expanding market 
access for U.S. soybeans. 

Since the inception of NAFTA and subsequent adoption of USMCA, U.S. soy ex-
ports to Mexico have quadrupled, making Mexico the second largest export market 
in the world for the U.S. soy complex (i.e., whole beans, soybean oil, and soybean 
meal). During the same period, U.S. soy exports to Canada have doubled—with U.S. 
soybean meal market that is expected to grow as U.S. domestic soybean crush ca-
pacity expands, as demonstrated by the new and increasing investments in David 
City, Lincoln, and Norfolk, Nebraska. Across the board, since USMCA took effect 
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in 2020, the value of U.S. agriculture exports to Canada and Mexico has increased 
by 47% compared to an 18% increase in value for the rest of the world. 

Question 2. Ms. Beyer, if we fail to renew USMCA, please explain the negative 
consequences that will be faced by growers who rely on Canada and Mexico as the 
top export destination for soybeans and corn, especially considering the negative 
economic conditions across row crop agriculture today. 

Answer. U.S. farmers are facing one of the most challenging economic situations 
in years, with depressed commodity prices, high input costs, and continued uncer-
tainty in global markets. Maintaining strong export markets is more important than 
ever, and failure to renew USMCA will undermine the long-term investments that 
farmers, processors, exporters, and rural economies depend on. 

For U.S. soybean farmers, the trilateral trade relationship that USMCA has cul-
tivated offers something that remains a challenge in other export markets: stability. 
When U.S. soybean exports to China—our largest export market—decreased fol-
lowing a reignited trade war between the two global economies, trading partners 
like Mexico helped fill the gap. As global markets for U.S. soy have become increas-
ingly complex and challenging, our farmers rely on the assurances afforded by 
USMCA that market access with Mexico and Canada will remain unhindered. 

The integrated North American agricultural economy benefits all three trading 
partners. USMCA not only bolsters export markets for U.S. soy but also ensures re-
liable access to critical agricultural inputs. U.S. soybean farmers depend on a global 
supply chain for fertilizers, crop protection tools, seeds, and other critical farming 
inputs. Notably, over 87% of potash used by U.S. farmers is sourced from Canada. 
As farming input costs continue to rise, maintaining duty-free access to cross-border 
inputs remains critical. Failure to renew USMCA would be catastrophic to our bot-
tom lines. 
Question Submitted by Hon. Randy Feenstra, a Representative in Congress from 

Iowa 
Question. Given the importance of Mexico as a market for U.S. farm exports, how 

can the United States use ongoing USMCA negotiations to encourage Mexico to 
align with the United States and Canada—so that plant breeding innovations like 
genome editing have a clear, streamlined pathway to market? 

Answer. In 2020, USMCA became the first major free trade agreement to include 
provisions dedicated to addressing technical barriers to trade (TBT) related to agri-
cultural biotechnology. The agricultural biotechnology provisions address older tech-
nologies like genetic engineering as well as modern innovations like genome editing. 
As I noted in my testimony, the new agricultural biotechnology standards preempt 
disruptive TBTs and direct science-based, consistent compliance. 

As discussed in my testimony, USMCA also strengthened sanitary and 
phytosanitary (SPS) measures to align with the World Trade Organization SPS 
Agreement, formalized processes to evaluate SPS barriers before dispute escalation, 
and addressed TBTs like low-level presence and authorization delays through new 
provisions. Together, the updated SPS chapter and biotechnology provisions have al-
lowed the U.S. to overcome disruptive trade barriers, as demonstrated by the dis-
pute resolution between the U.S. and Mexico stemming from Mexican policies that 
prevented the approval of genetically engineered crops. 

Looking ahead, the U.S. should address concerns regarding Mexico’s ongoing agri-
cultural biotechnology licensing and registration delays by reaffirming the science- 
based regulatory terms agreed upon in USMCA to ensure stable and predictable 
market access. Rather than continuing to resolve disputes through the USMCA con-
sultative mechanism, ensuring Mexico’s continued compliance with USMCA is crit-
ical to maintaining predictable market access for both U.S. agricultural exports and 
crop protection tools. 
Response from Michael Schumpp, Senior Director of International Affairs, 

Meat Institute 
Question Submitted by Hon. Randy Feenstra, a Representative in Congress from 

Iowa 
Question. USMCA has been critical to ensuring that American agricultural prod-

ucts can move safely and efficiently across North America, but those trade opportu-
nities only work if we have the infrastructure to support them. For meat exports 
specifically, cold chain storage and efficient border processes are essential to ensur-
ing our producers can reliably deliver high-quality products to consumers around 
the world. 

Can you discuss the importance of maintaining a strong cold chain system, and 
how modernizing USMCA through improved digital SPS coordination and reduced 
border delays will strengthen opportunities for American meat producers? 
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Answer. Maintaining a strong cold chain system is essential to the success of the 
U.S. meat industry. A substantial share of U.S. meat exports to Canada and Mexico 
are chilled and therefore have a shorter shelf-life than frozen products, further ne-
cessitating a strong cold chain infrastructure. Mexico primarily imports chilled cuts, 
like rounds and chucks, for retail supermarkets and meat, like skirt steak, for food- 
service. The remainder consists of chilled variety meats, including tongue, tripe, and 
lips. Meanwhile, Canada sources high-value, fresh/chilled USDA Choice and Prime 
graded subprimals to supply its retail and high-end restaurant sectors. Pork dis-
tribution is even more heavily skewed toward chilled shipments, driven by Mexico’s 
significant demand for fresh hams and picnics used in commercial processing. 

An uninterrupted cold chain—ranging from meat packing and processing facilities 
to cold storage establishments, refrigerated trucks, and port reefer capacity—pre-
serves product safety, maintains quality, reduces food waste, and ensures customers 
and consumers in Canada and Mexico have access to fresh, safe American meat 
products. Because chilled products have a shorter shelf life, exports of meat from 
the U.S. to Mexico and Canada rely on refrigerated trucks (more than 90% of traffic) 
to ensure prompt border clearance and prevent spoilage. Under USMCA, fresh, 
chilled, and frozen meat products cross our northern and southern borders mostly 
tariff-free, which keeps trade flowing efficiently and mitigates the need to divert 
these specific perishable goods to other international markets. 

USDA has implemented the Public Health Information System (PHIS) to mod-
ernize and streamline export certification through digital means for more than 140 
countries, including Canada and Mexico. Although all export certificates for meat 
and poultry products (FSIS Form 9060–5 series) for Canada and Mexico are gen-
erated and digitally signed through PHIS, Canada and Mexico require a printed 
version of the digitally signed FSIS Form 9060–5 series certificate, including the 
PHIS-generated watermark, to accompany shipments. This adds undue paperwork 
redundancy to USDA’s attempt to implement a more streamlined system, and ulti-
mately results in longer processing times for exports that, if truly digitized, would 
not require additional paperwork validation. Digital SPS systems can streamline the 
exchange of health certificates, inspection data, and other regulatory documentation, 
reducing paperwork, improving transparency, and helping regulatory agencies proc-
ess shipments more efficiently. Greater interoperability between U.S., Canadian, 
and Mexican systems can also reduce administrative burdens while maintaining rig-
orous food safety standards. 

USMCA has strengthened the relationships among the North American food safe-
ty regulatory agencies (USDA, Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA), and 
Servicio Nacional de Sanidad, Inocuidad y Calidad Agroalimentaria (SENASICA)). 
Current issues with digital certificates and existing paperwork requirements can be 
addressed using regulatory cooperation channels—changes to USMCA are not re-
quired to further align the U.S., Canada, and Mexico’s digital trade systems. The 
Meat Institute supports USDA, CFIA, and SENASICA convening to further stream-
line and digitize meat trade by ensuring alignment across the countries’ export cer-
tification systems and by removing requirements that paper copies of certificates 
and other export documentation travel with shipments. All export documentation 
should be housed in a country’s digital export verification system and import inspec-
tion personnel in all three countries should be permitted to review and approve 
shipments using integrated digital systems. This will ensure that the American 
meat industry remains competitive and is capable of safely and efficiently delivering 
high-quality meat products to customers and consumers throughout North America. 
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