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I. INTRODUCTION 

Congress created a private right of action in Title III to hold persons liable for trafficking 

in property confiscated by the Cuban Government.  But Congress intentionally limited liability to 

persons who “knowingly and intentionally” trafficked in the property actually confiscated by the 

Cuban Government, and provided the right of action only to persons who before March 12, 1996 

were both United States citizens and acquired an ownership interest in the confiscated property.   

Plaintiff has failed to allege, and refuses to allege, any facts establishing the fundamental elements 

of a Title III claim.  Plaintiff fails to allege that he acquired an ownership interest in the property 

before March 12, 1996, or that he was a United States citizen before March 12, 1996, or that the 

property at issue was actually confiscated by the Cuban Government, or that Amazon “knowingly 

and intentionally” trafficked in any property confiscated by the Cuban Government.  Because it 

fails to allege facts supporting any of these elements for a Title III claim, the Complaint should be 

dismissed. 

The Act was intended to protect property rights of United States citizens and to deter 

investors from doing business with the Cuban Government.  For this reason, Congress limited 

liability only to parties who knowingly and intentionally traffic in the confiscated property, and 

provided a right of action to persons who had an interest in the property and were U.S. citizens 

prior to March 1996.  Requiring plaintiffs to have been a United States citizen when the law was 

enacted in 1996 was intended to prevent foreign nationals from transferring claims to United States 

citizens and then filing a Title III claim.  Title III requires a party to knowingly and intentionally 

traffic in confiscated property because Congress wanted to deter investors from purposefully 

transacting business with the Cuban Government.  Plaintiff fails to plead the core facts essential 

to the purpose of, and to state, a Title III claim. 
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Plaintiff seeks to hold Amazon liable for trafficking in property confiscated by the Cuban 

Government based solely on the allegation that an unidentified third party posted for sale on 

Amazon.com charcoal that was labeled as being produced by “independent farmers in Cuba.”  

Plaintiff concludes, without any factual support, that the charcoal for sale on Amazon.com came 

from land that was owned by his grandfather and confiscated by the Cuban Government (the 

“Farmland”).  Unable to plead facts to support any of the elements of a Title III claim, Plaintiff’s 

Opposition rests upon conclusory allegations that merely track the elements of a Title III claim.  

Those allegations are insufficient to state a claim as a matter of law.  

II. ARGUMENT

A. Plaintiff Fails To Plead Necessary Facts To Plausibly Show Amazon 
“Knowingly And Intentionally” Trafficked In Confiscated Property  

Plaintiff insists in his Opposition that he alleged sufficient facts to plausibly show that 

Amazon “knowingly and intentionally” trafficked in property confiscated by the Cuban 

Government simply by regurgitating the conclusion that Amazon “knowingly” and “intentionally” 

trafficked in property confiscated by the Cuban Government.  (See Opp., at 4.)  Plaintiff argues 

that he may plead generally Title III’s scienter element, citing to Rule 9(b), which allows the 

“condition[] of a person’s mind” to be generally plead.  (Id., at 3.)  But under Rule 9(b)’s general 

pleading standard “a complaint must include ‘factual content that allows the court to draw the 

reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged,’ and must include 

allegations plausibly suggesting (not merely consistent with) the plaintiff’s entitlement to relief.”  

(Id., at 3–4 (quoting Lisk v. Lumber One Wood Preserving, LLC, 792 F.3d 1331, 1338–39 (11th 

Cir. 2015)).)1  So too under Rule 8, a complaint must be dismissed unless it “contain[s] sufficient 

1 This Court dismissed a claim with a scienter requirement because the complaint lacked 
sufficient facts to demonstrate the requisite knowledge.  (Mot., at 16–17 (citing Ruiz v. Experian 
Info. Sols., Inc., 16-CV-25102, 2017 WL 1378242, at *2 (S.D. Fla. Apr. 14, 2017).)  Plaintiff does 
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factual matter, accepted as true, to state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.”  Ashcroft v. 

Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009).  Under both Rules 8 and 9, simply stating the statutory elements 

for scienter, i.e., Amazon “knowingly and intentionally” trafficked in confiscated property, is not 

sufficient.  Causes of action, such as the one provided by Congress in Title III, that have elements 

of knowledge or intent cannot be plead, as Plaintiff argues, in a conclusory fashion.  (Mot., at 16 

(collecting cases).)2

Plaintiff does not dispute that to be liable for “trafficking” under Title III, Amazon must 

have known or had reason to know that the property it trafficked in was “confiscated property” by 

the Cuban Government, and that Amazon must have intended to traffic in that confiscated 

property.  (Id. at 15.)  The Complaint’s factual allegations against Amazon are solely that it 

operated a website where charcoal described as being from Cuba was posted for sale by an 

unknown third person.   (Id. at 10; Opp., at 4.)  But Plaintiff has not alleged – as he must – facts 

showing or even suggesting that Amazon knew or should have known that the charcoal came from 

not even address, much less dispute, this Court’s decision, which rejects Plaintiff’s position that 
he may allege knowledge and intent in conclusory fashion.  
2 Plaintiff’s cases are in agreement; in fact, in two of the three cases cited for the pleading 
standard of claims with a scienter requirement the Eleventh Circuit affirmed dismissal for failure 
to allege facts showing state of mind or scienter.  In Mizzaro v. Home Depot, Inc., the Eleventh 
Circuit affirmed dismissal of a securities fraud case, holding that plaintiff “failed to plead scienter 
adequately.”  544 F.3d 1230, 1254 (11th Cir. 2008).  Roe v. Aware Woman Ctr. for Choice, Inc., 
was a case brought under the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances Act, which provides civil 
remedies for anyone whose ability to obtain reproductive health services has been intentionally 
interfered with.  253 F.3d 678, 679 (11th Cir. 2001).  The Eleventh Circuit affirmed dismissal 
because “the complaint contains no allegations, inferential or otherwise, regarding the defendants’ 
motive”—an essential element of the claim.  Id. at 684.  Finally, in Lisk, the court determined that 
plaintiff adequately alleged a third-party beneficiary claim because it was able to infer from the 
alleged fact that defendant warranted the quality of its products that the defendant intended “to 
warrant its product to end users.”  792 F.3d 1331, 1338.  Unlike in Lisk, here, Plaintiff does not, 
and cannot, point to any alleged facts from which the Court could infer that Amazon knew the 
Farmland was property confiscated by the Cuban Government and intended to traffic in it. 
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the property confiscated by the Cuban Government, i.e., the Farmland, or that Amazon 

intentionally trafficked in that confiscated property. 

With only cursory analysis, Plaintiff wrongly relies on Havana Docks Corp. v. Carnival 

Corp., No. 19-cv-21724 (S.D. Fla. Aug. 28, 2019) (Bloom, J.),3  a Helms-Burton case that survived 

a motion to dismiss.  (See Opp., at 5 (“this Court has concluded that another Title III plaintiff has 

sufficiently plead allegations under the Libertad Act having very similar language to the instant 

Complaint”).)  But in Havana Docks I, the defendant did not challenge whether the complaint 

failed to adequately allege scienter, and the Court did not consider or address Title III’s scienter 

pleading requirement when denying defendant’s motion to dismiss.  See Motion to Dismiss, 

Havana Docks I, ECF No. 47.  Moreover, because the plaintiffs failed to adequately show that 

they had an ownership interest at the time of the alleged trafficking, Judge Bloom granted two 

Rule 12(b)(6) motions to dismiss with prejudice in related Title III cases brought by Havana Docks, 

in which the Court “reconsider[ed] its previous interpretation of the statute . . .”  Havana Docks 

Corp. v. MSC Cruises SA CO, et al, Case No. 19-cv-23588, 2020 WL 59637, at *2, *5 (S.D. Fla. 

Jan. 6, 2020); see also Havana Docks Corp. v. Norwegian Cruise Line Holdings, LTD., Case No. 

19-cv-23591, at *5 2020 WL 70988 (S.D. Fla. Jan. 7, 2020).   

More fundamentally, the plaintiff’s allegations in Havana Docks I are entirely distinct from 

Plaintiff’s allegations against Amazon.  In Havana Docks I, Carnival allegedly brought cruise 

passengers directly to the property that the Cuban Government had confiscated.  Compl. ¶¶ 6, 11–

12, Havana Docks I, ECF No. 1.  And, critically, the plaintiff had a certified claim by the Foreign 

Claims Settlement Commission (“FCSC”), which was authorized by Congress to consider claims 

against the Cuban Government resulting from nationalization of property owned by United States 

3 Hereinafter referred to as (“Havana Docks I”).

Case 1:19-cv-23988-RNS   Document 25   Entered on FLSD Docket 01/10/2020   Page 8 of 15



5 

nationals.  See 22 U.S.C. § 1643b(a).  The FCSC had issued a public final order certifying that the 

plaintiff suffered a loss related to the value of the property actually confiscated by the Cuban 

Government and the Order certifying the claim notified Carnival that the property, i.e., the docks, 

had been confiscated.  Havana Docks I, ECF No. 1-1, at 2-4, attached hereto as Ex. 1 (Havana 

Docks’ Certified Claim).  By contrast, Plaintiff does not allege facts that Amazon had any 

involvement with the confiscated Farmland or that Amazon had reason to know that the charcoal 

being sold by a third party came from the Farmland, much less that the Farmland was confiscated. 

Plaintiff contends that Amazon’s Motion to Dismiss somehow “disputes issues of fact.”  

(Opp., at 5 (“the issues raised by Amazon concerning Fig. 1 of the Complaint is a factual dispute 

not appropriate at this stage, as it calls into question a direct issue of fact.”).)  To be clear, Amazon 

is not disputing any of the facts alleged (for the purpose of its Motion to Dismiss).  Rather, the 

Complaint should be dismissed because of the absence of factual allegations in the Complaint.  

The allegation of a single posting on Amazon.com by an unknown person with the marketing 

statements in Fig. 1 of the Complaint (i.e., that charcoal is “Direct from Farmers in Cuba” and 

“sourced from independent farmers in Cuba”) cannot support a conclusion that Amazon trafficked 

in the Farmland both knowingly and intentionally.  As the Motion carefully explains, simply 

having reason to know that the product might have been from Cuba does not suggest that Amazon 

had reason to know that the product was from property confiscated by the Cuban Government.  

(See Mot., at 18–19.)  The Opposition does not argue that facts were alleged from which the Court 

could infer that Amazon had reason to know that the product came from property confiscated by 

the Cuban Government, and therefore plaintiff concedes this point.  See Brady v. Medtronic, Inc., 

No. 13-CV-62199-RNS, 2014 WL 1377830, at *6 (S.D. Fla. Apr. 8, 2014) (Scola, J.) (failure to 

address argument in opposition to motion to dismiss waives counterargument).   
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Finally, the Opposition claims that trafficking in charcoal is the same as trafficking in the 

confiscated Farmland.  (Opp., at 6.)  Plaintiff’s argument is difficult to follow, but concludes with 

a hypothetical ostensibly intended to convey that Amazon’s position would lead to absurd results:  

in the mining context, for example, a trafficking party could escape liability under 
Title III by investing in only the oil and gas deposits extracted from the confiscated 
property because the oil and gas would somehow (and magically) become 
“unconfiscated” property when extracted from the confiscated property.   

(Id., at 6-7)  The hypothetical is useless for understanding Title III’s scienter requirement because 

it does not include critical facts as to scienter—whether the investor knew or had reason to know 

that the oil and gas deposits were confiscated property.  If not, then the scienter requirement would 

not be satisfied.  Far from leading to an absurdity, as Plaintiff suggests, the result in Plaintiff’s 

hypothetical is consistent with Helms-Burton’s purpose of targeting activity that is capable of 

being deterred.  (Mot., at 13–15.)  Here, because Plaintiff cannot allege facts from which the Court 

could plausibly infer that Amazon knowingly and intentionally trafficked in property confiscated 

by the Cuban Government, Plaintiff’s claim fails as a matter of law. 

B. Plaintiff Fails To Plead That Amazon Trafficked In The Property 

Confiscated by the Cuban Government – The Farmland  

To state a claim under Title III, Plaintiff must also allege that Amazon trafficked in the 

property actually confiscated by the Cuban Government to which he owns a claim.  (Mot., at 20–

21); see also Havana Docks v. MSC, 2020 WL 59637, at *4  (“[a]ny other interpretation of the Act 

would require the Court to ignore . . . the qualifying word[] ‘such’ . . . out of the liability imposing 

language . . . which would run afoul of basic canons of statutory interpretation.”).  Plaintiff 

acknowledges that he attempted to allege that Amazon trafficked in the charcoal, not in the 

Farmland.  (Opp., at 7.)  Allegations that Amazon trafficked in charcoal, however, do not give rise 

to a claim under Title III because the Cuban Government did not confiscate charcoal and Plaintiff 
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does not own a claim to the confiscated charcoal.  (See Mot., at 22.)    Because Plaintiff cannot 

allege that Amazon trafficked in the property confiscated by the Cuban Government—the 

Farmland—Plaintiff fails to state a claim under Title III.   

Plaintiff argues that the charcoal is one in the same as the Farmland, and thus trafficking 

in charcoal that was not confiscated by the Cuban Government is the same as trafficking in the 

Farmland that was allegedly confiscated.  (Opp., at 7.)  As correctly noted by the Plaintiff, Helms-

Burton “defines ‘property’ in broad terms” (id.) as “any property . . . whether real, personal, or 

mixed . . . .”  22 U.S.C. § 6023(12)(A).  Notably, the Act’s definition of “property” intentionally 

does not include items produced on the subject property.  Moreover, the broad definition supports 

the position that the charcoal is not the same as the Farmland.  By defining “property” to include 

both real and personal property, a party can be liable under Helms-Burton if it traffics in personal 

property (e.g., charcoal) confiscated by the Cuban Government separate and apart from liability 

for trafficking in real property (e.g., the Farmland) from which the charcoal allegedly came.4

Moreover, the legislative history of Title III shows Congress intended to discourage persons and 

companies from engaging in commercial activity involving the specific property confiscated by 

the Cuban Government.  (See Mot., at 21.)5  As such, Plaintiff’s allegation of trafficking in the 

4 Oddly, the Opposition also cherry-picks a definition of “property” in the Internal Revenue 
Code, stating, “[A]ll of the taxpayer’s operating mineral interests in a separate tract or parcel of 
land shall be combined and treated as one property . . . .”  (Opp., at 7 (quoting 26 U.S.C. § 
614(b)(1)(A)).)  Because “property” is explicitly defined in Helms-Burton the Court “must follow 
that definition” not a definition in an unrelated statute.  Stenberg v. Carhart, 530 U.S. 914, 942 
(2000).  Insofar as the Internal Revenue Code has any relevance, it shows that Congress knows 
how to define “property” such that real property and resources are treated as one property, but 
chose not to in Helms-Burton.  See Animal Legal Def. Fund v. U.S. Dep't of Agric., 789 F.3d 1206, 
1217 (11th Cir. 2015) (“Where Congress knows how to say something but chooses not to, its 
silence is controlling.” (quoting In re Haas, 48 F.3d 1153, 1156 (11th Cir. 1995)).) 
5 Title III allows for recovery in the amount of “the fair market value” of the confiscated 
property, further indicating that the trafficking must be in the confiscated property itself.  22 U.S.C. 
§ 6082(a)(1)(A)(i)(III). 
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charcoal does not satisfy the requirement for a Title III claim that Amazon trafficked in confiscated 

property (because the charcoal was not confiscated).  For this reason alone, Plaintiff fails to state 

a claim under Title III.   

In addition, “traffics” as defined in Helms-Burton excludes “transactions and uses of 

property by a person who is both a citizen of Cuba and a resident of Cuba, and who is not an 

official of the Cuban Government or the ruling political party in Cuba.”  22 U.S.C. § 

6023(13)(B)(iv) (emphasis added).  Plaintiff alleges that the charcoal comes from “independent 

farmers” in Cuba, and thus Plaintiff pleads facts showing a transaction and use of the confiscated 

property by a Cuban citizen or resident, not by the Cuban Government.  The Opposition claims 

that “independent farmers” referenced in the label on the charcoal is a “relative term” in Cuba, “as 

the fundamental precepts [sic] of communism is that the state owns the land.”  (Opp., at 8.)  

However, it is not plausible to read “independent farmers” to mean the Cuban Government or, as 

suggested in the Opposition, as possible “instrumentalities of the Cuban Government.”  (Id.)    

Apart from improperly asking the Court to construe “independent” as the opposite of its 

meaning, Plaintiff’s proposal would render the exclusion in § 6023(13)(B)(iv) meaningless.  Under 

Plaintiff’s interpretation, all transactions involving land in Cuba would necessarily be by the 

Cuban Government.  In other words, no transaction or use of property could ever be undertaken 

by a Cuban citizen and resident who is not an official of the Cuban Government.  As such, under 

Plaintiff’s theory no transaction or use of property could ever fall within the exclusion.   See Corley 

v. United States, 556 U.S. 303, 314 (2009) (“one of the most basic interpretive canons” is that a 

“statute should be construed so that effect is given to all its provisions, so that no part will be 

inoperative or superfluous, void or insignificant” (internal quotation omitted).)  For this 

independent reason, Plaintiff fails to state a claim under Title III.
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C. Plaintiff Fails To Adequately Allege An Actionable Ownership Interest 

Plaintiff acknowledges that he cannot bring a claim under Title III unless he acquired 

ownership of his claim to the Farmland before March 12, 1996 and was a United States national 

before March 12, 1996.  (Mot., at 23–24; Opp., at 8–9.)  Congress established these essential 

requirements so that individuals would not relocate to the United States to bring Title III claims.  

(Mot., at 24.)  President Clinton’s official statement allowing Title III to come into force 

underscored Congressional intent and the necessary requirement to state a Title III claim: 

[A]ll companies doing business in Cuba are hereby on notice that by trafficking in 
expropriated American property, they face the prospect of lawsuits and significant 
liability in the United States.6

But, inexplicably, the Complaint does not allege an ownership interest.  And tellingly, 

Plaintiff’s Opposition does not even say that he can allege facts necessary to state a Title III claim, 

including that he acquired an ownership interest prior to March 12, 1996, or that he was a United 

States national at that time.  See Havana Docks v. MSC., 2020 WL 59637, at *4 (dismissing Title 

III claim for failure to allege actionable ownership interest); Havana Docks v. Norwegian, 2020 

WL 70988, at *5 (same). 

Not only has Plaintiff failed to allege these essential requirements of a Title III claim, he 

has failed to allege facts to show that he “owns a claim” to the Farmland.  Plaintiff’s allegation of 

an ownership interest is wholly conclusory, yet he contends it satisfies his pleading burden.  (Opp., 

at 9–10.)  Case law cited in Amazon’s opening brief, however, clearly holds that such conclusory 

allegations of ownership are insufficient.  (See Mot., at 24 (citing cases.) 

6 President’s Statement on Action on Title III of the Cuban Liberty and Democratic 
Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995, 32 Weekly Comp. Pres. Doc. 1265 (July 16, 1996) (G.P.O. 
authenticated version available at www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/WCPD-1996-07- 
22/pdf/WCPD-1996-07-22-Pg1265.pdf), attached hereto as Ex. 2 (emphasis added).   
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The Opposition responds only by claiming that Amazon’s Motion to Dismiss is 

“premature” and that issues of fact are to be decided later.  (Opp., at 9.)  The Opposition relies on 

Garcia-Bengochea v. Carnival Corp. and Havana Docks I, but fails to analyze the facts in those 

cases.  (Id.)  In those cases, the plaintiff had a certification of a claim to an ownership interest, 

which under Title III, the Court is required to “accept as conclusive proof of ownership of an 

interest in property.”  22 U.S.C. § 6083(a)(1) (emphasis added). The plaintiffs attached to their 

complaints their certified claims to the confiscated property, demonstrating the value of the 

plaintiffs’ claim, that the plaintiffs acquired their ownership interests before 1996, and were United 

States nationals at the time they acquired their ownership interests.7  In those cases, the certified 

claims contained facts demonstrating the plaintiffs’ ownership interest.  See Wilchombe v. TeeVee 

Toons, Inc., 555 F.3d 949, 959 (11th Cir. 2009) (court considering Rule 12(b) motion is limited to 

facts in complaint and exhibits).  Here, Plaintiff does not have a certified claim, and therefore must 

allege other facts from which the Court could infer an actionable ownership interest.8   The 

Opposition fails to identify any such facts.  For this reason, too, Plaintiff fails to state a claim. 

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons and those expressed in its opening brief, Amazon requests that 

the Court dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

7 See Ex. 1 (Havana Docks’ Certified Claim); Garcia-Bengochea v. Carnival Corp., 19-cv-
21725 (S.D. Fla. May 2, 2019), Compl., at Ex. A, ECF No. 1-1, attached hereto as Ex. 3; see also 
22 U.S.C. § 1643b(a) (“The Commission shall receive and determine . . . the amount and validity 
of claims by nationals of the United States against the Government of Cuba . . . for losses resulting 
from nationalization [of] . . . property . . . owned . . . at the time by nationals of the United States.”) 
8 Plaintiff attempts to distinguish Bengochea because it involved a partially certified claim.  
(Opp., at 6.)  But in that case the defendant did not argue in its motion to dismiss that the claim 
was partially uncertified.  See Motion to Dismiss, Garcia-Bengochea v. Carnival Corp., 19-cv-
21725, (S.D. Fla. May 30, 2019), ECF No. 14.  And, here, Plaintiff does not have a certified claim 
and thus there are no facts alleged from which the Court could infer ownership. 
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Statement on Action on Title III of
the Cuban Liberty and Democratic
Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act of 1995
July 16, 1996

From the outset of my administration, I
have been committed to a bipartisan policy
that promotes a peaceful transition to democ-
racy in Cuba. Consistent with the Cuban De-
mocracy Act and with the efforts of my pred-
ecessors, I have maintained a tough eco-
nomic embargo on the Cuban regime while
supporting the Cuban people in their strug-
gle for freedom and prosperity. Often, the
United States has stood alone in that strug-
gle, because our allies and friends believed
that pressuring Cuba to change was the
wrong way to go.

Five months ago, the world was given a
harsh lesson about why we need more pres-
sure on Cuba. In broad daylight, and without
justification, Cuban military jets shot down
two unarmed American civilian aircraft over
international waters, taking the lives of four
American citizens and residents. I took im-
mediate steps to demonstrate my determina-
tion to foster change in Cuba, including the
signing into law of the Cuban Liberty and
Democratic Solidarity (LIBERTAD) Act,
which strengthens the embargo, advances the
cause of freedom in Cuba, and protects the
interests of American citizens whose prop-
erty was expropriated by the Cuban regime.
And I called on the international community
to condemn Cuba’s actions.

Now the time has come for our allies and
friends to do more—to join us in taking con-
crete steps to promote democracy in Cuba.
That is why today, I am announcing a course
of action on Title III of the LIBERTAD Act
to encourage our allies to work with us and
accelerate change in Cuba.

Title III allows U.S. nationals to sue for-
eign companies that profit from American-
owned property confiscated by the Cuban re-
gime. The law also provides me with the au-
thority to suspend the date on which Title
III enters into force, or the date on which
U.S. nationals can bring suit, if I determine
that suspension is necessary to the national
interest and will expedite a transition to de-
mocracy in Cuba. I have decided to use the
authority provided by Congress to maximize

Title III’s effectiveness in encouraging our
allies to work with us to promote democracy
in Cuba.

I will allow Title III to come into force.
As a result, all companies doing business in
Cuba are hereby on notice that by trafficking
in expropriated American property, they face
the prospect of lawsuits and significant liabil-
ity in the United States. This will serve as
a deterrent to such trafficking, one of the
central goals of the LIBERTAD Act.

At the same time, I am suspending the
right to file suit for 6 months. During that
period, my administration will work to build
support from the international community on
a series of steps to promote democracy in
Cuba. These steps include: increasing pres-
sure on the regime to open up politically and
economically, supporting forces for change
on the island, withholding foreign assistance
to Cuba, and promoting business practices
that will help bring democracy to the Cuban
workplace.

At the end of that period, I will determine
whether to end the suspension, in whole or
in part, based upon whether others have
joined us in promoting democracy in Cuba.
Our allies and friends will have a strong in-
centive to make real progress because, with
Title III in effect, liability will be established
irreversibly during the suspension period and
suits could be brought immediately when the
suspension is lifted. And for that very same
reason, foreign companies will have a strong
incentive to immediately cease trafficking in
expropriated property, the only sure way to
avoid future lawsuits.

Our allies and foreign business partners
know from our actions over the past 4
months that my administration is determined
to vigorously implement the LIBERTAD
Act. For example, Title IV of the act bars
from the United States individuals who profit
from property confiscated from American
citizens. My administration has already
begun to notify several foreign nationals that
they could no longer enter the United States.
Rather than face this prospect, a significant
number of foreign companies already has
chosen to leave Cuba, thereby reducing the
flow of resources the regime uses to maintain
its grip on power.
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Today’s action is the best way to achieve
the bipartisan objectives we all share: to iso-
late the Cuban Government and to bring
strong international pressure to bear on
Cuba’s leaders, while holding out the very
real prospect of fully implementing Title III
in the event it becomes necessary. By work-
ing with our allies, not against them, we will
avoid a split that the Cuban regime will be
sure to exploit. Forging an international con-
sensus will avert commercial disputes that
would harm American workers and business
and cost us jobs here at home. And it will
help maintain our leadership authority in
international organizations.

We will work with our allies when we can.
But they must understand that for countries
and foreign companies that take advantage
of expropriated property the choice is clear:
They can cease profiting from such property,
they can join our efforts to promote a transi-
tion to democracy in Cuba, or they can face
the risk of full implementation of Title III.
As our allies know from our implementation
of other provisions of the bill over the last
4 months, my administration takes this re-
sponsibility seriously.

For the past four decades Republican and
Democratic administrations alike have
worked for the transition to democracy of the
last nondemocratic regime in our hemi-
sphere. This is a cause the international com-
munity should be prepared to embrace. As
implemented under today’s decision, Title
III of the LIBERTAD Act provides us with
powerful leverage to build a stronger inter-
national coalition for democracy in Cuba if
possible and with a powerful tool to lead that
struggle alone if necessary. This is in the best
interests of our country and in the best inter-
ests of the Cuban people.

Memorandum on the Work
Requirements Initiative
July 16, 1996

Memorandum for the Secretary of Health
and Human Services
Subject: Work Requirements Initiative

I hereby direct you, in order to move peo-
ple from welfare to work, to exercise your
legal authority to propose a regulation that

would require all welfare participants in the
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
(JOBS) program to sign a personal respon-
sibility plan for working within 2 years. After
2 years, any such JOBS participant who re-
fuses to work, even though a job is available,
will be sanctioned by loss of her AFDC bene-
fits.

Welfare reform is first and foremost about
work. People who are able to work should
be expected to go to work. This proposed
regulation will dramatically change expecta-
tions for welfare recipients and welfare agen-
cies, ensuring that finding work quickly be-
comes their primary goal.

William J. Clinton

Executive Order 13011—Federal
Information Technology
July 16, 1996

A Government that works better and costs
less requires efficient and effective informa-
tion systems. The Paperwork Reduction Act
of 1995 and the Information Technology
Management Reform Act of 1996 provide
the opportunity to improve significantly the
way the Federal Government acquires and
manages information technology. Agencies
now have the clear authority and responsibil-
ity to make measurable improvements in
mission performance and service delivery to
the public through the strategic application
of information technology. A coordinated ap-
proach that builds on existing structures and
successful practices is needed to provide
maximum benefit across the Federal Govern-
ment from this technology.

Accordingly, by the authority vested in me
as President by the Constitution and the laws
of the United States of America, it is hereby
ordered as follows:

Section 1. Policy. It shall be the policy
of the United States Government that execu-
tive agencies shall: (a) significantly improve
the management of their information sys-
tems, including the acquisition of informa-
tion technology, by implementing the rel-
evant provisions of the Paperwork Reduction
Act of 1995 (Public Law 104–13), the Infor-
mation Technology Management Reform Act
of 1996 (Division E of Public Law 104–106)
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