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Some Of US$200 Million In Senate Farm Bill Funding Could Be Used In Cuba
Provision Not In House Version

Senate/House Conference Committee Will Likely Determine Fate

Will Cuba Provision Be In Farm Bill President Trump Signs Into Law?

Supporters Need Help From 89+ Who May Benefit (Profit)
Eight Arguments Opponents May Use

Cuba’s Purchased US$5.6 Billion Since 2001
Are FMD & MAP The Best Incentives To Get More?

Individuals who have invested at least twenty-six (26) years in following the relationship between
the United States and the Republic of Cuba have viewed a legislative process that, in an
abbreviated manner, is now revisited by the United States Congress. Could, however, this time
have a different outcome?

Senate Sub-Committee passes. Senate Committee passes. Senate passes. House Sub-Committee
passes. House Committee passes. House passes. Conference Committee considers. Member of
Congress issues media release or makes statement proclaiming intent to block legislation unless
provision becomes law. Provision stricken from final legislative language passed by Senate and
House. Legislation without provision signed by President and becomes law.

During the last twenty-six (26) years, there have been three (3) Republic of Cuba-focused
legislative initiatives that have become law: 1992 Cuban Democracy Act (CDA), 1996 Libertad
Act (“Helms-Burton”), and the 2000 Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act
(TSREEA). For perspective, it’s been eighteen (18) years or 6,451 days since the last Republic
of Cuba-focused legislative initiative became law. Could this time be different?

The Republic of Cuba-related legislative language in what is known as the once-every-five-year
“Farm Bill” expected to be approved by the United States Senate (S. 3042) this week is not in the
legislative language passed by the United States House of Representatives (H.R. 2).

If the United States Senate retains the Republic of Cuba-related legislative language, a bicameral
conference committee will determine the fate of the Republic of Cuba-related legislative language.

On 18 June 2018, the United States Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, & Forestry
reported, on a vote of 20-1, S. 3042, the 1,210-page The Agriculture Improvement Act of 2018
which included an amendment on page 248 [Link To Text] authored by The Honorable Heidi
Heitkamp (D- North Dakota): “To provide for the use of market access program and foreign
market development cooperator program funds in Cuba.” In Fiscal Year 2018, the total
expenditures for these two programs was US$200,287,394.00.

A representative of a member of the United States Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, &
Forestry shared “[t]here is no set amount of funds that would be made available specifically for
Cuba. The amendment would only allow producers and agricultural trade associations who are
already utilizing these programs to also use them to promote their goods in Cuba. So to that point,
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yes these funds are only going towards agriculture producers who are represented by trade
associations and state regional trade groups.”

On 21 June 2018, the United States House of Representatives passed H.R. 2, the 748-page
Agriculture and Nutrition Act of 2018 by a vote of 213-211.

What Has Cuba Purchased & Why It Limits Those Purchases

Since 2000, when the TSREEA re-authorized the direct export of food product and agricultural
commodities from the United States to the Republic of Cuba, more than US$5.6 billion in food
products and agricultural commodities have been delivered to the Republic of Cuba on a “cash in
advance” basis as required by the TSREEA. Thus far in 2018, TSREEA-authorized exports to the
Republic of Cuba have increased 25% compared to the same period in 2017.

The government of the Republic of Cuba requires United States-based food product and
agricultural commodity companies to contract with a single entity, Republic of Cuba government-
operated Alimport. The primary purchases from the United States are poultry, corn, soybeans,
soybean oil, soybean oil cake, bulk chocolate, soups, calcium phosphates, beer and cookies.

The government of the Republic of Cuba maintains that statutory prohibition on payment terms
and financing are the primary impediments to increasing purchases; and banking regulations
currently require third-party payment processing and impede currency use in transactions.

For Supporters Of The Provision

Proponents have focused the provision narrowly rather than expansively with respect to seeking a
change to a United States statute. This focus creates a greater likelihood, but not guarantee, of
success. The provision does, however, include the use of United States taxpayer funds which in
previous legislative initiatives has deliberately been absent due to opposition.

Supporters of the provision authored by Senator Heitkamp need to have an answer to: The
government of the Republic of Cuba has but one designated purchaser for food products and
agricultural commodities from the United States - Alimport, whose purchasing decisions are
primarily based upon which country source provides payment terms with the longest duration.
Exporters from other countries of durables, consumables and consumer products to the Republic
of Cuba prepare for terms of up to 720 days. Does Alimport, after purchasing food products and
agricultural commodities since 2001 from the United States require further convincing about the
value of those purchases to the 11.3 million citizens of the 800-mile archipelago? Isn’t the primary
question payment terms? How do FMD and MAP address those issues?

Those who support the changes to the FMD and MAP should ask those entities who would likely
have access to the new United States taxpayer funding source to state publicly how much funding
they would probably request and what they would do with those new resources.

Supporters need to articulate the benefits to be obtained and the process for measuring results for
the expenditures of United States taxpayer funds for activities within the Republic of Cuba.

They need to confirm that these efforts are not about spending United States taxpayer funds on
billboards in the Republic of Cuba with messages “Eat More Corn” or “Soy Is Good For You” or
“Chicken Is Healthy.”
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If the government of the Republic of Cuba were to demonstrate that it would approve of FMD and
MAP expenditures, and specifically approve of the goals and objectives of FMD and MAP, that
confirmation could benefit those who want to assist the Republic of Cuba.

Entities within the Republic of Cuba should offer what they, as receivers of the outreach, would
want to see done with the FMD and MAP funds. What do they need and why do they need it now.

Those who would be the beneficiaries of Republic of Cuba-focused legislation fail, on a consistent
basis, to articulate the specific immediate value in changing a statute:

1) When legislation is introduced to remove the “cash in advance” payment requirements of the
TSREEA, are there United States-based financial institutions whose executives publicly present
themselves at hearings to confirm that they will provide financing and specify the type of financing
they will provide for the export of food products and agricultural commodities from the United
States to the Republic of Cuba? No, there are not.

2) When legislation is introduced to remove the “cash in advance” payment requirements of the
TSREEA, are there United States-based food product and agricultural commodity producers
and exporters whose executives publicly present themselves at hearings to confirm that they will
provide payment terms (and perhaps financing) and specify the type of payment terms (and
perhaps financing) they will provide for the export of food products and agricultural commodities
from the United States to the Republic of Cuba? No, there are not.

The government of the Republic of Cuba’s absence from articulating what it would do if changes
were made to specific statutes remains unhelpful.

If the government of the Republic of Cuba were to say “if this happens, we are prepared
immediately to do...” there would be a benefit to supporters of legislation (and to changes in policy
and regulations).

The list of reasons for the failure of legislative initiatives which have been introduced often on an
annual basis by Members of Congress who serve in the United States Senate and United States
House of Representatives is lengthy and bewildering because of a marketing ineptitude of
sponsors, co-sponsors and private sector advocates.

Much more could have been accomplished and can be accomplished through changes to policy
and regulations, but those failures-of-action remain self-evident and often removed from
consideration due to a lack of strategic vision.

Focusing upon changes to policy and regulations are said to not be ““convenient” or are
*““confusing” or a “distraction” to [thus far failed] legislative efforts. Republic of Cuba-focused
advocacy groups prefer the likely revenue stream opportunities from promoting legislation rather
than changes to policy and regulations.

For Opponents Of The Provision
Opponents of the language within S. 3042 will focus upon the use of United States taxpayer funds

to provide financial gain to the newly-installed Diaz-Canel Administration in the Republic of Cuba
while providing little, if any value to United States exporters.
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By funding visits to and activities within the Republic of Cuba, individuals subject to United States
jurisdiction will be bringing revenue into Republic of Cuba government-operated companies,
including hotels, restaurants, event venues, and internet/wireless communication systems.

With substantial support in the United States Senate for the language in S. 3042, opponents will
be arguing against incrementalism; seeking to demonstrate that such small movements become
the foundation for ever-larger changes to United States statutes without commensurate benefits.

Opponents may attempt to insert language during the conference committee deliberations that
would: 1) require FMD and MAP United States taxpayer funds be restricted to Airbnb-registered
properties and privately-operated paladares (restaurants), 2) restrict marketing expenditures to
media (newspapers, magazines, television, and radio) which is not owned by the government of
the Republic of Cuba, 3) restrict focus to independent agricultural cooperatives, 4) require
expenditures be subject to per visit audits by the Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) of the
United States Department of the Treasury, 5) restrict the total value of FMD and MAP taxpayer
funds that the USDA may allocate to cooperators and participants, 6) link expenditures with the
conclusion of the investigation by the United States Department of State into the matter of injuries
sustained by United States Embassy personnel in Havana, Republic of Cuba, and the return of a
full complement of diplomats to the Republic of Cuba, 7) require the United States Secretary of
Agriculture to report to the United States Congress prior to any distribution of Republic of Cuba-
related funds for FMD and MAP, and 8) prohibit funds to any United States political advocacy
organization.

Opponents will also ask if the Republic of Cuba is of such value, why don’t the twenty-three (23)
cooperators in the FMD and the sixty-six (66) participants in the MAP continue to use their
member-dues resources?

Opponents will argue that the government of the Republic of Cuba, knowing a portion of
approximately US$200 million in United States taxpayer funds are available, will pressure
cooperators and participants to use funds in the Republic of Cuba as a means of demonstrating
political support for the government of the Republic of Cuba and a not-too-subtle message: if an
organization wants its members to receive orders for food products and agricultural commaodities,
let’s see just how important a market is the Republic of Cuba for organization members and United
States taxpayers whose monies will be used to support those efforts.

Something For Both

Opponents could determine that an effort to strip the Republic of Cuba-focused provision from
the Farm Bill would not be necessary because permitting the provision may then be used to
focus additional attention on the inadequacies of the Republic of Cuba marketplace. That’s one
challenge that proponents would accept.

What Is FMD & MAP?

For Fiscal Year 2018, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) allocated
US$26,484,947.00 in taxpayer funds to twenty-three (23) cooperators [see list at end of
analysis or use link] under the Foreign Market Development Program (FMD), an average of
US$1,021,084.00 per distribution.

https://www.fas.usda.gov/programs/foreign-market-development-program-fmd/fmd-
funding-allocations-fy-2018
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FMD: “The Foreign Market Development (FMD) Program, also known as the Cooperator
Program, helps create, expand and maintain long-term export markets for U.S. agricultural
products. Under the program, FAS partners with U.S. agricultural producers and processors, who
are represented by non-profit commodity or trade associations called “cooperators,” to promote
U.S. commodities overseas.

The FMD program focuses on generic promotion of U.S. commodities, rather than consumer-
oriented promotion of branded products. Preference is given to organizations that represent an
entire industry or are nationwide in membership and scope.

FMD-funded projects generally address long-term opportunities to reduce foreign import
constraints or expand export growth opportunities. For example, this might include efforts
to: reduce infrastructural or historical market impediments, improve processing capabilities,
modify codes and standards, or identify new markets or new uses for the agricultural commodity
or product.

Each year, FAS announces the FMD application period and criteria in the Federal Register.
Organizations apply for the FMD program through the Unified Export Strategy (UES) process,
which allows applicants to request funding from multiple USDA market development programs
through a single, strategically coordinated proposal. FAS reviews the proposals and awards funds
to applicants that demonstrate the potential for effective performance based on a clear, long-term
strategic plan.”

FMD Cooperator FY 2018 Allocations

Almond Board of California $207,256
American Hardwood Export Council, APA - The Engineered V\_/ogd Association, $2.608.762
Softwood Export Council, and Southern Forest Products Association D

American Peanut Council $510,490
American Seed Trade Association $283,967
American Sheep Industry Association $122,260
American Soybean Association $6,037,923
Cotton Council International $3,736,561
Cranberry Marketing Committee $136,466
Leather Industries of America $349,094
Mohair Council of America $4,600
National Renderers Association $603,821
National Sunflower Association $195,113
North American Millers Association $62,979
U.S. Dairy Export Council $578,750
U.S. Dry Bean Council $90,436
U.S. Grains Council $3,055,078
U.S. Hide, Skin and Leather Association $135,947
U.S. Livestock Genetics Export, Inc. $390,329
U.S. Meat Export Federation $1,077,124
U.S. Wheat Associates $3,649,140
USA Dry Pea and Lentil Council $142,420
USA Poultry and Egg Export Council $998,981
USA Rice Federation $1,507,450
Total $26,484,947

For Fiscal Year 2018, the USDA allocated US$173,802,447.00 in taxpayer funds to sixty-six
(66) participants [see list at end of analysis or use link] under the Market Access Program
(MAP), an average of US$2,633,370.00 per distribution.
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https://www.fas.usda.gov/programs/market-access-program-map/map-funding-allocations-
fy-2018

MAP: “Through the Market Access Program (MAP), FAS partners with U.S. agricultural trade
associations, cooperatives, state regional trade groups and small businesses to share the costs of
overseas marketing and promotional activities that help build commercial export markets for U.S.
agricultural products and commaodities.

MAP reaches virtually every corner of the globe, helping to build markets for a wide variety U.S.
farm and food products. FAS provides cost-share assistance to eligible U.S. organizations for
activities such as consumer advertising, public relations, point-of-sale demonstrations,
participation in trade fairs and exhibits, market research and technical assistance. When MAP
funds are used for generic marketing and promotion, participants must contribute a minimum 10-
percent match. For promotion of branded products, a dollar-for-dollar match is required.

Each year, FAS announces the MAP application period and criteria in the Federal Register.
Applicants apply for MAP through the Unified Export Strategy (UES) process, which allows
eligible organizations to request funding from multiple USDA market development programs
through a single, strategically coordinated proposal. FAS reviews the proposals and awards funds
to applicants that demonstrate the potential for effective performance based on a clear, long-term
strategic plan.”

MAP Participant FY 2018 Allocation

Alaska Seafood Marketing Institute $4,111,924
American Hardwood Export Council, APA - The Engineered V\_/oc_Jd Association, $8.288 044
Softwood Export Council, and Southern Forest Products Association e

American Peanut Council $2,476,322
American Pistachio Growers/Cal-Pure Pistachios, Inc. $1,727,107
American Seed Trade Association $439,432
American Sheep Industry Association $466,163
American Soybean Association $5,392,595
American Sweet Potato Marketing Institute $194,616
Blue Diamond Growers/Almond Board of California $5,007,111
Brewers Association, Inc. $706,138
California Agricultural Export Council $1,012,453
California Cherry Marketing and Research Board $565,952
California Cling Peach Growers Advisory Board $469,696
California Fresh Fruit Association $405,160
California Olive Committee $100,000
California Pear Advisory Board $318,604
California Prune Board $2,910,225
California Strawberry Commission $147,671
California Table Grape Commission $3,285,343
California Walnut Commission $3,910,766
Cherry Marketing Institute $234,853
Cotton Council International $14,589,833
Cranberry Marketing Committee $1,798,288
Distilled Spirits Council of the United States $409,021
Florida Department of Citrus $3,461,630
Florida Tomato Committee $253,358
Food Export Association of the Midwest USA $8,871,605
Food Export USA Northeast $9,021,600
Ginseng Board of Wisconsin $438,487
Hop Growers of America $369,840
Intertribal Agriculture Council $733,553
Mohair Council of America $139,525

National Association of State Departments of Agriculture $1,028,595
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National Confectioners Association $1,333,406
National Pecan Growers Council $621,033
National Potato Promotion Board $3,921,841
National Renderers Association $1,020,021
National Sunflower Association $948,994
National Watermelon Promotion Board $165,094
New York Wine and Grape Foundation $407,303
Northwest Wine Promotion Coalition $1,085,226
Organic Trade Association $754,464
Pear Bureau Northwest $2,828,072
Pet Food Institute $1,290,038
Raisin Administrative Committee $2,814,486
Southern United States Trade Association $6,214,587
Sunkist Growers, Inc. $1,720,822
Syngergistic Hawaii Agricultural Council $294,888
The Popcorn Board $346,164
U.S. Apple Export Council $442,243
U.S. Dairy Export Council $4,626,400
U.S. Dry Bean Council $823,183
U.S. Grains Council $8,580,035
U.S. Hide, Skin and Leather Association $313,788
U.S. Highbush Blueberry Council $196,540
U.S. Livestock Genetics Export, Inc. $1,201,241
U.S. Meat Export Federation $13,184,296
U.S. Wheat Associates $5,509,991
USA Dry Pea and Lentil Council $845,486
USA Poultry and Egg Export Council $4,040,925
USA Rice Federation/US Rice Producers $2,488,228
Washington Apple Commission $4,856,069
Washington State Fruit Commission $1,722,370
Welch Foods, Inc. $705,706
Western U.S. Agricultural Trade Association $9,687,573
Wine Institute $5,526,424

Total $173,802,447



