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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE:
IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN THE MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM

SUMMARY STATEMENT BY ALLAN I. MENDELOWITZ, DIRECTOR
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE
-GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION

The Market Promotion Program (MPP) was created to encourage exports
of U.S. agricultural products. It focuses primarily on high-value
products such as fruits, nuts, and processed products and gives
priority to products adversely affected by unfair foreign trade
practices. From fiscal year 1986 through fiscal year 1993, over
$1.25 billion has been authorized for MPP and its predecessor, the
Targeted Export Assistance program.

MPP operates through about 65 not-for-profit associations that
either run market promotion programs themselves or pass the funds
along to private sector companies to spend on their own market
promotion efforts. About 60 percent of all program activities
involve generic promotions, with the remaining 40 percent spent for
"branded” (brand-name) promotions.

GAO believes that there are problems in the operation of the
program. The MPP's goals of encouraging the development,
maintenance, and expansion of agricultural exports are broad enough
to justify program support under any market situation. The Foreign
Agricultural Service (FAS), which administers MPP, uses a number of
factors to allocate MPP funds among the various eligible
applicants. However, GAO believes that the current funding process

. for MPP does not address a number of important factors.

-- FAS currently has no way of assuring that money provided
under the program is supporting additional promotional
activities rather than simply replacing funds that would
have been spent anyway.

~~ FAS lacks criteria regarding the length of time
participants can remain in the program or the circumstances
under which beneficiaries should graduate from the program.

-- FAS has not focused on the issue of the participation of
foreign companies, and the desired distribution of program
funds to firms of various sizes.

-- FAS lacks the data to fully apply its own criteria for
allocating program funds.

FAS is currently evaluating MPP in response to a directive from
Congresg. However, methodological obstacles make it very difficult
to establish a causal link between MPP activities and increased
exports.



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the Department of
Agriculture's Market Promotion Program (MPP). From fiscal year
1986 through fiscal year 1993, over $1.25 billion has been
authorized for MPP and its predecessor, the Targeted Export
Assistance (TEA) program. I will address the historical
development of the program and its management and operations. I
will also highlight several important program-related issues that
need to be addressed by Congress and the Department of Agriculture

to improve the program.

BACKGROUND

In 1985, to reverse the decline in U.S. agricultural exports and to
counter the negative effects on U.S. exports of unfair foreign
trade practices, the Food Security Act (P.L. 99-198) authorized the
TEA program. The TEA program provided funds to support market
development activities for commodities adversely affected by unfair

foreign trade practices.

In 1990, the TEA program was replaced by MPP, which was authorized
by the Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 (P.L.
101-624). MPP is administered by the Department of Agriculture's
Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS). MPP helps finance overseas
promotional activities for U.S. agricultural products. MPP, like

its predecessor, was created to develop, maintain, and expand U.S.



agricultural exports. However, MPP gives priority to, but unlike
the TEA program does not limit participation to, commodities

adversely affected by unfair foreign trade practices.

Eighty percent of MPP funds are used to promote high-value
agricultural products (HVP), which constitute an increasing portion
of world agricultural trade.’ High=value products have increased
as a percentage of world agricultural exports from 66 percent in
1962 to 75 percent in 1990. 1In 1990, the United States exported
$25 billion in high-value agricultural products, as compared to the
European Community (EC) countries, which exported $37 billion

(excluding intra-EC trade).

MPP provides funding primarily for congumer-related promotions of
high-value generic and brand-name products. Generic activities
involve the efforts of not-for-profit organizations to increase the
total market for their commodities with no emphasis on a particular
brand. Brand-name activities help private firms establish consumer

loyalty to a particular brand.

1High-value agricultural products include a wide variety of items,
most of which have value added to their original state through
specialized handling, transportation, marketing, processing, or
packaging. HVPs are generally classified into three groups: semi-
processed products (e.g. flour, oilseed meal, and animal fats);
highly processed consumer-oriented products (e.g., processed meats
and dairy products); and high-value unprocessed consumer-oriented
products (e.g, fresh fruit, eggs, and nuts). Bulk commodities,
which are raw agricultural products, have little value added after
they leave the farm gate besides relatively uncomplicated
transportation and handling costs. Some typical bulk commodities
are wheat, corn, rice, oilseeds, raw tobacco, and raw cotton.
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MPP operates through about 65 not-for-profit associations that
either run market promotion programs themselves or pass the funds
along to private sector companies to spend on their own market
promotion efforts. When associations pass funds along to private
corporations, it is the associations, operating under interim
program regulations, that determine which companies receive funds
and how much they receive. About 60 percent of all program
activities now support generic promotions, with the remaining 40
percent funding "branded” (brand-name) promotions. The majority of
MPP funds are spent on promotions in Western Europe, Japan, and

Pacific Rim countries.

MPP now operates on a cost-sharing basis with its participants.
Under the current MPP interim regulations, participants must
contribute a minimum of 5 percent of their own resources for
generic promotions; previocusly, they were encouraged, but not

. required, to contribute. For brand-name activities, private firms
; are generally reimbursed not more than 50 percent of their eligible

f 2
! expenses.

’Private firms could receive more than 50-percent reimbursement if
(1) the commodity being promoted had a favorable decision by the
U.S. Trade Representative under Section 301 of the 1974 Trade Act
and the U.S. Trade Representative has not terminated action taken
as a result of such favorable decision; and (2) the commercial
entity was reimbursed at more than 50 percent for eligible expenses
under the TEA program during fiscal year 1990 with the
reimbursement rate being phased down, beginning with fiscal year
1991, to a level of 50 percent by fiscal year 1995.
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Funding History

The Food Security Improvements Act of 1986 authorized annual
funding for MPP at & minimum level of $110 million for fiscal years
1986 through 1988 and $325 million for 1989 and 1990. Our May 1988
report on the program identified a number of management weaknesses
and expressed concern that an increase in funding for the program
from $110 million to $325 million for fiscal years 1989 and 1990
would exacerbate existing management problems. The House and
Senate Appropriations Committees reduced authorized funding to $200
million annually for fiscal years 1989 and 1990. Fiscal years 1991
and 1992 MPP allocations were also $200 million. Due to continued
concerns about the operation of the program, Congress reduced

fiscal year 1993 funding to $147.7 million.

The amount of promotional funds provided to individual participants
has been substantial. Appendix I contains the funding provided to
- not-for-profit associations. Appendix II provides a listing of

f participants who received cumulative amounts in excess of $1

f million to promote brand-name products.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ADDRESSING
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 contained

a number of provisions directed toward improving MPP



administration. Related congressional hearings indicated that
Congress intended that assistance be provided on the basis of merit
and on the potential for real market growth. It also intended that

marketing plans and evaluation be improved.

The act detailed conditions under which assistance could be
terminated, and placed specific requirements upon the Secretary of
Agriculture. The Secretary of Agriculture was required to issue
program regulations that specified the criteria used to evaluate
and approve MPP proposals. The Secretary was also required to (1)
review each MPP recipient within 15 months after the initial
provision of funds to the recipient, (2) evaluate the effectiveness
of the program in developing or maintaining markets for U.S.
agricultural commodities, and (3) determine whether assistance is

necessary to maintain such markets.

The act also placed specific administrative requirements upon
jprogram participants. Participants were required to submit
; marketing plans describing the activities to be carried out and:

containing specific market goals.

MPP_INTERIM REGULATIONS

FAS published interim regulations for MPP in the August 16, 1991,
Federal Register. Comments on the interim regulations were due by
. October 15, 1991. FAS officials told us that they were unable to



finalize the regulations due to staff resource limitations. Any
further effort at this time is restricted by a freeze on the
issuance of new regulations imposed by the new administration. As
the current MPP regulations do not incorporate any

changes that might be made in response to comments received.

or state agency to receive MPP program funds directiy from FAS.

The applicant must not stand to profit directly from specific sailes
of the agricultural commodity or product for which an MPP
allocation is requested. FAS can enter into an agreement directly
with a U.S. commercial entity when FAS determines that such an
;agreement would significantly contribute to developing an export

market.’ Interested parties must then submit an application

containing the following information:

‘For fiscal vear 1993, FAS announced the program availability on
August 5, 1992; established October 7, 1992, as the deadline for
the applications; and made the program allocations public on
December 18, 1992.

FAS will only enter into direct agreements with commercial
entities under the MPP's Export Incentive Program (MPP/EIP). FAS

criteria for MPP/ require that there be no other MPP participant
interested in or capable of undertaking the promotion. MPP/

- - 7
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--a description of the agricultural commodity to be promoted,
including the percentage of U.S. content by weight,

exclusive of added water;

--the anticipated export availability of the agricultural

commodity or product over the duration of the proposed

agreement; .

--the volume and value of U.S. exports of the agricultural
commodity or product during the most recent 3 years prior for

which data are available, and the source of such information;

~-a description of the unfair trade practice, if any,

affecting the exports of the produ;t;

--a strategic plan that describes the overall export
objectives for a commodity or product in the target market,
specific market conditions/constraints affecting exports of
the commodity, a general approach to overcoming the

constraints, and the expected results of using MPP funds;*®

*1f funds were requested for branded promotions to be performed by
or through the MPP participant, the following additional
information is required in the strategic plan: a description of how
the branded program would be made available to U.S. and/or foreign
commercial entities; a description of any differences in program
operations between U.S. commercial entities and foreign commercial
entities; an identification of the method to be used to announce
the availability of the branded program; a description of the
information solicited from the U.S. and/or foreign commercial
entities applying for the branded program; the criteria used to
distribute program funds to branded participants; and the criteria



~--for not-for-profit organizations, a description of the
organization, membership, articles of incorporation, an
Internal Revenue Service tax exempt number, the identity of
affiliated organizations, their eprrt and promotion
experience, their expertise in managing programs, and their
staffing levels by position of U.S. personnel that will be

operating the program;

--the anticipated MPP participant contribution level in
dollars, the total contribution as a percent of MPP funds
requested, the source of the contributions, and the amount

expected from other federal or state programs similar to MPP;
--the amount of program funds requested; and

--a statement as to whether the proposal is for 1 or more

vyears and, if for multi-years, the justification.

. Application Approval Process

| FAS had a three-stage application approval process for the 1992
 program. In the first stage, a committee of senior marketing
specialists reviewed each application to determine compliance with
the requirements specified in the interim regulations. 1In the

second stage, marketing specialists analyzed the content of each

~used to evaluate branded promotions.



proposal and prepared recommendations for the allocation level,
required cost-share level, and ceiling levels by program, country,
and generic versus branded activities. The marketing specialists
used criteria specified in the interim regulation to arrive at
their funding allocation recommendations.’ The FAS commodity
division directors then reviewed and approved the marketing
specialist's allocation recommendations. 1In the final stage, a
committee chaired by the FAS Assistant Administrator for Commodity
and Marketing Programs made adjustments to the divisions' funding
recommendations, because the total recommended funding allocations

exceeded the funds available.

According to FAS, the committee used five factors to make the final
allocations: (1) the presence of an unfair trade practice; (2) the
proposed contribution (cost-share) level; (3) the proposed budget

size in relation to exports; (4) the proposed budget size in

The allocation criteria included five specific factors: (1) the
extent to which the prospective participant represents production
of the agricultural commodity; (2) the applicant's ability to
provide with its resources a U.S.-based staff capable of conducting
overseas promotion projects, its willingness to otherwise
contribute resources to the project, and the scope and complexity
of its proposed activities in relation to the applicant's prior
export experience and U.S. based staff resources; (3) the adequacy
of the applicant's strategic plan in terms of its description of
market conditions and its identification of constraints, its
likelihood of overcoming constraints using MPP funds, and the
estimated change in exports and/or market share expected as a
result of overcoming the constraints; (4) for brand-name
promotions, a detailed explanation of the prospects of success of
the proposed activities in terms of increasing U.S. exports of the
U.S. agricultural commodity or product; and (5) the adequacy of the
applicant's provisions for monitoring and evaluating the activities
proposed in the strategic plan.

9



relation to the expected change in exports; and (5) the 1991 export
performance in relation to 1991 goals/forecasts. The allocation
factors enter into the decision-making process in a weighted

formula.

FAS officials stated that they followed a similar process for the
fiscal year 1993 program funding allocations. However, they
included two additional allocation factors in response to language
contained in the 1993 agriculture appropriations conference report.
Specifically, they added factors intended to favor products that
were U.S. grown and manufactured while putting foreign branded
products at a disadvantage. FAS also stated that it increased the
funding of the state regional trade groups from the 1992 level in
an effort to raise the participation level of small- and medium-

sized firms.

MPP PROGRAM CRITERIA DO NOT ADDRESS

- IMPORTANT FACTORS

f FAS uses a number of factors to allocate MPP funds among the
various eligible applicants. However, we believe that the current
funding process for MPP does not address a number of important
factors. Specifically, there are no criteria addressing the
"additionality" of funds expended for market promotion activities,
and the graduation from MPP of program participants receiving

funding. 1In addition, FAS needs to address the issues of the
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participation of foreign versus domestic firms and large versus
small firms. Lastly, FAS has only limited information regarding
the extent to which products are processed in the United States,

one of the criteria used in the funding decision.

Funding Additionality

The issue of whether program-funded promotional activities would
have been undertaken without government assistance, which we refer
to as "funding additionality,”" needs to be addressed. FAS
currently has no way of knowing whether money provided under the
program is supporting additional promotional activities or merely
replacing funds that would have been spent anyway. To ensure that
benefits are achieved, program funds should not replace
expenditures that a company would undertake irrespective of the

program.

Other federal programs, such as the research and experimentation
tax credit, restrict program benefits to the incremental increases
in expenditures over prior-years' amounts. The research and
experimentation tax credit provides a 20-percent credit only for
expenses that exceed a base-period amount. The base period is
generally the average amount of the 3 prior years' expenditures.

MPP lacks such a criterion.

11



Furthermore, applicants are not required to provide sufficient
information for FAS to determine the extent to which additional
program efforts are occurring. Currently, FAS does not collect
information on program applicants' prior promotional expenditures
in international markets. Likewise, FAS does not ask program
participants to obtain prior promotional expenditure information

from the commercial entities receiving MPP funds for branded

promotions.

The lack of information needed to demonstrate funding additionality
creates the opportunity for program participants to use taxpayer
dollars to support promotional activities that would otherwise have
been undertaken with private funds. For example, it is currently
possible for a commercial entity that has substantial resources and
- export expertise to receive MPP funds to promote its branded
product in a market in which it already has a promotional effort

- underway. The commercial entity could simply maintain its previous
level of promotional efforts by using the MPP matching funds
provided by the government. The commercial entity could then use
the funds it saved for other purposes, such as increasing its

profits or augmenting its domestic advertising.

MPP Lacks a Program Graduation Requirement

FAS does not have criteria regarding the length of time that

participants can remain in the program or the conditions under

12



which assistance should be phased out. There were 54 brand-name
participants in the program from fiscal year 1986 to 1992 that
received over $1 million each in MPP funding for branded
promotions. Of these 54 participants, two-thirds had received
program funds for 5 or more years. For example, Sunkist Growers,
which has been the largest program recipient, received $67 million
over a 7-year period. E.J. Gallo Winery received $16 million over

a 6-year period.

The Food, Agriculture, Conservation and Trade Act of 1990 required
FAS to evaluate each MPP recipient to determine whether continued
program assistance was necessary fbr market maintenance. However,
FAS has not developed specific criteria to make the required
evaluations. We believe that without specific criteria for phasing
down and reallocating funds to other program participants, support
may be going to those for whom government funding may no longer be

needed or justified.

Foreign Firm Participation

There has been considerable discussion about foreign firm
participation in MPP. FAS has allowed each of the participating
organizations to develop its own criteria regarding the extent of
foreign firm participation. Some participants have funded foreign
companies exclusively, while other participants have funded few, if

any, foreign corporatjions.
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FAS does not provide MPP funds directly to foreign companies. The
branded program is administered by the participating organizations,
which in turn may choose to allow foreign firms to be beneficiaries
under the program.' -FAS only requires that the participating
organization's criteria for distributing program funds among

branded participants be objective and reasonably related to its

worldwide promotional goals. -

According to FAS representatives and the five MPP participants we
spoke with, providing MPP funds to foreign companies is consistent
with the program's goals and objectives. They stated that the
primary goal of the program was to increase the exports of U.S.
agricultural commodities. They explained that foreign companies
are sometimes better situated to promote and export U.S.
agricultural products in certain foreign markets because they have
greater name recognition, superior distribution networks, and more

- market knowledge than domestic companies.

- Of the 64 participating organizations receiving MPP funds between
fiscal year 1986 and 1992,° 9 provided funds to foreign
corporations. The nine MPP participants provided over $78 million

to foreign corporations for the promotion of branded products

*The only exceptions are the commercial entities that participate
in MPP/ALL. FAS directly provides these firms with funds for
branded promotions. According to FAS, all of the companies
participating in MPP/ALL are U.S.-based corporations.

’Does not include MPP/ALL participants.
14



containing seafood, soybeans, raisins, walnuts, cotton, honey,
peanuts, sunflower seeds, and rice. The $78 million does not
include funds provided to U.S. subsidiaries of foreign

corporations.

The funding of foreign firms raises the possibility that exports of
U.S. firms could find themselves in-competition with foreign
products promoted with MPP funds. We are collecting information to

determine the extent to which this situation may be a problem.

Participation Levels of Large and Small Firms

The 1993 appropriations language directed FAS to encourage the
participation of smaller, medium-sized, and new-to-export firms in
the program. 1In response, FAS attempted to raise the participation
of smaller firms in the program by increasing funds provided to
state regional trade groups during the 1993 funding process. 1In
doing so, FAS was in effect relying on statements made by the state
regional trade groups that about 80 percent of companies to which
they provided MPP funds met the Small Business Administration's

(SBA) definition of a small company.

Nevertheless, FAS did not provide guidance to the program

participants regarding the desired distribution of program funds to

loGenerally, SBA defines a small business as having 500 employees or
less. SBA has defined specific size standards by industry using
standard industrial code designations.

15



firms of various sizes. In fact, FAS lacked a requirement that

program participants maintain information on the size of the firms

that are funded under the program.

In addition, representatives from FAS and participating
organizations said that larger companies with significant export
experience can often use program funds more efficiently and
effectively than smaller or new-to-export firms. As a result, they
felt that the participation of larger firms benefitted U.S.
agricultural producers, because they could export a larger volume
of agricultural products or commodities than smaller firms.
Furthermore, the Wine Institute justified the program participation
of E.J. Gallo, which had $1 billion in sales during 1991, by
explaining that the winery purchases its grapes from hundreds of
smaller grape growers. Therefore, E.J. Gallo's success in
increasing exports benefits the smaller growers. While this
argument may have merit, the ability of such firms to conduct

- market promotion activities overseas without a government subsidy

may outweigh the effectiveness argument.

U.S. Content and Processing of MPP Products Not Verified

Prior to fiscal year 1993, FAS did not routinely verify the
accuracy of statements made by program participants regarding the
U.S. content of their agricultural products. MPP requlations

permit full funding only for products that have at least 50-percent
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U.S. content by weight (exclusive of added water). Products that
have less than S50-percent U.S. content are eligible for

proportionally less funding.

In addition, FAS does not require applicants to provide data on the
extent to which their products were processed in the United States.
Despite this lack of information, FAS factored the U.S. processing

of products into the fiscal year 1993 funding process.

In their 1992 MPP applications, 45 trade groups administering MPP
during fiscal year 1992 stated that the U.S. content was 100
percent; 12 stated that the U.S. content was at least S50 percent;

and 1 stated that the U.S. content ranged from 14 to 68 percent.

FAS officials told us that they did not verify the U.S. content of
branded products prior to 1993. 1Instead, they relied on statements
made in the MPP applications. Starting in 1993, FAS' Compliance
Review Staff have begun to review the support for certifications
made regarding U.S. content during their audits of participants.
However, FAS Compliance Réview Staff typically limit their work to
the participant and do not as a rule audit the commercial entities
performing branded promotions. This situation severely limits the
ability of the Compliance Review Staff to assess the accuracy of
statements regarding the U.S. content of branded products promoted

with MPP funds.
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Representatives from the MPP participants we contacted told us that
they relied on statements made by the commercial entities in their
applications for MPP funds regarding the U.S. content of their
products. They explhined that they only reviewed the U.S. content
of a product on an "exception" basis. For example, some of the
commercial entities will request assistance from the MPP
participant to determine if their product meets the minimum 50-

percent U.S. content required for full funding.

FAS informed us in January 1993 that it adjusted the fiscal year
1993 MPP allocation formula to favor products that were primarily
U.S. manufactured. However, neither FAS nor the trade groups have
information on the extent to which branded products are
manufactured or processed in the United States. FAS officials
stated that they assumed the level of U.S. processing by the nature
of the product and the presence or absence of foreign brands in the

program.

STATUS OF FAS EVALUATION OF MPP

The 1993 agriculture appropriations conference report directed

FAS to complete an evaluation of MPP and provide the results to the
appropriations committees by February 1, 1993.

FAS was specifically directed to evaluate the following for each of

the last 5 fiscal years: (1) the number of companies or groups

18



receiving MPP funds for the first time in each fiscal year compared
to the number of companies or groups that received MPP funds in at
least 1 of the previous 5 fiscal years; (2) the dollar value of the
annual export sales of MPP participants and the percentage of the
MPP participant's marketing budget represented by MPP funds; (3)
the number of small business participants in MPP; (4) the gquestion
of whether MPP participants would have entered an export market
regardless of the availability of MPP funds; (5) the doll&r value
of annual export sales directly attributable to MPP funds; and (6)
the number of new applicants for MPP funds, especially small
businesses, that were not funded compared to the number of
companies or groups that received MPP funds in at least 1 of the

previous 5 years.

FAS sent a letter to the appropriations committees on February 23,
1993, reporting on the status of its evaluation of the program. In
; the letter, FAS stated that it planned to conduct a survey of the
program recipients because much of the information required for the
evaluation was not available in FAS. An FAS official subsequently
stated that the survey was being reviewed by the Office of
Management and Budget for compliance with the Paperwork Reduction
Act. Once the survey is sent and data obtained, FAS intends to
provide an evaluation summary to the appropriations committees on

its findings and possible program recommendations.
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We would like to enter a final note of caution regarding what can
reasonably be expected from this evaluation. FAS and MPP
participants continue to cite increased exports as evidence of
program success. We believe the large number of variables that
determine exports makes it extremely difficult to demonstrate a
direct relationship between program-funded promotion activities and
increased exports. Exports depend on a number of factors, and it
is very difficult to separate out the importance of each individual
factor. Factors that influence export sales include relative price
differences, foreign exchange rate fluctuations, competitor
practices, trends in domestic commodity production, changes in
gross national product, changes in consumer preferences, and
changes in government policies. In light of the methodological
difficulties in demonstrating export additionality, FAS should

exercise caution in asserting export increases as a result of MPP.

- - ——— - -

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, this concludes my
prepared statement. I will be happy to answer any questions that

you or the Subcommittee may have.



1z

TOTAL FUNDS RECEIVED BY MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM

PARTICIPANTS, FISCAL YEARS 1986-93

- - Aot Apgeoved ke sschiFY in (§)
PARTICIPANT ONCAN. COMMODITY Free Fver FYse Fyes Fyoo Fyei Yo fyey
A TEA TEA 1EA 1EA P V) T0IA
Mok Seatood Seknon $.500.000  $1.050000  $4000000  $4500000  $A760000  $ASFG00  $0.060000  $30.210.000
Marholing husttule Qb
ANmond Bomd Atmonde $3230.000 $1270.000
ol Colloerin
Aneticon Halounsel Live $140.000 $140.000
Matheting Councl PFowls
Amarican Indlan Yeade Bod. Semlcod, $220,000 $73.000 $303.000
ond Duvelopmert Conell fo-' hod .
~

Arowiicon Piywood Pywood $1.930.000 $1,900.008 $1,200,000 $5.700,000 $6. 500,000 $8,090,000 $23.420,000
Assochiion
Amahen Sesd Seete $330,000 $330,000
Yeode Assochiion

Arwicen theep Wool & $100.000 $148.000 $200,000 $240,000 $748,000
ntiuot y Assschion Souling Sheep

Anaion Seyben Seybenme $8 400,000 $9.000000 $11,450,000 $11500000  $16,130,000 $3 040,000 $3. 300,000 $63,720.000

Asseshiion .

Aspasague frooh, Frate 218,000 $340,000 $330,000

ond Mectessd
mmn Fruft tnomly $1.070.000 $830,000 $1,900, 000
L ond gojpe

Coliinals Avernde Avecados $420,000 $450.000 $630,000 $1,030,000 $332,000 $440,000 $3.322,000
Commisslon

Call. cluudl Canned Meaches $2.800,000 $6,800,000 $6.700,000 $4,700,000 $3,800,000 $1620,000 $2 330,000 $1,820,000 $29 690,000
Advisny L] Ponte, and :

Feull Cocknl

Call. 10wt ull 10wl ot $000,000 $800,000 $1,000,000 $900,000 $830,000 $8359,000 $490,000 $4.670,000
Commiselen .

Calil. Pishchio Plalachine $200,000 $200,000 $300,000 $780,000 $1,030.000 $1,210,000 $1,310,000 $3.200,000
Comvmission - N

Caltianka Prune Aunse $4,000,000 $4.500,000 $4 800,000 48,000,000 $7.600,000 $2,030,000 $1.520,000 $4,950,000 $40.000,000

Gomd .

Catlsnla Naldn falebw $6 300,000 $9.000,000 $6, 800,000 $10.700.000 $12 800,000 $8.520.000 $& 410,000 $4, 130,000 $20,180,000

Advien: y Bomd

Calanis Sevbeny Stawbailes $500,000 $e20,000 $836,000 $310.000 $2 410,000

Adviey Bowd

Calisnia Tahile Talde Grapes $330,000 $450,000 $180,000 $1,850,000 $2 200,000 $1 250,000 $2.890,000 $2 350,000 $14,390.000

G ape Canmission

I XIAN3ddv

I XIQN3ddv



N S,

Anoant Ay oved iy sachh FY b ()

- PARHCIPANT ORGAN. COMMOMIY (4 (] . FYyer FYse Free
TEA 1EA TEA TEA

Celionsa Tonrwio Frosh Yunmiose

Bomd .

Catlanis Yree Nult Phime, Poes

Agy ssmert Necturws, Prisies

. & Peaches

Calla iy Walrmd Waknde $8,000,000 $7.000.000 $0 300 000 $7.300,008
Cownvission fomely
Walmil Marketing Gom o)

Catoh fumers of Ammica  Catlahy $50.000 $150.000
Catthls bnolindte Calish

Chuty Marhetig Moo Test $sne.e0e
eilivte, bu. Clwrrios

Crocote Marnd, Cluoookie ard $2 600,000 $2. 500,000 $23 000,000
Assochilon Condections y

Notuxts

CocadOeps Gapey $14,500,000
Aseoch fion

Cuflon Covmell Culton §2,000,000 $8 800,000 $1,450000  $15,000,000
hdwnlorst

CostmnU S Aglc, 10gh Vehe $1.090.284 $1.000,000 $1, 100,000 $2 100,000
& Food Bt Councll Food & Ag Mod

Fiakh Depetimant Chue $4,600,000 $7,000,000 47,000,000 4% 400,000
ol Chus

Ohweng Braed of Ginseng oot
Wisconshs, inz

tiop Gowas & Amaica Hope

et emlornd Fredh Apples

Apple notiute .

Keonkichy Disillin o’ Bowbon Whiskey

Assachion

e lndusties Lenthe 1,300,000 $ (1,500,000 $ 4,800,000
ol Amaica

Mictdgnn Apple Fresh emyibe

Cunmission sppies

Mid-Ameica hien. gh Ve $000,000 $1,200.000 41, ton,0n0 $ 1,900,000
At - Yeathe Counchl food & Ag Prod

$4,000.000

$100,000

$13,400.000

$2.950,000

$9.900,000

$50,000

$2. 000,000

$2 700.M10

$6.070,000

$450,000

$5.330.000

$ 172,000

$3. 100,000

$4. 120,000

$1.210.000

$4.710.000

$644.000

$2 110000

$15.790.000

$1,420,000

48,870,000

$1350,000

$3, 790,000

$208.000

$4.250.000

$4, 780,000

$210,000

$300,0bn

$2.370.000

$10.340,000
$4,200,000
$7. 170,000
$310,000

‘4
+$170,000

$910.000

$3.470.000

$4, 420,000

457,380,000

$200.000
$210.000

$2.374,000

$13.130.000

$2 200,000

$90.180, 000

$130876.204

$53.270,0n0

$824 000

$591,000

$910 co0

$12,360,000

$4, 800,000

$208 00Y

$21.940. 000

I XIAN3d4v

I XIQN34ddv



APPENDIX 1

APPENDIX I

600°0Ce G
000026 Bg
0000028

ono'oN g

V00'ESH'CI S
00000} §
000°059'828
000°000'0CS
000’00 ‘2§
60U10C TS
oo00’00cy

0nO'sSe'SCH

000’069 TS

0000254 000001 $ vUDUOL $
000001 2§ 000020 ¢4 000 0UGS
000'00r g (LYo
000011 §
0000201 § V0’6208 00009671 §
”.
oo0'onl$
o00'0L9 28 000009 5§ 000'UCe TS
000’04 2§ 000004 ‘1§ 00u'0Z8 1y
000'0uZs 000’198 000°025$
000'089'MIS  0OUPZN %S
Gooouy’i s eoovice 000'0258
. eog'oezs
ooo’oecs 000'srLs
000°082% 000'P6L S 000°002%
0000118
..... ...!a-in o
C6AJ oAl 16A3

0000001 $

0V0'006%

000’000 §

000'0U0 v

000'ons'vs

0UO'U00) §

000°0UY°2 8

000’0008

0000093

000'00r T$

ano’'eot v

0V'NuY°LS

Q00051 ¢

080§

000°'uSHS

000°U0Y ¢§

000'WwE" §

o000z

000'0LY S

000000 x$

000°05S 2§

0Vo'VsS s

on0'os

000'0084

000°05cS

vii viL
40A 4

8110410 (woy1084D) gnun)
Pomg \pe iy ORIY | IBeM RN
fo o ,g) gnnd
00000t $ S 1oy DRy | Isemp N
UL L) HORRIOSSY IO
‘agrQ 10ty uxywury ey
uwopRano § sdeg pue
oM Sugay IDA Mop)

Smopmg Amogoepnd
pus ‘go yueg wyN20esyY
BM0png BaDgung ey}
e Ly L] uopyI0sey
pus el 10 M ingegg
Pie0g) VOROWOL§
000'000 7§ ®90490,) QN0 pr0pNg|
P
0000087 $ spuivey nieey ey
wONYI0esY
0vo'00) T$ ey nee g pugen
pmog
houoy) Aovoy gy
SKNPOL) g UONN08 ey
v iy Awg ) mrogey
wpga0esy
S§NQ0 4§ POOM R0 I D NN
awegiAQg o) ussgAQ N
P ROQHIOINI0 i prie
snpoy Awq W nmsay) A g mogen
ssagendood
8o By BUIEg P ERIN) Wy
posy By 9 poo 2y iy 1o Ymceq)
000'006$ ougup Oy opIg 2 0008Y e
sngeey jwupy
USUNG SUNOg 0 10RSPOLIY gy
g ®quuy o
L] B0 guopy

vai -

S8A) AIONIN0d HYOUO INVSISIUVY

) 4 A4 R00 2y poniakly Jurouy

R e e 1 = v ey = e = s e # f n  Wy m $ n  m  > ——e4 B e EmYR=a A 8 e wriem



K44

e e w8 o 0 TR S o & e e > 2 . e o T T 7 0 e mw m k. = = o e e e e

PARKHCIPANT ONGAN COMMOINIY fves rver Fyes rves (3, et rvez fves
= €A 1EA 1EA EA EA Mep 101A

Heellwvosl Wine Mromolion  ~ Wine $340.000 $340,900
Cn Wi

Oregmy Seed Couscl Gass sved $ 187,000 $83 000 4212 000
Pacific Cosnt Carmed Corveed & Teozen $208.000 $ 129 000 $337.000
Pam Suvioe, ina (1) Bartiet Panie

Peliocd lneiiuste el Foods $830,000 $830.000
Popcon halivie Popcan $197.900 $300 000 1097.000
Southun 8. Tinde 1igh Valee $800.000 $800,000 $1, 100,000 $1,900,000 $2. 700,008 $2,590,000 $1,340,000 $6.940,000 $18.370.000
Asvochiion Food & Ag Mrod.

St fhwas! Flelmrles Qrawleh, Sqpid $203,000 $140,000 $315,000
Assochtion .
Tems Noduce Export Grapeinll $130,000 $150.000
Assochtion

Tubaceo Assochies Tobecco $600,000 $400,000 $2 750,000 $5.000,000 $3, 490,000 $12.540,000
USA Thy Pen & Lertw Pene 8 $2500000  $2500000  $1000000  $1,000,000 $1, 190,000 $420000  $10.500,000
Coancll Lomits ,

USA Postt y snd Egg Pomyand 46,000,000 $4,800,000 $4,280,000 $6,000,000 $6.000,000 41,000,000 $7,010.000 $7, 100,000 446,520,000
Epol Camch Egoe

USA fice Counclt e $1 500,000 $23 500,000 $4.600.000 $4 700,000 $8.500,000 $1.200.000 $5.3%0.000 $4,200.000 $41,070,000
U9 Tuhy Cawiicy Dby Bronting $130,000 $¢30.000
_I:muel Catte

US feed Onake Crn, Soghnwm $114,100,000 $2.000,000 $2 400,000 $4,201,000 $4 000,000 $4,700,000 $1, 120,000 $32,400,000
Canch & Baley "

° 8 Mmt Expat Mod Memt $7,000,000 $7,000,000 $4.500000  $17,000,000 $9,000.000 $13,020,000 $12.950000  $10,370,000 $01.440,000
Fadustion

US Mk Erpat Mk Polts ) $2500.000  $4.500000  $23M000  $2300000  $1,100,000 $9. 700,000
Devalopmed Coimclt

US Snimi Comuntesion Stalad $410.000 $110.000
US Wheat Assoa Whast $3, 100,000 $23 100,000 $1,200,000 $4,900.000 $4 200,000 $4,3%0,000 $2010.000 $24,860.000
(™Y

Voita Nadhee Voiie $280.000 $260.000

ol Ameica

I XIQN3IddV

I XIAQN3d4av



APPENDIX 1

APPENDIX I

Svd :3danog

€68) Ad M PR ADsppy ive ) i) MOHED) 1M 100 B 0N g 180 PRRIE) Su) Jae (1)

YOZOCLILZ'IS  OUORCL'LPIS  OUO'GOU'COZS ONO'0UO'COZS  DUE'LVO'DOZS QOO'DOO'DIZS ODO'ODD'OSIS  000°00Q'0IIS  192'988°60IS ‘W01 GNVUO ddNV3IL
80joL) Hopmyan]
nRa‘ona e 000'000°t § 000°000°t § 000°000°1 § 051359 Aqpeameny
oON'0ZE'INS  0DD'VES S 000'SIE'OIS  CUO'ONI'SZS  000'0S0'SIS  00B'OBEIZS  000°00Z'GIS  CDO'0RI'SIS  ©00'00)'S$ WIO18NS 43
4
LS
Lx3) spnpoyy
000001 000'0i2% 000’0008 000°'0U0% 200}MN0Y OJaN0] POSSN0 (|
00008’ 14§ 200°020 § 000087 2§ e0o'ocE TS 0000821 § 0000CE 1§ 00000818 uegy Gi13) wmD pessedoy)
000’002 TS ose'sui g ©000°009"'s § e, Y (33) wan
(3} w0y
00018L") $ 000'r0L S 000'000°t § ssyIspIng B Lee ) "SaupIe)
3 ooy
000’0254 000°625% ssirq SNPOL) P SHNI)
' L3} sonpoy
o00'0Zr TS 000°020"1 § 000°000 1§ sedeg) sedeg) punu))
000Nt 448 000'0C2 ¥§ 00000288 000'0LL'CI$  ©0O'00RWS 000°002'1i$  OUO'00S'0IS  000'C0S'0S 000’008 WE 0Ny (ded ;gD 2VNO
000008 )0 $ 000’008 V4 000082 98 000000 %¢ CUSWOR'IS 800008 E 200°004 8 200’008 % Dy (a3 speniy
TOINTCINE  000'P41°0KIS  COOUGNGEIS QUO'GEZONS G0OUGE'ENIS COSVSI'SIIE  000'SLS'CeS 000’028 (e "o ‘WioL
. .
000°088" 209 000'088'3iS  000IC'MS  UE'0B0'CIS  ©08V00 S 000'000°28 200000 T$ 000000 34 2000009 Loupn SN M
. sepaqeng
Pam pas) - SBUN\NON B
000'ess 000'rig 000'e$ pua veNy VOSNY Ainqeig P
paig v 3 pooy nopwosesy epet)
000'08¢" L4 000026 9§ 000D LS 000000 98 000082 %% o0'0uc V¢ 000'000'1 § 000581 9 200002 '%$ syep sy g oy gHusEem
sysspnin?) opkly .
00001 2028 coovIexS (1 AT 000'NC S 000 U Y 00008 T 000008 T§ 0000081 § 000N 18 - sopkiy ipes) ) oyny wBup e
WIOL e am RG] vial vaL vaL vl vat
LYY A3 1Y) o84S 80A3 20A) Yy oA ) ANIONNGD HVOUO INVIOIINVY

B 19 A 1090 sy jera sRiy puumy

25



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM BRAND-NAME PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING

MORE THAN $1 MILLION, FISCAL YEARS 1986-92

IPartiqipant _ ‘Total funds

§ Sunkist Growers $ 66,894,052
Blue Diamond 35,744,713
Sunsweet Growers 19,142,000

IE. J. Gallo 15,955,400

ISun-Maid 11,984,362
Tyson‘s Foods, Inc. 9,960,874 I
The Pillsbury Company 9,293,503 u
Dole Fresh Fruit Co. 8,152,705 H
Dole Dried Fruit/Dole Nut Co. 6,899,195 1
Borges 6,412,430
Welch's 5,066,209 I
Mariani Packing/Mariani Nut Co. 4,047,708 ﬂ
American Legend 3,910,998 1
M&M/Mars 3,781,523
Diamond 3,336,346 ]
Hudson's Bay 3,238,863 ]
Master Foods (Uncle Ben's) 2,812,140 ]

IRack1ngham/Wampler-Longrace 2,715,000 l
Vintners International 2,639,400

IBrown-Forman 2,425,000 I
Joseph E. Seagram 2,337,768
KP 2,317,500
John West Foods 2,307,100
Wrangler, Japan 2,225,254

lpPC/Best Foods 2,154,500

lBruce Foods 2,059,590 I
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Campbells Soup
Nestle

Crivellaro
YG Urban, Japan
Akel Tekstill
Valley View Packing
Hershey

ITilda
Meistermarken-Werke
Ralston Purina

lgggyza

APPENDIX II APPENDIX II
IDuyvis (Sara Lee) 2,025,000
!Hangg-Pacific Association 2,005,400 |

Fruit of the Loom 1,931,210

Jim Beam Brands 1,865,000
iOcean Spray 1,826,850

National Raisin Co. 1,773,393 !
_ Heublein 1,746,390

Mayfair Packing 1,737,122
|Bobson 1,673,801

Gunze . _ 1,635,573 ﬂ

1,630,119
1,603,110
1,558,500
1,557,500
1,537,479
1,479,000
1,454,870
1,420,610
1,409,520
1,384,987

1,236,478
Yuen Loong 1,195,309
McDonalds Corporation 1,185,000
_Sequoia Enterprises 1,148,400
Rifle, Europe 1,078,075
California Prune Packing 1,072,000
Kraft GMBH 1,031,002

‘ West Coast Packers
Source: FAS.

1,012,159 |



APPENDIX I1I1 APPENDIX III

MARKET PROMOTION PROGRAM (MPP)-RELATED REPORTS

Transition Series: International Trade (GAO/0OGC-93-11TR,
Dec. 1992.

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Better Trade Show Management Can
Increase Benefits to Exporters (GAO/NSIAD-92-122, Mar. 10, 1992).

International Trade: Agricultural Trade Offices' Role in Promoting
U.S. Exports Is Unclear (GAO/NSIAD-92-65, Jan. 16, 1992).

Export Promotion: Federal Programs Lack Organizational and Funding
Cohesiveness (GAO/NSIAD-92-49, Jan. 10, 1992).

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Strategic Marketing Needed to Lead
Agribusiness in International Trade (GAO/RCED-91-22, Jan. 22,
1992).

Agricultural Trade: Improvements Needed in Management of Targeted
Export Assistance Program (GAO/NSIAD-90-225, June 27, 1990).

International Trade: Competition for Japan's High Value
Agricultural Market (GAO/NSIAD-90-134, Mar. 30, 1990).

International Trade: Foreign Market Development for High Value
| Agricultural Trade (GAO/NSIAD-90-47, Jan. 17, 1990).

Agricultural Trade: Review of Targeted Export Assistance Program

(GAO/NSIAD-88-183, May 24, 1988).

International Trade: Review of Effectiveness of FAS Cooperator
Market Development Program (GAO/NSIAD-87-89, March 1987).
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APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IY
MPP-RELATED TESTIMONY

U.S. Department of Aqriculture: Better Management Could Increase

Effectiveness of FAS Export Operations (GAO-T-GGD-93-5,
Feb. 23, 1993).

Export Promotion: Federal Approach Is Fragmented (GAO-T-GGD-92-68,
Aug. 10, 1992). .

U.S. Department of Agriculture: High-Value Products and U.S.
Exgort Promotion Efforts (GAO-T-GGD-92-30, Apr. 7, 1992).

U.S. Department of Agriculture: Management Issues Remain
Unresolved in the Market Promotion Program (GAO-T-GGD-92-25,
Mar. 25, 1992).

U.S. Efforts to Increase Exports of High Value Agricultural
Products (GAO-T-NSIAD-91-43, June 25, 1991).

Status Report on GAO's Reviews of the Targeted Export Assistance
Program, the Export Enhancement Program, and the GSM-102/103 Export
Credit Guarantee Programs (GAO-T-NSIAD-90-12, Nov. 16, 1989).

(280047)
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