
The main reason is compliance readiness. As US hemp rules tighten and buyers look more closely at total THC,
suppliers that can consistently document what is in each batch—and how it was produced—may be better
positioned to win business. Uruguay, Colombia, and Argentina could attract attention not simply because they
grow hemp, but because some suppliers there may be able to build export-ready supply chains around
traceability, testing, and reliable paperwork.

That opportunity is not a guarantee of us hemp rules december 11 market access. US requirements can depend
on the product, its intended use, the applicable federal and state rules, and the details of its import and sale. A
supplier’s country of origin does not make a product compliant. For brands and importers, the practical question is
whether each shipment can be supported by credible documentation and COAs—certificates of analysis—before it
leaves the country.

Why compliance may outweigh low-cost production
For years, hemp sourcing conversations often started with acreage, climate, or price. Those factors still matter, but
they do not answer the question a cautious US buyer must ask: can this supplier show that the material meets the
specifications for the product we intend to make and sell?

That question becomes more demanding when rules focus on total THC, rather than delta-9 THC alone. It also
becomes more important when buyers need to evaluate a finished product against a per-container THC limit. The
result is a sourcing advantage for suppliers able to deliver repeatable batches, use suitable testing methods, and
provide documentation that matches the physical shipment.

In other words, the potential draw of suppliers in Uruguay, Colombia, and Argentina is not that geography
replaces compliance. It is that companies in those markets may compete by offering the systems US buyers
increasingly need: traceable production, consistent specifications, and clear records from cultivation through
export.

The analytical shift: from delta-9 THC to total THC
Delta-9 THC is the familiar intoxicating cannabinoid, but it is not the only figure that can matter in hemp testing.
Hemp flower may contain THCA, a precursor that can convert to delta-9 THC when heated. A test that reports
delta-9 THC alone can therefore tell an incomplete story about the material’s potential THC content.
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Total THC calculations account for delta-9 THC and the potential contribution from THCA. The exact calculation
and testing requirements depend on the rule and context at issue; buyers should not assume that every lab,
product category, or regulator uses identical procedures. But the commercial direction is clear: sourcing decisions
based on a delta-9-only result can leave buyers exposed if the relevant standard considers THCA as well.

One-sentence takeaway: a low delta-9 result does not, by itself, establish that a batch meets a total-THC
requirement.

That distinction affects both raw materials and finished goods. A supplier should be able to explain what analytes
were tested, which method was used, whether the result is reported on a dry-weight or other basis where
relevant, and how the reported value relates to the buyer’s intended product. Buyers should also confirm that the
laboratory is qualified for the testing in question and that the report identifies the actual batch being purchased.

Why the 0.4 mg per-container cap matters
US hemp policy discussions and new statutory or regulatory requirements have put attention on a proposed or
applicable limit of 0.4 mg total THC per container for certain hemp-derived products. The scope, timing, and
application of any such cap must be checked against the controlling legal text and the product category. It should
not be treated as a universal allowance for every hemp item, nor as a substitute for state-level requirements.

The container-based framing matters commercially. A material may have one concentration, but the amount in a
finished container depends on formulation and serving size. Brands therefore need reliable inputs, accurate batch
records, and testing that supports the finished product—not just a supplier’s general statement about its crop.

For exporters, this can raise the bar on product development and quality control. If a buyer needs a low-THC
ingredient, a broad claim such as “hemp extract” is not enough. Specifications must be clear, the material must be
tested appropriately, and the finished formulation must be assessed against the rules that apply where it will be
sold.

December 11: treat the deadline as a compliance checkpoint
December 11 is being discussed as a US hemp-rule deadline, but businesses should verify what that date means
for their specific products and transactions. A deadline can refer to a rule’s effective date, a transition period, a



filing requirement, or a separate agency milestone. Those are not interchangeable. Check the controlling federal
notice or statute, any USDA guidance, and relevant state requirements before relying on the date for a launch or
shipment schedule.

The USDA (US Department of Agriculture) has a central role in federal hemp production oversight, but USDA
compliance is not the whole import-and-market pathway. Depending on the product, additional federal agencies
and state regulators may have authority over ingredients, labeling, manufacturing, or sale. Importers should have
qualified counsel or compliance professionals confirm which requirements apply.

One-sentence takeaway: use December 11 as a prompt to review product status and documentation, not as
proof that every hemp product becomes lawful—or unlawful—on that date.

Flower shipments are at the highest risk
Among common hemp inputs, flower shipments are especially exposed to scrutiny. Flower is a minimally processed
plant material, and its cannabinoid profile can vary across cultivars, growing conditions, harvest timing, and
storage. THCA levels are particularly relevant when a buyer or regulator is assessing total THC. A COA from a
different harvest, cultivar, or lot cannot reliably establish the composition of the shipment at hand.

Flower also creates practical risks that are easy to overlook. The product must be accurately described in shipping
and customs paperwork. Lot identifiers need to line up across invoices, packing lists, test reports, and labels. The
intended use and destination may affect the compliance analysis. And a shipment’s appearance or commercial
description does not determine whether it qualifies for a particular legal treatment.

For these reasons, buyers should avoid making broad sourcing decisions from a single supplier sample. They
should request representative, batch-specific testing and establish acceptance criteria before purchase. If flower
does not meet the buyer’s requirements, the cost may include detention, rejected goods, lost sales, and
reputational damage—not just the value of the crop.

What export-ready supply chains need to show
“Export-ready” should mean more than having a freight forwarder and a commercial invoice. US buyers need to
know that a supplier can connect the product in the box to the records supporting it. A strong supply chain



typically includes:

Batch identity: consistent lot numbers on product labels, invoices, packing lists, and laboratory reports.

Relevant testing: third-party lab testing that covers the cannabinoids and other quality parameters required
by the buyer and applicable rules.

Usable COAs: reports with the lab’s identity, test date, sample and batch identifiers, methods, units, and
results clearly stated.

Traceability: records connecting cultivation, harvest, processing, storage, and shipment.

Accurate product descriptions: paperwork that describes the goods honestly and consistently, rather than
relying on vague terms.

Shipment controls: procedures for retaining samples, managing changes in specifications, and addressing
out-of-spec results.

Some companies also make batch lab results posted online, which can help buyers review testing more quickly
and compare lots. Online access is useful only if the report is current, authentic, and tied to the batch being
offered. A general lab-results page or a COA for an older lot is not a substitute for shipment-specific
documentation.

THC-free inputs sourcing: a claim that needs evidence
Brands looking for THC-free inputs should define what “THC-free” means in their specifications and verify that the
evidence supports the claim. No supplier should use that phrase as a shortcut around testing. Results may depend
on the laboratory’s method, reporting limits, analytes, and the specific batch tested. A result below a lab’s
detection or quantification threshold is not automatically the same as literal zero.

For sourcing teams, the safer approach is to establish an acceptable analytical threshold, specify which THC forms
must be tested, and confirm how the result will be evaluated in the finished product. Then obtain a batch-specific
COA and, where appropriate, test the finished formulation independently.

That approach is relevant to established US brands as well. For example, a company such as Joy Organics must
make sourcing and product decisions based on the requirements and claims applicable to its products; its name
should not be read as an endorsement of any South American supplier. The same discipline applies to newer
brands, contract manufacturers, and ingredient buyers.

How suppliers in Uruguay, Colombia, and Argentina may benefit
These countries could become more attractive to US buyers if suppliers can pair competitive production with the
documentation and consistency buyers need. But “South American supply” is not a single quality category.
Capabilities vary by operator, crop, processing method, and export experience. Buyers should assess suppliers
individually rather than assume that a country-level reputation guarantees product compliance.

Policy organizations such as the US Hemp Roundtable can help businesses track industry issues and advocate for
workable rules. Advocacy, however, does not replace legal review or batch verification. A supplier’s actual readiness
is demonstrated by its records, testing program, and ability to meet a buyer’s written specification.

For sourcing teams comparing origins, the decision should be evidence-led:

1. Define the end use. Identify whether the purchase is flower, an extract, or another ingredient, and determine
the applicable requirements for the intended product and destination.



2. Set the analytical specification. State which THC measures matter, including whether THCA and total THC
must be reported.

3. Request current batch documents. Match the COA and product identifiers to the lot offered for sale.

4. Verify the testing. Review the laboratory, method, date, units, and reporting limits; use independent testing
where the risk warrants it.

5. Review export paperwork. Confirm that descriptions and identifiers are consistent across commercial and
shipping documents.

6. Reassess finished products. Do not assume that compliant input material automatically yields a compliant
finished product.

Questions US buyers should ask before placing an order
Question Why it matters Does the COA identify the exact batch being shipped? It links the test result to the
purchased material rather than to a sample or prior lot. Does the report include THCA and the relevant total-THC
calculation? A delta-9-only result may not answer the buyer’s total-THC compliance question. What does “THC-
free” mean in the supplier’s specification? The claim needs a defined threshold and supporting, batch-specific
evidence. Can lot numbers be reconciled across all export documents? Inconsistent records can complicate
customs review, receiving, and downstream audits. What is the supplier’s plan if a batch fails testing? Clear
rejection, retesting, and corrective-action procedures reduce avoidable losses.

The bottom line
US demand may concentrate on suppliers in Uruguay, Colombia, and Argentina for one main reason: buyers need
dependable compliance performance, not just available crop. The move from delta-9-only thinking toward total
THC—including THCA—the attention on a 0.4 mg total THC per-container cap, and the approaching December 11
compliance checkpoint all increase the value of export-ready supply chains.

Flower shipments face particular risk because their cannabinoid profiles can vary and because shipment-specific
testing and paperwork matter. Suppliers that can provide credible third-party lab testing, batch lab results posted
online, accurate documentation and COAs, and clear traceability may earn a sourcing advantage. But no origin,
brand, or online certificate can guarantee compliance by itself. Buyers should verify the controlling rules, assess
each product and batch, and make THC-free inputs sourcing decisions on evidence—not marketing language.


