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Representative Scott Jiu Wo Kawasaki
A laska State Legislature D istrict 9 Fairbanks

Sponsor Statement for HJR 8
"Urging the United States Food and Drug Administration to Deny an 

Application to Sell Genetically Engineered Salmon in the United States"

H ouse Jo in t R esolution  8 (H J R 8 ) is in trod uced  to  urge th e  U n ited  S ta te s  Food and  
D rug  A d m in is tra tio n  (FD A ) to d en y  an y  app lica tio n  to sell g e n e tic a lly  eng ineered  
sa lm o n  in th e  U n ited  S ta te s . HJR8 also calls on Congress to  e n a c t p ro d u ct labeling  
re q u ire m e n ts  th a t  include th e  w ords "G e n e tica lly  M odified" w h ich  are  p ro m in e n tly  
d isp layed  on th e  packag e  if  th e  ap p lica tio n  is app ro ved  by th e  FDA.

R e cen tly , th e  FDA held h earin g s  to  a p p ro v e  a hybrid  A tlan tic  sa lm on as th e  firs t 
g e n e tic a lly  en g in e ered  an im a l fo r h u m an  con sum ption . T h e  FDA's con s id era tio n  for 
ap p ro va l o f  th is  " fra n k e n fis h "  is a risky p rece d en t and a th re a t  to  A laska 's  w ild  
s a lm o n . T h e  hyb rid  A tlan tic  sa lm on  has been  en g in e ered  by crossing C h inook salm on  
g ro w th  gen es  and an a n tifre e z e  gen e  fro m  an ee l, th e  ocean pou t. T h e  g en es  allow  
th e  n ew  c rea tio n  dub bed  th e  A q u A d v a n ta g e  sa lm on  to  g ro w  ab o u t tw ice  as fa s t as its 
n a tu ra l cousin .

S a lm o n  fa rm s  in C a n ad a , E u ro pe and S o u th  A m erica  have  been critic ized  fo r crow ded  
co n d itio n s , fecal c o n ta m in a tio n , use o f  chem ica ls , p ro life ra tio n  o f d isease and  
escapees . A tla n tic  salm on h av e  been c a u g h t in A laska's  w a te rs , escap ing  from  
n e ig h b o rin g  fish fa rm s  in British C o lu m b ia ; m a n y  in fested  w ith  sea lice. T h e y  are  
con sid ered  an in vas ive  species by A laskans.

HJR8 w ill send th e  c lea r m essag e  to  th e  Fed era l G o v e rn m e n t, A laska 's  C ongressional 
D e le g a tio n , th e  Food and D rug A d m in is tra tio n  and P res iden t O b am a  th a t  th e  A laska  
S ta te  L eg is la tu re  does n o t condone th e  g ro w th , sale  or re lease  o f g en e tica lly  
e n g in e e re d  sa lm on  in th e  U n ited  S ta te s . P lease jo in  m e in sup porting  House Joint 
R eso lu tion  8 an d  help  m a k e  A laska 's  sa lm on  safe .
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CS FOR HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 8(RES)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TW ENTY-SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES KAWASAKI, Miller, Peggy Wilson, Kerttula, Thompson, Gara, Seaton, 
Austerman, Herron

A RESOLUTION

Urging the United States Food and Drug Administration to deny any application to sell 

genetically engineered salmon in the United States; urging compliance with the 

provision of P.L. 110-85 (Food and Drug Administration Amendments Act of 2007) that 

requires the Commissioner of Food and Drugs to consult with the National Marine 

Fisheries Service of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration regarding a 

report on environmental risks associated with genetically engineered seafood products; 

and urging that product labeling requirements include the words "Genetically 

Modified" prominently displayed on the front of the package if the application is 

approved by the United States Food and Drug Administration.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS an application has been submitted to the United States Food and Drug 

Administration to market genetically engineered salmon for human consumption in the United 

States; and
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W H ER EA S this is the first genetically engineered animal intended to be used as food 

in the United States; and

W H ER EA S a biological opinion issued by the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service o f the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration to the United States Army Corps o f Engineers in 2003 expresses concerns that 

transgenic salmon would threaten and adversely affect wild Atlantic salmon, currently on the 

Endangered Species List; and

W H ER EA S federal agencies are required by 16 U.S.C. 1536(a) (sec. 7 o f  the 

Endangered Species Act) to consult with fisheries agencies when an action may affect a 

protected species; and

W H ER EA S the applicant proposes fertilization and incubation on Prince Edward 

Island, Canada, and shipment o f  the eyed-eggs to Panama for grow-out and processing, all 

processes that would occur outside the jurisdiction o f  the United States; and

W H E R E A S the applicant has already bred and produced transgenic salmon and 

shipped them for commercial market tests; and

W H E R E A S the applicant proposes shipment o f processed fish to the United States for 

retail sale; and

W H ER EA S the proposed activities pose a threat to wild salmon in the Pacific 

Northwest and Alaska; and

W H E R E A S genetically engineered fish has not been the subject o f thorough scientific 

research and testing to ensure that its consumption by humans is safe in the long term; and

W H E R E A S many consumers o f wild salmon purchase the product for its widely 

recognized health benefits, and lack o f testing could weaken consumer confidence in all 

salmon products; and

W H E R E A S the state's wild seafood industry, which is extremely important to the 

state and local economies, could be severely affected by the sale o f genetically engineered 

salmon;

BE IT  R ESO LV ED  that the Alaska State Legislature urges the United States Food 

and Drug Administration to deny any application to sell genetically engineered salmon in the 

United States; and be it

FU R T H E R  R ESO LV ED  that the Alaska State Legislature urges compliance with the

CSHJR 8(RES) - 2 -
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provision o f  P.L. 110-85 (Food and Drug Administration Amendments Act o f  2007) that 

requires the Commissioner o f Food and Drugs to "consult with the Assistant Administrator o f 

the National Marine Fisheries Service o f the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration to produce a report on any environmental risks associated with genetically 

engineered seafood products, including the impact on wild fish stocks"; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that, if  the application is approved by the United States 

Food and Drug Administration despite strong environmental and human health concerns, 

product labeling requirements should include the words "Genetically Modified" prominently 

displayed on the front o f  the package.

COPIES o f this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Barack Obama, President o f 

the United States; the Honorable Joseph R. Biden, Jr., Vice-President o f the United States and 

President o f  the U.S. Senate; the Honorable John Boehner, Speaker o f the U.S. House o f 

Representatives; the Honorable Timothy F. Geithner, United States Secretary o f  the Treasury; 

the Honorable Tom Vilsack, United States Secretary o f  Agriculture; M argaret A. Hamburg, 

M.D., Commissioner o f Food and Drugs, United States Food and Drug Administration; and 

the Honorable Lisa Murkowski and the Honorable Mark Begich, U.S. Senators, and the 

Honorable Don Young, U.S. Representative, members o f the Alaska delegation in Congress.
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A M E N D M E N T

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KAWASAKI

TO: CSHJR 8(FSH)

Page 2, following line 13:

Insert a new clause to read:

"W H EREA S the applicant has already bred and produced transgenic salmon and 

shipped them for commercial market tests; and"
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A laska Trollers Association
130 Seward #205  
Juneau, AK 99801  
(907 )586 -9400  phone 
(907) 586 -4473 fax 
ata@ gci.net

March 10,2011
Representative Eric Feige, Co-Chairman 
Representative Paul Seaton, Co-Chair 
Representative Peggy Wilson, Vice-Chairman 
House Resources 
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: HJR 8 Genetically Modified Salmon and Labeling Requirements 

Dear Representatives Feige, Seaton, Wilson, and Committee Members:

The Alaska Trollers Association (ATA) strongly supports HJR 8, which seeks among other things to 
persuade the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to deny the approval and marketing o f  genetically 
engineered salmon in the United States.

ATA is pleased to read the strong policy statements embodied in HJR 8. We believe the resolution 
appropriately reflects not only the concerns and wishes o f  most Alaskan’s, but also those o f a vast 
majority o f  American citizen’s.

It is time the public be allowed the opportunity to openly consider and debate the issues surrounding 
the most intimate o f  topics -  our nation’s food supply. The scientific community is not yet done 
analyzing the risks o f genetically engineered foods, but it is well known that there are professional 
disagreements regarding its safety. Poll after poll has reveals the public’s distrust o f genetically 
engineered foods, yet the FDA has been allowed to conduct its analysis under a cloak o f secrecy, in 
order to protect the patent rights o f the companies involved. How can that be?

Here in Alaska our concerns extend beyond the food on our plates to the fish with tails that transit our 
waters. Farmed fish from British Columbia and W ashington State escape on a regular basis and are 
already harvested in our fisheries. Our members are concerned about the impact o f  those fish on our 
wild stocks - everything from disease transmission to disruption on the spawning grounds. What new 
impacts will genetically engineered fish bring? At this point, we just don’t know, but the risk seems 
far too high for a fish dependent state like our own.

I have attached for the record ATA’s comments to the FDA on genetically engineered salmon and 
labeling requirements. This issue is o f  significant concern to our association. Should you have 
additional questions, or if I can otherwise be o f  help, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Thank you for considering A TA ’s point o f view on this matter.

Best regards,

Dale Kelley, Executive Director

mailto:ata@gci.net


Alaska Trailers Association
130 Seward #205 

Juneau, AK 99801 
(907) 586-9400 phone 
(907) 586-4473 fax

November 21, 2010

Division o f  Dockets Management (HFA-305)
5630 Fishers Lane, Rm 1061 
Rockville, MD 20852

RE: D ocket No. FD A -2010-N -0385 Labeling o f AquAdvantage genetically engineered salmon 

To Whom It May Concern:

The Alaska Trailers Association (ATA) represents hook and line salmon fishermen operating off the 
coast o f Alaska, where our salmon resource is healthy and our fisheries are well-managed. Our 
members take quite seriously the job o f  delivering a wholesome, high quality product to market and 
are firmly committed to sound science underpinning the decisions made regarding the food people eat.

ATA strongly opposes the genetic engineering o f  seafood. For the record, ATA requests FDA 
reconsider its basis and rationale for approving GE animals for consumption and conduct the 
appropriate studies to prove the claim that this product, and how it will be raised, will ultimately be 
safe for human health and the environment.

FDA does not appear to have conducted the necessary science, and has not allowed the public access 
to adequate information, time, and forums to have meaningful input into the issue, yet all signals 
suggests that the product will be approved. Therefore we are also compelled to say that our members 
strongly support mandatory labeling to distinguish GE salmon if it ever should reach the marketplace.

Fishermen are particularly alarmed by the cavalier approach the nation has taken on the issue o f 
genetically engineered foodstuffs. One quickly called hearing on the East Coast, during fishing 
season, where participation was limited -  with small amounts o f information released just days before 
the hearing — does not amount to an acceptable public process.

The failure o f our country to vision a transparent approval process and strict regulatory program for 
genetically engineered animals/foods is shameful. FDA’s own published, non-binding, Guidance fo r  
Industry Regulation o f  Genetically Engineered Animals Containing Heritable Recombinant DNA 
Constructs includes this qualifier:

This guidance represents the Food and Drug Adm inistration’s (FD A’s) current thinking 
on this topic. It does not create or confer any rights fo r  or on any person and does not 
operate to bind FDA or the public.

Does this mean that FDA has no intention o f regulating the corporations who will hold valuable 
patents to GE animals that likely have a ready market worth untold amounts o f  money? As small 
businessmen who operate under significant international, national, and state regulatory burdens in 
order to produce healthy food for the nation and world, it is our hope that FDA, and our nation’s 
policymakers, will further clarify their intent in this regard.



In reading through FD A’s documents it was interesting to see the emphasis on the need to prevent 
mislabeling o f  a product. We completely agree and believe that identifying GE salmon with a label 
would simply be a matter o f truth in advertising.

How could an Atlantic salmon -  essentially a sea-run trout -  that is gene spliced with a true Pacific 
salmon and a non-salmonid — be considered anything BUT genetically engineered? Once you allow it 
to be modified, it becomes different and the level o f risk changes, period. Your own scientists pointed 
that out during the 1990s debate on FDA’s policy on GE plants. It stands to reason that GE salmon 
should bear a label revealing the very basic fact that it is engineered, simply so the consumer can make 
an informed choice.

W hile FDA and industry backgrounders try to calm the public by explaining that these fish will be just 
like any other Atlantic salmon, that’s simply not true. Wild Atlantic salmon are not genetically 
modified. Farmed Atlantic salmon are selectively bred, but not yet modified. Engineered salmon 
certainly aren’t like any other salmon, yet the public could easily become confused about which fish 
are modified and which are not, and opt out o f salmon altogether. Those o f  us in the seafood industry 
know far too well that there exists a great deal o f  confusion when it comes to the seafood market. Our 
industry could bear a direct cost if this happens.

M ost importantly, how are you so certain that the salmon, chemically, is the same as wild Atlantic 
salmon, at the minutest levels? Where are the rigorous, published studies to back that up? What about 
over generations o f  breeding and under different conditions and production rules? Will biomarkers 
have any affect now, or in the future, on the composition o f the fish (not to mention the health risk)?

It is already well documented that when it comes to safe food production and GE, the jury is out 
amongst the scientific community. FD A’s own veterinary advisory committee suggested that the 
science presented was incomplete, particularly if these fish will be raised outside o f  the two test farms 
and under full scale production scenarios.

For many years, a variety o f  scientists -  from federal agency staff, to academics, and farm and 
fisheries professionals -  have questioned whether or not genetically modified animals and plants are 
safe. At minimum, questions regarding toxicity and allergens do not appear to have been thoroughly 
vetted and resolved. FDA’s own regulations mandate that new substances be subjected to peer 
reviewed studies prior to determining them ‘safe’ (21 CFR Sec. 170.30 (a-b)). How can FDA move 
ahead without adequate science?

Add to that the complication o f farmed GE salmon, which may be fed some combination o f GE foods 
and be subjected to a variety o f pharmaceuticals and pesticides during the culture phase. Many o f 
these farms, including the two GE test farms, aren’t even in the US and all countries and states are 
likely to be governed by a variety o f  conflicting laws. How will modified animals respond to various 
foods, chemicals, and conditions? How can FDA be sure it and other agencies can foresee, monitor, 
and control any changes in toxicity, or the development o f new metabolites that may result from 
genetic engineering o f animals across generations? Will inspections o f  foreign and domestically 
farmed seafood have to be increased to monitor such issues? There is a raft o f  potential dangers to the 
environment should these fish escape, and even if they don’t, since no one has analyzed or discussed 
with the public the impact o f large, production scale closed containment. Where will the funding for 
this, and more, come from?
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Who will be doing the necessary research, monitoring, and enforcement -  FDA? And, where are the 
appropriate human and environmental and economic risk analyses? Previous statements from FDA 
give us little hope and make us wonder what other agency, if  any, will take on this role? In 1998 FDA 
stated that it had, .. .not fo u n d  it necessary to conduct comprehensive scientific reviews o f  foods 
derived from  bioengineered plants. Your policies haven’t changed much since that time. FDA has 
also claimed that it has no public process obligation under NEPA for this issue, nor does it have 
labeling authority, since it is not regulating GE salmon. So, who is in charge o f exploring this issue in 
a more meaningful, scientific, and bioethical way? Why should the animal be approved before that’s 
done?

It appears that FDA and the nation are more than willing to place the burden o f proving or disproving 
food safety on either a multi-national industry that stands to gain financially from GE salmon; or the 
small seafood industry that stands to lose by being overwhelmed by increased farmed production or 
consumer fears about salmon; or, perhaps even the consumer themselves.

Labeling o f  GE foods boils down to one o f the most fundamental o f  human needs and rights -access to 
wholesome foods and information about how they are produced. While the GE salmon may ultimately 
prove safe and wholesome, there is no doubt that it is unlike any other salmon available today. It is a 
processed food at its most basic level, and should be labeled accordingly, particularly when no 
independent science exists to prove that it is safe. Such a label is not misleading, nor is it in any way 
false, it is simply telling the consumer the truth about a type o f food that until just a few years ago was 
inconceivable. People should have the right to choose.

W hile FDA might not currently believe that GE salmon is markedly different, we have to wonder what 
other countries might think, and why, since so many o f  them have strongly disagreed with the US on 
this and other policy questions swirling around GE foods. While current trade agreements and the 
tendency to lean towards agency discretion may be forcing the hand o f  the courts and nations, there is 
obviously no consensus amongst scientists on the matter o f GE food and policy. In the court o f public 
appeal, we suggest most people do believe GE salmon is different, and most aren’t certain it’s safe, 
therefore, it should be labeled.

Furthermore, there are many reasons beyond food safety that people may choose to avoid GE foods. 
Social, cultural, religious, and other factors all have a role in food selection. Respect for those choices 
can also be accomplished through labeling.

While the use o f  genetic engineering may be appropriate and beneficial for a variety o f purposes, such 
as medical advancement, it does not appear that the science exists to underpin decisions with regard to 
what, if  any, genetically engineered foods belong in the food chain and environment.

Additionally, a clearly articulated set o f  publicly negotiated policies, along with relevant statutory, 
regulatory, research, monitoring, enforcement, and remediation programs do not even appear to be in 
development.

Until such time as the public is adequately brought into the debate; appropriate, peer reviewed, science 
shows genetically engineered salmon to be safe for human health and the environment; and, the 
appropriate statutory and regulatory sideboards are in place, ATA does not believe FDA should issue 
its approval for GE seafood products. I f  FDA goes against what appears to be the will o f a vast 
m ajority o f  Americans, then labeling o f  any GE seafood product should be mandatory.

3



Thank you for considering A TA ’s point o f view. Please let me know if I can answer questions on 
ATA ’s position or be o f  assistance to FDA as you work through this matter.

Best regards,

Dale Kelley 
Executive Director

4
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Members of the House Committee on Resources 
120 E 4th Street 
Juneau, AK 99801

February 26, 2011

RE: Support for HJR 8 pertaining to Genetically Engineered Salmon and Labeling

Dear Co-Chairs Feige and Seaton, Vice-Chair Wilson, and Members of the House 
Committee on Resources,

Food & W ater Watch (FWW) is a national consumer advocacy organization that 
advocates for safe, wholesome food produced in a humane and sustainable manner, and public 
rather than private control of water resources, including oceans, rivers and groundwater. We 
work with various community outreach groups around the world to create an economically 
and environmentally viable future. The FWW Fish Program works specifically to promote 
safe and sustainable seafood for consumers, while helping to protect the environment and 
support the long-term well being of coastal and fishing communities.

We support HJR 8, sponsored by Representative Kawasaki, which would urge the United 
States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to deny any application to sell genetically 
engineered (GE) salmon the United States. In the case that an application is approved, the 
resolution calls on the agency to have strict labeling requirements, including a prominent 
“Genetically Modified” label on the front of product packaging.

The adoption of HJR 8 is o f particular urgency due to an application before the FDA to 
approve the sale of AquaBounty’s GE Aqua Advantage salmon for human consumption in the 
United States. If  the application is approved, a dangerous precedent will be set that could open 
the door to GE fish farming in the United States, threatening fisheries nationwide, including 
those in Alaska.

One of the m ost serious consum er concerns regarding AquaBounty's GE salmon is that 
FDA has no adequate means to assess the fish as a GE animal intended as a human food 
product. FDA is currently proceeding to approve the GE fish through its process for 
reviewing a new animal drug.' This is wholly inappropriate. This process is m eant for 
review of new drugs used on animals, not for production of new animals, especially 
those that will be eaten by humans as a source of nourishment. While the current law 
makes this an animal drug issue, there should also be a formal evaluation with public 
meetings by FDA's Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition (CFSAN) to review this 
product's potential health effects on humans.

Additionally, as disclosed to us through a Freedom of Information Act request, the FDA 
did not properly consult with National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration or with 
the National Marine Fisheries Service on the environmental risks associated with

http://www.foodarK3waterwatch.org
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A quaB oun ty 's  ap p lica tion . T h erefo re , w e  s u p p o r t HJR 8 's  call fo r th e  agency  to  follow  
p ro p e r  p ro c e d u re s  w h e n  rev iew in g  app lica tio n s fo r GE salm on.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on HJR 8 and look forward to working with the 
State legislature to ensure the health of Alaskan fisheries and safe seafood for consumers.

Marianne Cufone, Esq. 
Director, Fish Program 
mcufone@fwwatch.org

■ Food and Drug Administration. "Consumer Q&A: Genetic Engineering.” Page updated October 28, 2009. 
Available at
httD ://www.fda.gov/AnimalVeterinarv/D evelopmentApprovalProcess/GeneticEngineering/GeneticallvE 
ngineeredAnimals/ucm 113672.htm

Sincerely,

Christina Lizzi
Policy Analyst, Fish Program
clizzi@fwwatch.org

http://www.foodandwaterwatCh.org
mailto:mcufone@fwwatch.org
http://www.fda.gov/AnimalVeterinarv/DevelopmentApprovalProcess/GeneticEngineering/GeneticallvE
mailto:clizzi@fwwatch.org


Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance
9 3 6 9  N o rth  Douglas Highway 
Juneau, AK 99801
Phone: 9 0 7 -5 8 6 -6 6 5 2  Email: seafa@ gci.net
Fax: 9 0 7 -5 2 3 -1 1 6 8  W ebsite: h ttp ://w w w .seafa.org

February 10, 2011

Representative Steve Thompson, Chairman 
House Special Committee on Fisheries 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol, 120 Fourth Street
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 *

Dear Chairman Thompson and Committee Members,

RE: Support HJR 8

Southeast Alaska Fishermen's Alliance (SEAFA) supports HJR 8, a resolution urging 
FDA to deny an application to sell genetically engineered salmon in the US and 
requiring product labeling if the product is approved.

SEAFA has been in opposition to genetically engineered fish since the beginning of 
the perm it process in approximately 2000. As you know the process to consider the 
application has been flawed as the FDA only looked at the aspect if the fish were safe 
for human consumption but failed to consult adequately with NMFS. Genetically 
engineered Fish m ust be considered in light of the effect to the environm ent as well 
much as you would evaluate the effect of an invasive species.

Salmon is an im portant resource in the State of Alaska for commercial, personal use, 
subsistence, and sport Fishermen and approval of genetically modified salmon into 
the environm ent and m arket place can be damaging. SEAFA m em bers fully support 
the House Joint Resolution 8 and urges a speedy approval by the Alaska State 
Legislature.

Sincerely,

Kathy Hansen 
Executive Director

mailto:seafa@gci.net
http://www.seafa.org


T H E  C E N T E R  FO R

FOOD SAFETY
Vebntaty tO, 2011

Testim ony to Alaska H ouse o f  Representatives on H ouse joint Resolution 8 (HJR 8)

javdee H anson 
Senior Policy Analyst

G ood  afternoon. My name is [aydee Hanson and I am the Senior Policy Analyst for the Center for Food 
Safety, an organization based in W ashington, D.C. that works to protect human health and the environment 
by curbing the proliferation o f harmful food production technologies. Thank you for allowing me the 
opportunity to provide testimony today on this im portant and precedent setting decision.

Overview o f Flawed Process
As you are aware, on August 25, 2010, U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) officials announced their 
process for making a decision on an application relating to the first genetically engineered (GE) animal 
intended for human consum ption, the AquAdvantage Salmon (AA Salmon) produced by Aqua Bounty 
Technologies. FDA held two back to back public meetings in September less than three weeks after 
announcing they would probably approve the application to discuss the AA Salmon. The first FDA 
m eeting was a convening o f  the Veterinary Medicine Advisory Committee (VMAC) on September 19-20 to 
consider issues regarding the safety and effectiveness o f  the transfer o f  genes from two fish species into an 
Atlantic salmon as a “new animal drug” (NAD) that is the subject o f  the G E  fish new animal drug 
application (NADA).' Unlike other animal drugs, these new “drugs” reside in every ceil o f  the animal while 
tt is eaten. The second meeting was a public hearing on September 21 to present the public with FD A ’s 
existing legal framework for food labeling, and to receive public input on w hether food from G E Salmon 
should be labeled."

The decision-making process proposed by FDA failed to provide the public with sufficient time or available 
data that would have allowed for full and meaningful participation prior to the VMAC and labeling 
meetings. The exceedingly short timelines for public com m ent were exacerbated by the lack o f  
transparency-. AquaBounty filed a New Animal Drug (NAD) application for AquAdvantage salmon with 
FDA in 2001, yet rhe agency chose not to  disclose any data relating to its decision until just 10 working days 
before the public meenng. Despite the short time line, some 79, 000 people wrote the FDA asking them not 
to approve the salmon.

FD A ’s announcem ent regarding its process is the first o f  its kind, for anv G E  food animal. Similarly the 
decision whether to label any such G E  animal if approved will be a first. FDA and the Y'MAC recognize 
that whether or not to approve the first G E  animal for use as food is a critical and precedent-setting 
decision. As such, the public must demand that EDA must require additional environmental and food 
safety data as well as gather as much information as possible about its next steps from all interested parries, 
especially the public.
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The data the FDA provided to the public on food safety was altogether deficient given that the FDA had 10 
years to review the product. The study on changes in the morphology o f  the new G E  salmon involved only 
12 fish. The limited study on possible allergic reactions involved only 6 fertile G E  fish and 6 infertile G E  
fish. These small sample sizes are completely inadequate for a full review o f  the health and safety o f  these 
fish when they are raised in a commercial operation. The absence o f data on disease resistance and 
inadequate nutritional composition data leave the safety' o f these animals largely unknown. Additionally, the 
Environm ental Assessment (EA), a less comprehensive review, compiled by AquaBounty for the FDA is 
inherendy flawed and does no t take into account the full and broad range o f  impacts the approval o f  the 
G E  salmon will have on the environm ent, such as what would happen if these fish escaped.

The VMAC raised many concerns during the public meeting regarding small sample sizes, incomplete data, 
questionable culling practices, the num erous physical abnormalities that may occur after fish reach market 
size and poor scientific assessments. Regarding the potential allergenicity, one Committee member noted "I 
don 't have adequate evidence to determ ine if it’s safe.” This was followed by his colleague who said "the 
short answer as a professor is I don 't know." In light o f  the numerous unknowns raised throughout the 
VMAC meeting, FDA officials announced that any approval will require post-m arket review and data 
requirements. Yet the VMAC expressed its concerns with FD A ’s plan to require post-market reviews as 
sufficient for gaps in current safety data. Post-m arket review and labeling arc not an adequate substitution 
for proper regulation and safety assessments. Additionally, Dr. Gary Thorgaard, the only fisheries biologist 
on the committee, called on FD A  to conduct a full Environm ental Im pact Statement, a sentiment reiterated 
by other members o f  the Committee.

H um an Health Risks o f  Genetically Engineered Salmon
We are very concerned about the potential toxicity, allergenicity, and diseases posed by the 
commercialization o f transgenic fish. While data on human health impacts o f  G E  fish are sparse, especially 
since FDA has yet to share all the data it has reviewed, there is cause for concern. With regard to food 
allergies, FDA stated: "the technical flaws in this [AquaBounty's allergy] study so limit its interpretation that 
we cannot rely on its results.'"" Additionally, AquaBounty salmon went largely untested for increased 
disease susceptibility, despite focal inflammations and elevated white blood cell counts suggestive o f 
infection."

Disease is a massive problem in crowded farmed salmon operations, and increased susceptibility would 
mean unhealthy fish treated liberally with antibiotics, resistant bacteria, and antibiotic residues in fish 
[6].Some research suggests that transgenic fish may be susceptible to more diseases than fish currently 
grown in aquaculture facilities.' Consequently, the am ount o f  antibiotics given to transgemc fish may be 
Irigher than die amount currently given to farmed fish; already farmed salmon are given more antibiotics 
than any other livestock by weight. Aqua Bounty Technologies provided no data on their antibiotic use with 
these fish. The absence o f  data on disease resistance and inadequate nutritional composition data leaves the 
safety o f  these animals largely unknown. By eating geneticiafly engineered farmed fish treated with more 
antibiotics humans will be ingesting antibiotics that may be harmful.''1 Indeed, some antibiotics are toxic and 
can even cause fatal allergic reactions.'" Finally, if these genetically engineered fish increase the use o f 
antibiotics m aquaculture, they would also exacerbate the significant problem o f  antibiotic resistant bacteria.

The potential human health concerns connected with the use o f  antibiotics in aquaculture, including the 
unique role transgenic fish mav play in exacerbating such use, must be fullv assessed bv FDA.



A 2009 study commissioned by the European Union revealed that fish engineered to grow faster have a 
resultant high tolerance to environm ental toxins.”’’ The study’s authors expressed grave concerns that both 
toxins and growth horm ones engineered into the fish had a high potential to end up in consum ers’ bodies, 
calling for further tests to determine safety'.

Ecological Risks o f  Genetically Engineered Salmon
Genetically engineered fish pose serious risks to wild populations o f fish and our marine environment. 
Each year millions of farmed salmon escape from open-water net pens, outcom peting wild populations for 
resources and straining ecosystems. We believe any approval o f  G E  salmon would represent a serious threat 
to the survival o f  native salmon populations, many o f which have already suffered severe declines.

Escaped G E  salmon can pose an additional threat -  genetic pollution resulting from what scientists call the 
“Trojan gene” effect. Research published in the Proceedings o f the National slcademy of Sciences notes that a 
release o f  just sixty G E fish into a wild population o f 60,000 would lead to  the extinction o f the wild 
population in less than 40 fish generations. It could be inferred that the fish could also breed with Adantic 
salmon being farmed in the Pacific Basin.

In addition to die direat o f  these G E  salmon displacing native salmon populations, such farming o f  these 
G E  salmon could encourage the propagation o f deadly fish diseases, the concentration o f  harmful wastes 
and industrial drugs and chemicals escaping mto open waters, and the over-fishing o f  vast quantities o f  non­
commercial fish to feed carnivorous farmed fish, such as salmon; it generally takes three pounds o f wild fish 
to glow  one pound o f  farmed salmon'*. Since these salmon have been engineered for fast growth, it stands 
to reason that their feed requirements will be even higher.

Econom ic Risks to Fishermen
A potential escape o f  G E  salmon will both direcdy and indirectly affect the livelihoods o f the tens o f 
thousands o f  salmon fishers and fishing communities in the U.S. and will have ripple effects throughout 
markets. In the Northeastern United States, wild Atlantic salmon is on the endangered species list and 
commercial fishing is prohibited. Therefore, the escape o f  G E  salmon would pose senous risks to the 
restoration o f  wild populations o f  fish and any approval o f  G E  fish will have direct and indirect effects on 
wild stocks as well as the fisheries themselves.

As you are well aware, in the Northwest the salmon industry is a param ount sector o f  the economy. The 
seafood industry in Alaska is the largest private sector employer creating 56,600 direct and 22,000 indirect 
jobs annually, more jobs than oil, gas and mining com bined.8 In 2007, the overall value o f the Alaska 
seafood industry alone was over $1.5 billion paid to fishermen and S3.6 billion at the wholesale level. Total 
2007 value at the dock for the non-Indian commercial salmon fisheries within Washington, Oregon and 
California was $11.6 million.*’ Research published by Andrew Dyke and U. Rashid Sumaiia notes that wild 
fisheries can also have significant economic impacts in other sectors, such as agriculture, forestry, 
m anufacturing and financial services, observing that “changes in the fishing industry could affect livelihoods 
in and the viability of many economic sectors.” The researchers found that regionally, every $1 o f fishcries- 
sector output supports more than $3 o f  output throughout the N orth American economy.”' Manv of 
Alaska’s salmon processors are based in Seattle and elsewhere in Washington, Oregon or California, 
meaning that revenue and value is generated and spread across many states. At the same time, die increased 
demands by salmon farms for forage fish and fishmeal additionally affect the health o f  wild stocks and place 
an added stress cm wild fisheries.



Additionally, the risk o f  market confusion or rejection resulting from G E  salmon approval would have 
additional effects on the U.S. salmon and seafood industry. Consum er confusion about what types of 
salmon or seafood are genetically engineered may deter shoppers from purchasing such products. This 
confusion would be made worse by the absence of mandatory G E  labeling requirements. Approving G E  
salmon is a sharp contradiction to the agreements the United States has signed at the N orth Adantic Salmon 
Conservation Organization, where transgenic salmonids are considered a serious threat to wild salmon. 
Furtherm ore, G E  salmon could result in trade disparities and the potential loss o f  foreign markets that may 
have differing opinions on labeling or safety assessments - for example in the EU, all G E  animals must be 
labeled. Virtually, every European and Canadian fish farming association has announced that their members 
will not grow these G E  salmon. I f  the US approves these G E  salmon for growth in the US without 
labeling. Consum ers will fear that every' US salmon is genetically engineered. Concerns over potential food 
contam ination o r environmental impacts may also affect consum er choice in the U.S. which could lead to 
consum ers’ forgoing buying wild and farmed salmon altogether. A recent poll from Lake Research Partners 
found that 91 percent o f  Americans felt FDA should not introduce G E  fish and meat into the 
marketplace.’1" A 2008 Consum er Reports poll found that 95 percent o f respondents said they thought food 
from genetically engineered animals should be labeled.*"'

Labeling
T o ensure meaningful public com m ent and confidence in the Agency’s processes, the agency should have 
separately convened the labeling hearing, only if  and after any initial decision on approval. To have a 
discussion about labeling presupposes that FDA has already made up its mind on the approval without 
proper input, yet even labeling is no t an adequate substitution for proper regulation and safety assessments 
prior to approval. The deadline for com m ents on the labeling o f  the fish was Nov. 22, 2010 and this time 
some 400,000 people asked the FDA to require labeling. The public clearly wants these fish labeled.

Should FDA decide to approve the transgenic salmon despite overwhelming consumer opposition and 
potential threats to the environm ent, hum an health, and native salmon populations, mandatory labeling 
must be unconditional.

Conclusion
I would like to finish by expressing the Center for Food Safety’s support for House Joint Resolution 8 
(HJR8), which we feel takes the necessary strides toward protecting human health, the environm ent and 
Alaska’s thriving fishing economy from the risks association with genetically engineered salmon.

Respectfully Submitted,

fay dee Hanson

Senior Policy Analyst 
Center for Food Safety 
(202)547-9359 j ihanson@.icra.orp

' Federal Register / Vo!. 75. No. 165 / Thursday, August 26. 2010 / Notices/ pp. 52605. (Public VMAC Meeting)
" Federal Register / Vol. 75. No. 165 / Thursday, August 26. 2010 / Notices/ pp. 52602. (Public Meeting on Labeling) 

AquAdvantage Salmon Briefing Packet fo r  Veterinary Medicine Advisory Committee. Center for Veterinary Medicine, 
Food and Drug Administration, Sept. 20, 2010, page 104



IV Briefing Packet, p. 41: “Comprehensive disease challenge tests have not been conducted on these fish." “An increased 
presence of focal inflammation in various tissue types in AquAdvantage salmon has the strongest correlation with the 
presence of the AquAdvantage construct [inserted gene] among the findings in this study. That these fish may have been 
immunocompromised as a result of seasonality or other factors confounds the interpretation of these findings.” In other 
words, FDA waves off the strongest finding of difference between GE and control salmon with airy speculation, and fails to 
demand further study to clarify these •‘confounded" findings. In particular, FDA does not demand “comprehensive disease 
challenge" tests to determine, based on SCIENCE and DATA, whether these GE salmon are more susceptible to disease. 
This is inexcusable, particularly given peer-reviewed literature showing that salmon engineered with a growth hormone gene 
are more susceptible to a significant salmon pathogen (Vibrio anguillarum) that causes the devastating salmon disease 
vibriosis than non-GE salmon. See Jhingan et al (2003). “Disease resistance, stress response and effects of triploidy in 
growth hormone transgenic coho salmon," Journal of Fish Biology 63: 806-823. For elevated white blood cell (lymphocyte) 
counts, see p. 35, and Figure 5, p. 147).
v William Muir et al.. Possible ecological risks of transgenic organism release when transaenes affect mating success: Sexual 
selection and the Troian gene hypothesis. 96 PNAS 13853-13856, at 13853 (Nov. 23, 1999).
" Rebecca Goldberg and Tracy Triplett. Murky Waters: The Environmental Effects of Aquaculture in the U.S. (p 44). 
Environmental Defense Fund (1997).
" '[d
vl" Centre for Aquaculture and Environmental Research. (2009) “Ecological Risk Assessment of Transgenic Salmon." Study 
commissioned by the European Union, the Swedish Research Council Formas and the University of Gothenburg. Vancouver, 
Canada.
IX Naylor et al, Effect of Aquaculture on World Fish Supplies. Nature, Vol.405, June 29, 2000, pg. 1017-1024 and Dr.
Rebecca Goldberg, Murky Waters: Environmental Effects of Aquaculture in the United States. Environmental Defense Fund, 
October 1997.
1 Northern Economics of Anchorage (January 2009) The Seafood Industry in Alaska's Economy. Commissioned by the 
Marine Conservation Alliance, At-sea Processors Association and the Pacific Seafood Processors Association.
Xl Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2008. Review o f2007 Ocean Salmon Fisheries. (Document prepared for the Council 
and its advisory entities.) Pacific Fishery Management Council, 7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 200, Portland, Oregon 
97220-1384
x" Dyck, A.J. and U.R. Sumaila. 2010. Economic impact of ocean fish populations in the global fishery.
Journal o f Bioeconomics. DOI: 10.1007/s 10818-010-9088-3 [See attached summary by PEW Environment Group! 
x"' Lake Research Partners, Commissioned by Food and Water Watch. 9/20/10 
http:/'/documents.foodandwaterwatch.org/release-FWW-Omnibus.pdf 
x”' Consumer Reports. 11/11/08 Iittp:/.'www.greenerchoices.org/pdf'foodpoll2008.pdf
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From: n is@ m o sq u ito n e t.co m
Sent: W e d n e sd a y , F e b ru a ry  09, 2011 7 :42  PM
To: R ep S co tt K aw asa k i
Subject: G E  S a lm on

Categories: G M  F ish  Bill

Scott, Sen Begich has introduced S 230 to ban genetically engineered salmon so if this 
becomes federal law it should solve the problem. But i agree that any genetically engineered 
food if approved, should be conspicuously labeled as such so the public can make the decision 
to buy or not to buy the product. If the feds won't establish this requirement, the state 
should for sale of such products in AK.

Thanks for your service.

Herbert R.Melchior 
nisiSmosquitonet. com

mailto:nis@mosquitonet.com


From: K ris tin e  N iles  [k rn ile s@ a la ska .e d u ]
Sent: W e d n e sd a y , F e b ru a ry  09, 2011 4 :08  PM
To: Rep. S c o tt K aw asa k i
Subject: th a n k  you fo r tak in g  on  the  fa rm e d  sa lm o n  p rop o s itio n s

Follow Up Flag: F o llo w  up
Flag Status: F lagged

Categories: G M  F ish  Bill

Scott,
I thank you for introducing bills that will protect our w ild salm on from the potential ravages o f  farming and 
hybridizing salmon. It has happened tim e and again that by farm ing salm on- inevitably som e escape and 
decim ate the local populations o f  salm on because they are usually m uch m ore aggressive hybrid salm on species 
or they introduce pathogens that in turn decim ate the local salm on populations through infection, and yet 
com panies continue to farm salmon.

Dipnetting at Chitna is my fam ily's main source of m eat throughout the year. It is a healthy source o f  om ega-3's 
and they have such low  m ercury levels that I can eat them throughout m y pregnancy. It is vital to my family 
that the salm on rem ain strong and healthy!

I also support your efforts to ensure that all genetically m odified salm on along with farm ed salm on are required 
to be labeled as such. I, for one, will alw ays purchase w ild salm on over farm ed or genetically m odified.

Thank you for fighting to m aintain out w ild Alaskan salm on populations,
Kristine N iles

Kristine N iles, B.S,
Nutrition Research Technician 
C enter for A laska N ative Health Research 
U niversity o f  A laska Fairbanks 
(907)474-5486

l

mailto:krniles@alaska.edu


Congress of tfje Umteb States
SSasibmgton, U £  20510 

February 8. 2011

The Honorable Mike Chenault 
Speaker
Alaska State House o f  Representatives 
State Capitol Room 208 
Juneau AK, 99801

Dear Speaker Chenault:

Alaska’s Congressional delegation supports passage o f  House Joint Resolution 8 (HJR8) 
to urge the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to deny any application 
to sell genetically engineered salmon in the United States. HJR8 also calls on Congress 
to enact product labeling requirements to include the words ‘‘Genetically Modified” 
prominently displayed on the package if  the application is approved by the FDA.

HJR8 would support comparable legislation now pending before the U.S. Senate and 
House o f Representatives and send a clear signal o f disapproval of “ frankenfish” by the 
Alaska State Legislature.

The FDA’s consideration o f  a hybrid Atlantic salmon as the first genetically engineered 
animal for human consumption is a risky precedent and a threat to Alaska’s wild salmon. 
The genes allow the creation to grow about twice as fast as its natural cousin and raise 
serious questions about the potential impacts o f this engineered species on human health, 
wild salmon and its habitat, and the economy o f coastal fishing communities.

The FDA process to review this proposal has taken place mostly behind closed doors, 
without meaningful consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service and leaves 
much to be desired.

Alaska was correct in banning finfish farming in state waters over 20 years ago and 
instead focusing its attention on the sustainable management o f wild salmon stocks. Last 
summer’s harvest o f 169 million salmon worth $534 million to fishermen demonstrates 
the productivity and economic value o f Alaska’s wild salmon.

Salmon farms in Canada, Europe and South America have been criticized for crowded 
conditions, contamination, use o f chemicals, proliferation o f disease and escapees. 
Atlantic salmon have been caught in Alaska’s waters after escaping from neighboring 
fish farms in British Columbia with many infested with sea lice. They are rightly 
considered an invasive species by Alaskans.



The Honorable Mike Chenault 
February 8, 2011 
Page 2

HJR8 will send a clear message to the Food and Drug Administration and President 
Obama that the Alaska State Legislature does not condone the growth, sale or release o f 
genetically engineered salmon in the United States.

We applaud the leadership o f Representatives Scott Kawasaki, Bob Miller, Peggy 
Wilson, Beth Kerttula, and Steve Thompson in this matter and urge full passage o f HJR8 
by the Alaska State Legislature.

Sincerely,

Cc: Alaska State House of Representatives
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UNITED FISHERMEN OF ALASKA

February 4, 2011

Representative Steve Thompson, Chairman 
House Special Committee on Fisheries 
Alaska State Legislature 
State Capitol, 120 Fourth Street 
Juneau, AiC 99801-1182

211 Fourth Street, Suite 110 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1172  

(907) 586-2820  
(907) 463-2545 Fax 

E-Mail: ufa@uta-fish.org 
www.ufa-fish.org

Dear Chairman Thompson and Committee Members,

United Fishermen o f Alaska supports bill HJR 8.

UFA is on record with the U.S Food and Drug Administration (FDA) in opposition to 
approval o f  genetically modified salmon for production and consumption in the U.S.
However, i f  approved for production and consumption in this country., we have strongly 
requested that FDA regulations require that salmon or any other genetically modified 
seafood products be clearly labeled as such.

Alaska has world-leading sustainable fishery management practices and we have gone to 
great effort and expense to  differentiate our seafood products in the marketplace. W e are 
very concerned that, if genetically modified salmon is allowed to be sold in the U.S. at all 
or not labeled clearly if  allowed, Alaska fishermen and coastal communities will suffer job 
losses and economic hardship due to consumer confusion about the wholesomeness o f 
salmon in general.

United Fishermen of Alaska represents 38 Alaska Commercial fishing organizations, and 
hundreds o f  individual fishermen and related businesses. We support HJR8 and thank you 
for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

y ty z  J k
Mark Vinsel 
Executive Director

MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS 
Alaska Bering Sea C ra b b e rs  * Alaska Crab Coalition • Alaska Independent Fisnermen’s Marketing Association 

Alaska Independent Tendermen's Association * Alaska Longlme Fishermen's Association • Alaska Scallop Association • Alaska T ro lle rs  Association 
Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association • A le u t ia n  P rrb ilo f  Is la n d s  C o m m u n ity  Development Association * Armstrong Keta * At-sea Processors Association 

B r is to l  Bay Reserve • Bnstol Bay Regional S e a fo o d  D e v e lo p m e n t A s s o c ia tio n  • Cape Barnabas inc. * Concerned Area Fishermen 
Cook fn iet Aquaculture Association * C o rd  ova District Fishermen United • Crab Group of Independent Harvesters • Douglas 'siano P -nk  and Ch-jm 

Fishing Vessel Owners Association * Groundfish Forum * H e n a i P e n n s uia Fishermen s Association • K o d ia k  Regional A q u a c u ltu re  Association 
North Pacific Fisheries Associatron - Northern Southeast Regional Aquaculture Ar-soc-afion * Petersburg UpssoI C-wHors A^v»-ierirn  

Prince William S o u  id  A q u a c u ltu re  Corporation • Purse? Seine v^<se* Owno' Association • Seafc P r & iu . - w .  C :-n« r »?i7*
.V';*ska hu» >ng r  t-rvn " o n  Aif<art< e  • /tf**»,f ? '  • >•*.; ► C e im u r 'S  A f - .u - fe  ■ ’ •■Mth'sas* R egu O iv** F  . u . ' ( . n-
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Alaska Trailers Association
130 Seward #205 
Juneau, AK 99801 
(907) 586-9400 phone 
(907) 586-4473 fax

February 3, 2011

R epresentative Steve Thom pson, Chairman 
H ouse Fisheries Com m ittee 
A laska State Legislature 
Juneau, AK 99811

RE: HJR 8 Opposing Genetically Engineered Salmon

D ear R epresentative Thom pson and Com m ittee Members:

The Alaska T railers A ssociation (ATA) strongly supports HJR 8, which encourages Congress to ban 
the sale o f  genetically engineered (GE) salmon in the United States; com ply w ith consultation 
requirem ents, as defined in the Food and Drug Adm inistration A m endm ents A ct o f  2007 (FDA); and, 
requires labeling should the nation allow  the sale o f  GE salmon.

AT A represents hook and line com m ercial salm on fishermen. Our m em bers take quite seriously the 
jo b  o f  delivering a wholesom e, high quality product to market and are firmly com m itted to sound 
science underpinning the decisions made regarding the food people eat. ATA is also concerned about 
the health o f  fishing com m unities, m ost o f  which have already suffered the negative impacts o f  
seafood m arkets glutted with farmed fish.

A T A  strongly opposes the genetic engineering o f  seafood and has called on FDA to deny approval o f  
these engineered animals. To date, FDA has failed to conduct the appropriate studies to  prove the 
claim  that this product, and how it will be raised, w ill ultim ately be safe for human health and the 
environm ent. Despite that fact, FDA has signaled that the product may be approved. Therefore we 
are also com pelled to say that our m em bers strongly support m andatory labeling to distinguish GE 
salm on if  it ever should reach the marketplace. W e are proud that Alaska has already taken action to 
support labeling for such products and we support strengthening and enforcing the existing law.

Fisherm en are particularly alarm ed by the cavalier approach the nation has taken on the issue o f  
genetically engineered foodstuffs. FDA is treating the approval o f  genetically engineered salmon as if 
it w ere a drug. This has shrouded the process in secrecy, in part to protect the patent rights o f  the 
developers. The failure o f  our country to vision a transparent approval process and strict regulatory 
program  for genetically engineered anim als/foods is sham eful and potentially harmful.

It is already w ell docum ented that when it comes to safe food production and GE, the ju ry  is out 
am ongst the scientific com m unity. F D A ’s own veterinary advisory com m ittee suggested that the 
science presented was incom plete, particularly if  these fish will be raised outside o f  the two test farms 
studied and under full scale production scenarios. We can be certain this is the goal.



W hile FDA and industry backgrounders try to calm  the public by explaining that these fish will be just 
like any other Atlantic salm on, th a t’s sim ply not true. Once you allow an organism  to be modified, it 
becom es different and the level o f  risk changes, period. F D A ’s ow n scientists pointed that out during 
the 1990s debate on F D A ’s policy on G E plants. GE salmon could pose enhanced allergy risks to 
consum ers. This issue lacks robust study and is not w ell-understood by the consum ing public.

Those o f  us in the seafood industry know  far too well that there exists a great deal o f  contusion w hen 
it comes to the seafood market. Engineered salm on certainly a ren ’t like any other salmon, yet the 
public could easily becom e confused about which fish are modified and w hich are not, and opt out o f  
salmon altogether if  they fear they are not safe. O ur industry could bear a direct cost if  this happens.

It appears that FDA and the nation are more than willing to place the burden o f  proving or disproving 
food safety on  either a m ulti-national industry that stands to gain financially from GE salmon; or the 
sm aller seafood industry that stands to lose by being overw helm ed by increased farmed production or 
consum er fears about salmon; or, perhaps even the public them selves if problem s arise.

W hile FD A  might not currently believe that G E salm on is m arkedly different, we have to w onder what 
other countries think, and why, since so many o f  them  have strongly disagreed w ith the US on this and 
other policy questions swirling around GE foods. W hile current trade agreem ents and the tendency to 
lean tow ards agency discretion may be forcing the hand o f  the courts and nations, there is obviously 
no consensus am ongst scientists on the m atter o f  GE food and policy. In the court o f  public appeal, 
we suggest m ost people do believe GE salm on is different, and most aren’t certain it’s safe, therefore, 
i f  approved, it should be labeled.

Labeling o f  GE foods boils dow n to one o f  the m ost fundam ental o f  hum an needs and rights -access to 
wholesom e foods and inform ation about how they are produced. W hile the GE salm on may ultim ately 
prove safe, there is no doubt that it is unlike any other salm on available today. It is a processed food at 
its m ost basic level, and should be labeled accordingly, particularly w hen no independent science 
exists to prove that it is safe. Such a label is not misleading, nor is it in any w ay false, it is sim ply 
telling the consum er the truth about a type o f  food that until ju st a few years ago was inconceivable. 
People should have the right to choose.

Furtherm ore, there are many reasons beyond food safety that people may choose to avoid G E foods. 
Social, cultural, religious, and other factors all have a role in food selection. Respect for those choices 
can also be accom plished through labeling.

W hile the use o f  genetic engineering may be appropriate and beneficial for a variety o f  purposes, such 
as medical advancem ent, it does not appear that the science exists to underpin decisions w ith regard to 
what, if  any, genetically engineered foods belong in the food chain and environm ent. W e hope you 
will agree, and vote to support HJR8.

Thank you for considering A T A ’s point o f  view. Please let me know if  I can answ er questions on 
A T A ’s position or otherwise be o f  assistance as you work through this matter.

Best regards,

Dale Kelley 
Executive D irector
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From: b o b sa l@ g c i.n e t
Sent: W e d n e sd a y , F e b ru a ry  02, 2011 12:45 PM
To: R ep. S co tt K aw a sa k i
Subject: G M O s  and  F ran ke n fish

Categories: G M  F ish Bill

D e a r M r .  K a w a s a k i,
T h is  is in  re s p o n s e  to  y o u r  n o te  t o  m e  a b o u t  m y  le t t e r  to  t h e  e d i t o r  o n  G M O s .
H e re  a re  t w o  g re a t  s ite s  r e g a r d in g  G M O s , b o th  in v o lv in g  J e f f r e y  S m ith ,  an  e x p e r t  o n  th e  s u b je c t .
T h e  d is c u s s io n  m a in ly  re v o lv e s  a ro u n d  t h e  b ig  c h e m ic a l c o m p a n ie s  a n d  s e e d  in v o lv e m e n t .
T h e  re s u lts  f r o m  s e e d  m o d if ic a t io n  is d is a s t ro u s  a n d  th e r e  is n o  re a s o n  t o  b e lie v e  m e s s in g  a ro u n d  w i th  th e  
g e n e t ic s  o f f i s h  w i l l  h a v e  a d i f f e r e n t  o u tc o m e .
T h e  g re e d  b y  b o th  th e  c h e m ic a l c o m p a n ie s  a n d  o u r  fe d e r a l in v o lv e m e n t  has th e  p o te n t ia l  f o r  g re a t  h a rm  to  
th e  w o r ld 's  p e o p le ,  n o t  ju s t  A m e r ic a n 's .

O n  a d i f f e r e n t  n o te  f r o m  G M O s  is t h e  U S D A  F o o d  G u id e lin e s  f o r  t h e  A m e r ic a n  D ie t.  G o v e r n m e n t  in v o lv e m e n t  
t h i r t y  t o  f i f t y  y e a rs  a g o  h as  le a d  to  th e  in c re a s e d  h e a lth  p ro b le m s  o f  c a n c e r,  d ia b e te s ,  o b e s ity  a n d  m e n ta l 
h e a lth  p ro b le m s .  T h e y  s t i l l  c a n n o t  se e  th e  fo r e s t  f o r  t h e  t re e s ,  as t o  t h e  p ro b le m ,  b la m in g  th e  p e o p le ,  in s te a d  
o f  t h e  h ig h  c a r b o h y d r a te  a n d  lo w - fa t  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s .  T h is  p ro b le m  s h o u ld  b e  in v e s t ig a te d  b y  le g is la to rs  as 
i t  w o u ld  g o  a lo n g  w a y  t o  s o lv in g  th e  h ig h  e x p e n s e  o f  h e a lth c a re .

I a m  th a n k fu l  f o r  t h e  in te r e s t  b y  a le g is la to r .  S in c e re ly , S a lly  S tu a r t

h t t p : / /w w w . r e s p o n s ib le t e c h n o lo g y .o r g  
T h e  In s t i t u te  f o r  R e s p o n s ib le  T e c h n o lo g y  (IRT)
T h e  I n s t i t u te  f o r  R e s p o n s ib le  T e c h n o lo g y  is a w o r ld  le a d e r  in  e d u c a t in g  p o lic y  m a k e rs  a n d  th e  p u b lic  a b o u t  
g e n e t ic a l ly  m o d i f ie d  (G M ) fo o d s  a n d  c ro p s . W e  in v e s t ig a te  a n d  r e p o r t  t h e i r  r is k s  a n d  im p a c t  o n  h e a lth ,  
e n v ir o n m e n t ,  t h e  e c o n o m y ,  a n d  a g r ic u ltu re ,  as w e ll as th e  p ro b le m s  a s s o c ia te d  w i th  c u r r e n t  re s e a rc h , 
r e g u la t io n ,  c o r p o r a te  p ra c t ic e s ,  a n d  re p o r t in g .

h t tp : / /w w w .s e e d s o fd e c e p t io n .c o m /P u b l ic /H o m e / in d e x .c fm
In te r n a t io n a l  b e s ts e l l in g  a u th o r  J e f f re y  M . S m ith  is t h e  le a d in g  s p o k e s p e rs o n  o n  th e  h e a lth  d a n g e rs  o f  
G e n e t ic a l ly  M o d if ie d  O rg a n is m s  (G M O s ). H e  d o c u m e n ts  h o w  th e  w o r ld 's  m o s t  p o w e r fu l  A g  b io te c h  c o m p a n ie s  
b lu f f  a n d  m is le a d  c r it ic s ,  a n d  p u t  th e  h e a lth  o f  s o c ie ty  a t r is k . A t  t h is  s ite  is a v id e o  w e l l  w o r th  th e  t im e  to  
w a tc h .

T h e re  a re  a m y r ia d  l in k s  t o  g o o d  s ite s  r e g a rd in g  h o w  w r o n g  th e  U S D A  G u id e lin e s  a re . T h e s e  a re  ju s t  a s ta r t  to  
g e t  y o u r  in te re s t .
h t t p : / / w w w .h u lu . c o m / w a t c h / 1 9 6 8 7 9 / f a t - h e a d  th is  m o v ie  e x p la in s  in  a h u m o ro u s  b u t  a c c u ra te  w a y  h o w  
w r o n g  th e  c u r r e n t  r e c o m m e n d a t io n s  a re  b y  th e  USDA.
M a n y  b lo g g e rs  h a v e  a s c ie n t if ic  b a c k g ro u n d  a n d  a re  u p  to  d a te  o n  th e  d o c u m e n te d  re s e a rc h ,  w h e re a s ,  d o c to rs  
s e e m  to  b e  in d o c t r in a te d  in  th e  lo w  c a rb  t h e o r y  f r o m  m e d ic a l s c h o o l a n d  n o t  o p e n  m in d e d .  
h t t p : / /w w w . fa th e a d - m o v ie . c o m / in d e x .p h p /2 0 1 1 /0 2 /0 1 / f a t - k id s - a n d - th e r m o d y n a m ic s /  b lo g : b y  T o m
N a u g h to n
h t t p : / / w w w .w e s t o n a p r ic e . o r g / S a lly  F a llo n

mailto:bobsal@gci.net
http://www.responsibletechnology.org
http://www.seedsofdeception.com/Public/Home/index.cfm
http://www.hulu.com/watch/196879/fat-head
http://www.fathead-movie.com/index.php/2011/02/01/fat-kids-and-thermodynamics/
http://www.westonaprice.org/


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

litsa o fa laska@ ya h o o .co m  
Friday, Ja n u a ry  21, 2011 5 :1 5  PM 
R ep  S co tt K aw asa k i
P lease  In tro d u ce  B ill to  Label G M O  F oods

Categories: G M  F ish  Bill

evangelia vlasakakis 
1501 hilton avenue 
fairbanks, AK 99701-4017

January 21, 2011

The Honorable Scott Kawasaki 
Alaska House of Representatives 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Kawasaki:

Like most consumers, I want to avoid foods that contain genetically modified organisms, but 
they are not labeled.

In fact, the federal government does nothing to regulate, or guarantee the safety of, 
agricultural crops -- and now food animals -- that have been altered with foreign genes.
There has never been a longitudinal scientifically rigorous health study on the impacts of 
eating genetically altered foods.

The little science there is shows that GMOs are more likely to trigger novel allergies, are 
less nutritious, sprayed with more herbicides, and contain elevated levels of hormones that 
correlate with common cancers.
And, there’s no doubt that the most common GMO foods are linked to epidemic levels of obesity 
and diet-related diseases. These include artery-clogging meat and milk products from animals 
fed GMO grains, trans fats from GMO vegetable oils, and high fructose (GMO) corn syrup.

Public health depends on labeling GMO foods so consumers can avoid them.
Mandatory GMO labels are popular with consumers, consistently earning polling numbers 
politicians dream of.

I am hoping that you and your colleagues in the state legislature can help. Please stand up 
for consumers’ right to know and truth in labeling by introducing a bill to label GMO foods 
this year.

I look forward to hearing from you on this important topic.

Sincerely,

evangelia vlasakakis

i
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

s lta c k6 3 @ h o tm a il.c o m  
T h u rsd ay , Ja n u a ry  13, 2011 2 :49  PM 
R ep  S co tt K aw a sa k i
P lea se  In tro duce  B ill to  Labe l G M O  F oods

Categories: G M  F ish  Bill

Stephen Tack 
304 Noyes St.
Fairbanks, AK 99701-3045

January 13, 2011

The Honorable Scott Kawasaki 
Alaska House of Representatives 
State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Dear Representative Kawasaki:

Like most consumers, I want to avoid foods that contain genetically modified organisms, but 
they are not labeled.

In fact, the federal government does nothing to regulate, or guarantee the safety of, 
agricultural crops -- and now food animals -- that have been altered with foreign genes.
There has never been a longitudinal scientifically rigorous health study on the impacts of 
eating genetically altered foods.

The little science there is shows that GMOs are more likely to trigger novel allergies, are 
less nutritious, sprayed with more herbicides, and contain elevated levels of hormones that 
correlate with common cancers.
And, there's no doubt that the most common GMO foods are linked to epidemic levels of obesity 
and diet-related diseases. These include artery-clogging meat and milk products from animals 
fed GMO grains, trans fats from GMO vegetable oils, and high fructose (GMO) corn syrup.

Public health depends on labeling GMO foods so consumers can avoid them.
Mandatory GMO labels are popular with consumers, consistently earning polling numbers 
politicians dream of.

I am hoping that you and your colleagues in the state legislature can help. Please stand up 
for consumers' right to know and truth in labeling by introducing a bill to label GMO foods 
this year.

I look forward to hearing from you on this important topic.

Sincerely,

Stephen Tack

i

mailto:sltack63@hotmail.com


Chris Wood
Chief Executive Officer

R epresentative Scott K aw asaki 
A laska State Capitol 
Juneau, AK 99801

D ear R epresentative K awasaki:

O n behalf of T rout U n lim ited 's 140,000 m em bers nationw ide, I w ou ld  like to thank  you for 
form ally opposing  A quaB ounty 's proposal to  p roduce and  d istribu te  genetically m odified 
salm on in the U.S. We com m end you on your leadersh ip  and  for ensuring  that A laska 's w ild 
fish and  fisheries are pro tected  from  potentially  irreversible threats.

As you know , A quaB ounty Technology 's p roposal to the U.S. Food and  D rug A dm inistra tion  is 
concerning for m ultip le reasons. T rout U nlim ited is particularly  concerned about the Food and 
D rug  A dm inistra tion  n o t p roperly  investigating  the potential environm ental consequences to 
w ild  stocks w hen  genetically m odified  fish escape into the w ild. That is w hy w e su p p o rt your 
m ove to ban  the production  of genetically engineered fish in  A laska 's w aters as a w ay to ensure 
that A laska 's salm on fisheries are not com prom ised by this experim ental technology. It is 
encouraging  to see A laska 's law m akers continue to m ake w ild  fish a prio rity  and  to protect this 
sustainable and  renew able resource from  harm ful industries and  actions.

T rou t U nlim ited has been w orking  for several years w ith  salm on retailers, restau ran ts and  
com m ercial fisherm en to prom ote the sustainable harvest of w ild salm on from  places such as 
A laska 's Bristol Bay (see w w w .w hvw ild .o rg ). O u r focus is on m ain tain ing  productive habita t 
th a t su p p o rts  ab u n d an t salm on runs, sustainable fisheries, and  healthy  com m unities. O ur w ork 
has helped  bu ild  public aw areness so that salm on consum ers a round  the country  can m ake 
inform ed choices tha t su p p o rt o u r na tion 's sustainable salm on fisheries. H aving  genetically 
engineered salm on on grocery store shelves and  restau ran t m enus w ithou t p roper labeling 
w o u ld  create confusion am ong salm on consum ers, m aking it m ore difficult for them  to m ake an 
educated  decision. Lack of labeling could also discourage consum ers w ho are opposed  to 
genetically m odified  fish from  buying  salm on at all, thus im pacting  A laska 's salm on fishing 
industry  and  com m unities. Y our proposed  bill to require  labeling of any  genetically m odified 
and  farm ed fish sold in A laska will enable A laskan consum ers to continue m aking  inform ed 
decisions w hen  they purchase salm on and the ability to vote w ith  their dollars for w ild Alaska 
salm on.

Jan u ary  6, 2011

TU's mission is to conserve, protect, and restore North America's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds. 
1300 North 17th Street, Suite 500, Arlington, VA 22209 

(703) 284-9403 • FAX: (703) 284-9400 • email: cwood@tu.org • http://www.tu.org

http://www.whvwild.org
mailto:cwood@tu.org
http://www.tu.org
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Food and Drug Adm inistration 
Silver Spring. MD 20993

D e c e m b e r  6 ,  2 0 1 0

Representative Scott Kawasaki 
A laska State Legislature. Interior Delegation 
State Capitol, Room 428 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182

D ear Representative Kawasaki:

Thank you and Senators Joe Thom as, Albert Kookesh, and Joe Paskvan and Representatives 
W oodie Salmon, M ike Kelly, and David G uttenberg for the letter dated O ctober 4 concerning 
A quA dvantage Salmon. W e share your view  that this product is o f  particular public interest.
The Food and Drug Adm inistration (FDA or the agency) is com m itted to a thorough review 
process that is transparent to the public and com prehensive in its attention to safety for humans, 
for anim als, and for the environment.

FDA regulates genetically engineered (GE) anim als under the new animal drug provisions o f  the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosm etic Act. Legally, the genetic material, or rDNA construct, used 
to engineer the salm on, meets the definition o f  a drug because it is intended to affect the structure 
or function o f  the animal. This regulatory pathway prohibits introducing food from the 
A quAdvantage Salmon into the United States w ithout specific FDA approval. As part o f  the 
approval process, the producer o f  the GE salm on with the rDNA construct must m eet safety 
standards not only for the anim al, but also for the environm ent and for any food derived from the 
animal.

E n v iro n m en ta l Safety

With regard to the environm ent. FD A 's regulations im plem ent the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), and require the agency to assess the environm ental impact o f  an approval.
For A quAdvantage Salmon, this requirement has meant evaluating the sponsor's plans for 
preventing the escape or breeding o f  the genetically engineered salmon by use o f  multiple, 
redundant system s o f  m echanical, biological, and geographical containment. These include the 
production o f  single sex, sterile populations o f  genetically engineered salmon by AquaBounty. 
and keeping them contained in inland tanks in areas unsuitable for survival outside the facility. 
W ith on-going consultation with sister agencies such as the National Oceanic and Atm ospheric 
Adm inistration, FDA will analyze the possibility o f  escape, survival, and breeding as part o f  its 
determ ination o f  the likelihood o f  any significant impact on the environm ent, including on 
populations o f  wild salmon. The specific conditions o f  use being considered by the agency are 
described in our briefing m aterials were made available lo the public before the found at our 
Web site at:

D EP A R T M EN T  O F  H E A L T H  AND HUMAN S E R V IC E S



h»p:>'Avw\v.fda.gov •'dow nloads/AdvisorvC'om mittees/Com rnitteesM eetinaM aterials/VeterinarvM  
edicineA dvisorvC onim i 11 ee, IJ C M2 24762. pd f .

If  this application were to be approved, it would be approved only for the particular conditions o f  
use specified in the application. I f  the sponsor w ishes to make any changes in location, in 
containm ent system s, or in the genetic alteration, then a new application and environmental 
assessm ent will be required, and will be subject to the sam e rigorous safety standards.

Food Safety

In addition to adherence to our statutory and regulatory requirem ents to dem onstrate food safety 
as outlined in our guidance for industry,
(http: ' w w w .fda.uov. dow idoads/Animal Veterinary Guida nceCom plianceEnforcem ent.Gui dancef 
orlndustrv/L 'CM  1 13903.pdf), F D A 's review  is also consistent with internationally-adopted 
scientific consensus guidelines for the food safety assessm ent o f  foods from GE anim als as 
outlined by the C odex Alim entarius,
(http: wvvw.eodexalinicntarius.net, dow nload/standards, 11U23.CXG 06.Se.pdf). FDA conducts 
on-site inspections to ensure (am ong other things) the accuracy o f  the data subm itted pursuant to 
these studies. In addition to inform ation from studies conducted by the sponsor, the agency 
reviews relevant studies from peer-reviewed journals. FDA reviewers use this com bination o f  
m aterials to reach an independent judgm ent on the safety o f  any changes caused by the genetic 
construct.

FDA also considers specific food safety issues, such as allergenicity. Because salmon are 
finfish, which as a group are am ong the eight most allergenic foods in the United States, the 
A quAdvantage Salmon would likely cause allergic reactions in anyone who is already allergic to 
conventionally bred salmon. FDA is looking closely at the biology o f the GE salm on to 
determ ine i f  there is cause to believe the A quAdvantage Salmon would pose additional allergy 
issues for persons who at present eat salmon safely.

FDA's Review Process

The A quAdvantage Salmon review has followed the procedure described in G uidance for 
Industry 187. "R egulation o f  G enetically Engineered A nim als C ontaining H eritable 
Recom binant DNA C onstructs." which was issued in final form in 2009 after public comment.

Key steps to date have included:

• Web publication o f  background docum ents on August 25. 2010. These docum ents
contained detailed inform ation on the review process, on the A quAdvantage Salm on, and 
on the ecology and biology o f  salmon in general. They presented a sum m ary o f  all the 
information and data on which FDA relied for its analyses to date, and an explanation for 
the prelim inary conclusions it would present to an advisory com m ittee for discussion.
See http: w w w .fda .uov New si:\ enls PuhlieHcalthFocus/ucm 224089.htin for these 
documents.
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• FDA held a public Veterinary M edicine A dvisory Com m ittee (VM AC) m eeting, on 
Septem ber 19-20, 2010. M em bers o f  the public were invited to provide written 
com m ents for the com m ittee and to make oral presentations.

•  FDA had a second m eeting, on Septem ber 21, 2010, to offer the public a chance to 
engage in a focused discussion on requirem ents for food labeling and how they might 
apply to foods derived from A quAdvantage Salmon in the event that the agency 
approves A quaB ountv 's application. M em bers o f  the public were invited to speak at the 
labeling meeting, and to subm it written com m ents both before and after the meeting. 
W ritten com m ents were accepted for 60 days following the labeling m eeting (until 
N ovem ber 22).

FDA has not made a decision on the A quAdvantage Salmon application. The agency 's next 
steps entail a review o f  the VM AC m eeting discussions and any new inform ation brought to the 
agency 's attention, as well as com pletion o f  the environm ental review and analysis.

If  F D A ’s environm ental review results in a proposed finding o f  no significant impact (FONS1), 
the agency will publish a Federal Register  notice to announce the availability o f  the 
environm ental assessm ent and the FONS1, and invite public com m ent on these docum ents for 30 
days.

If  FDA decides to prepare an environm ental impact statem ent (EIS), either initially or after 
review ing public com m ent on a proposed FONSI, the public will have an opportunity to 
participate in the EIS developm ent process. Either o f  these actions must be completed before the 
new animal drug application could be approved.

Food Labeling

If FDA approves the AquA dvantage Salm on, the agency will have to decide on the question o f  
labeling food from the salmon. The Septem ber 21 meeting provided a chance for m em bers o f  
the public to  learn about the relevant food labeling principles and federal court decisions. These 
were sum m arized in a background docum ent available at:
h ttpv /www.fda.uov/Food-'Labeliim .Nutrition, Food LabelinuG uidaneeReim latorvInform ation .'Topi 
e-SpcciiicL abelinglnform ation, ucm 222608.htm .

FDA may require special labeling for ' ‘m aterial'' differences, such as nutritional content or range 
o f  uses (e.g., usability for frying). But as interpreted by the courts to date, the fact that a food 
com es from a GE source does not trigger m andatory food labeling absent a material change in 
the food itself. Food labels are geared to inform ing consum ers about the attributes o f  the 
product, not about the production method. As a result, it has been held that consum er interest 
alone is not sufficient for FDA to force a m anufacturer to put som ething on the label.

M anufacturers are free, however, to offer inform ation to consum ers provided it is truthful and 
not misleading. Therefore, if  food from this salmon is perm itted for sale in the United States, 
sellers will be free to label the foods as G F or non-GE to meet consum er demand, provided it is 
truthful and not misleading. This is sim ilar to the system used for other foods, in which terms 
such as "natural'' are used on voluntarv basis to meet a urowinu consum er interest in the
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inform ation, w hether or not the foods have attributes that could trigger a m andatory labeling 
requirement.

Thank you again for your interest in this matter. If you have any further questions or concerns, 
please let us know.

P age  4  -  A la sk a  S ta te  L e g is la tu re

Cc: Senator Joe Thom as, A laska State Legislature, Interior D elegation
Senator Albert Kookesh, Alaska State Legislature, Interior Delegation 
Senator Joe Paskvan, A laska State Legislature, Interior Delegation 
Representative W oodie Salm on, Alaska State Legislature, Interior Delegation 
Representative M ike Kelly, Alaska State Legislature, Interior D elegation 
Representative D avid Guttenberg, Alaska State Legislature, Interior Delegation

Sincerely,



COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES M A R K  BEGfCH COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS

COMM ITTEE O N 
O MMERCE. SCIENCE. AN D  TRANSPORTATION

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET

Bnitcd States Senate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510

November 17, 2010

The Editor 
Time
Time & Life Building, Rockefeller Center 
New York, NY 10020-1393

Via email to: letters.#time.com

To the Editor:

Time's editors must have been watching too many mad scientist movies if they consider 
genetically-engineered salmon among the 50 best inventions o f the year (Nov. 22. page

Despite the supposed advantage o f growing twice as fast as wild salmon, serious 
concerns remain about the environmental and human health impacts o f these gene-spliced 
fish. There are glaring deficiencies in the Food and Drug Administration’s closed-door 
review process and public opposition to eating these creatures is so strong proponents are 
fearful of labeling their product what it is: genetically-engineered.

Want more salmon? Here’s a better idea: protect its natural habitat, maintain water 
quality and manage wild stocks for sustainability. That’s what Alaska has done for over 
50 years and now returns o f wild salmon are at historically high levels. And wild salmon 
taste a lot better than anything you’ll ever cook up in a laboratory.

Let’s leave “Frankcnfish” on the operating table and not the dinner table.

73).

Sincerely.

Mark Begich 
United States Senator
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C O R D O V A  D IS T R IC T  F IS H E R M E N  U N IT E D  
R E S O L U T IO N  2 0 1 0 -1 0 -0 8

A  R E S O L U T IO N  b y  th e  C O R D O V A  D IS T R IC T  F IS H E R M E N  U N IT E D  (C D F U )  
B O A R D  o f D IR E C T O R S  O P P O S IN G  G E N E T IC A L L Y  E N G IN E E R E D  A N IM A L S  

IN T E N D E D  F O R  H U M A N  C O N S U M P T IO N , S P E C IF IC A L L Y  T H E  
A Q U A D V A N T A G E  S A L M O N  P R O D U C E D  B Y  A Q U A B O U N T Y  T E C H N O L O G IE S

(D O C K E T  N O . F D A -2 0 1 0 -N -0 0 0 1 ).

W H E R E A S , the approval of genetically m odified salm on, the first such hybrid to be 
considered for hum an consum ption, is unprecedented , risky and a threat to the  
survival of wild species;

W H E R E A S , the escape of genetically engineered farm ed salm on into the wild 
carries the risk that genetic m aterial from these fish will invade wild gene pools of 
native Pacific salm on populations;

W H E R E A S , approving genetically engineered salm on is a sharp contradiction to the  
agreem ents  the United S tates has signed with the North Atlantic Salm on  
C onservation O rganization, w here transgenic salm onids are considered a serious  
threat to wild salmon;

W H E R E A S , the m ethodology of scientific research conducted by A quaBounty  
supporting the safety o f consum ing genetically engineered salm on is inadequate. 
Further independent research is necessary to dem onstrate the long-term  effects of 
hum an consum ption o f genetically engineered salmon;

W H E R E A S , there w as insufficient opportunity for the public to w eigh in on this 
im portant issue;

W H E R E A S , em phasis should be placed on protecting and m aintaining the  
sustainability o f wild salm on stocks as opposed to developing and introducing  
genetically engineered versions of wild foods into the consum er market;

W H E R E A S , millions o f farm ed salm on have escaped from open -w ater net pens, 
outcom peting wild populations for resources and straining ecosystem s. Th e  approval 
of G E  salm on would represent a serious threat to the survival of native salm on  
populations, m any of which have already suffered severe declines related to salmon  
farm s and other m an -m ad e impacts;

W H E R E A S , unlabeled G E  salm on m ay force consum ers to fear all types o f salm on, 
further hindering an a lready strained wild fisheries industry.
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N O W  T H E R E F O R E  B E  IT R E S O L V E D  that C ordova District F isherm en United  
urges the FD A  to delay approval o f genetically eng ineered  salm on until it can 
conduct independent, w ell-designed, long-term  studies on the effects of consuming  
genetically engineered fish.

N O W  T H E R E F O R E  B E IT  F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that C ordova District Fisherm en  
United opposes the introduction o f genetically engineered salm on into the  
m arketplace.

N O W  T H E R E F O R E  B E  IT F U R T H E R  R E S O L V E D  that in the event o f the approval 
o f A quA dvantage G E  salm on, C ordova District Fisherm en United supports clear and  
m andatory labeling differentiating genetically engineered salm on from wild or farm ed  
salm on enabling consum ers to m ake informed purchasing decisions.

N O W  T H E R E F O R E  L E T  IT  B E  R E S O L V E D  that if approved by the FD A, genetically  
engineered salm on m ust be farm ed in secure, self-contained, land-based facilities.

Adopted by the C D F U  Board of Directors on O ctober 8, 2010 .

Signed: ...........................................................................................

Rochelle van den Broek, Executive Director

Signed:  . ^ ® .  .

Jerry M cC une, President
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A L A SK A  STATE LEGISLATURE  
INTERIOR DELEGATION

Senator Joe Thomas 
Chairman 

(907) 465- 2327 
Fax: (907) 465-5241 

Sen_Joe_Thomas@legis.state.ak.us 
Local office:

1292 Sadler Way Ste. 308 
Fairbanks, AK 99701

October 4, 2010

Margaret A. Hamburg, M.D.
Commissioner
Food and Drug Administration 
10903 New Hampshire Avenue 
Silver Spring, MD 20993

Dear Commissioner,

The Interior Delegation of the Alaska Legislature is writing to convey our overwhelming opposition to 
the genetically engineered AquaAdvantage salmon proposed for marketing by AquaBounty. There 
are clear issues concerning the safety of consuming the AquaAdvantage salmon, the ability to contain 
the engineered fish, and the process by which this product is certified.

We feel there are too many unanswered questions concerning the potential dangers o f this product. Our 
biggest concern is the potential damage to the population of wild salmon which is vital to the Alaska 
economy. The AquaAdvantage salmon could wreak havoc on local populations if any were to escape 
and intermingle with wild salmon. Interbreeding could devastate natural populations. AquaBounty 
assures that no genetically engineered fish could escape, and even if they did they could not breed, but 
these claims are not backed up by definitive scientific research. They admit that as many as five 
percent of the engineered salmon could be immune from the sterilization process. If AquaBounty sells 
modified salmon eggs to other commercial farms, which they currently plan to do, the risk of escape 
and destruction will only increase.

Additionally, the health hazards surrounding the AquaAdvantage salmon have not been fully 
investigated. Given that the FDA is currently not planning on labeling genetically engineered fish, this 
could pose a health hazard for consumers. People who want to avoid genetically modified salmon 
would have no way of knowing what they are buying, and many may choose to not purchase salmon at 
all. The testimony from Consumers Union states that studies were done using much smaller fish than 
those normally consumed, and that too few fish were in the samples. The data provided by 
AquaBounty was deemed incomplete by the Consumers Union. One study even showed a potential 
risk of allergic reaction triggered by the salmon. In short, the studies done by AquaBounty on their 
own product, upon which are you basing your decision, are inadequate.

Delegation Members: 
Senator Joe Thomas 

Senator Albert Kookesh 
Senator Joe Paskvan 
Senator John Coghill 

Representative Woodie Salmon 
Representative Mike Kelly 

Representative David Guttenberg 
Representative Scott Kawasaki 

Representative Jay Ramras 
Representative Tammie Wilson 

Representative John Harris

mailto:Sen_Joe_Thomas@legis.state.ak.us


The w ild salm on fishing industry is vital to A laska as a source o f jobs, revenue and food. G enetically 
engineered salm on pose a grave threat to A laska’s econom y, especially i f  the FDA does not require 
A quaB ounty to label the fish as m odified. If these fish are not labeled, a  wary public may avoid salmon 
altogether, harm ing our economy.

A decision o f  this im portance and w ith the potential health and econom ic im pacts should only be made 
after all public concerns are satisfied beyond any doubt. W e urge you to withhold your approval o f  this 
application. Thank you fo r your consideration o f  our concerns.

Sincerely,

Senator Joe Thom as, C hairm an R epresentative W oodie Salm on

Senator A lbert K ookesh Representative M ike Kelly

Senator Joe Paskvan R epresentative David G uttenberg

Representative Scott Kawasaki

cc: The H onorable B arack Obama, President o f  the United States
The H onorable M ark Begich, U nited States Senate 
The H onorable Lisa M urkow ski, United States Senate 
The H onorable Don Young, United States House o f  Representatives 
Bernadette M. D unham , D.V.M ., Ph.D., Director, Center for V eterinary M edicine, Food and 
D rug A dm inistration
Aleta Sindelar, C enter for Veterinary M edicine (HFV-3), Food and Drug Adm inistration



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
N ationa l O cean ic  and A tm osp he ric  A dm in is tra tio n
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
NORTHEAST REGION 
On© Blackbarn Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2298

NOV 1 9 2003

Construction/ Operations Division 
New England District, Corps of Engineers 
696 Virginia Road 
Concord, Massachusetts 01742-2751

Ref: Transmittal of Final Biological Opinion and Response to Comments on Draft 
F/NER/2002/00936

Dear Ms. Godfrey:

Enclosed is a biological opinion (Opinion) issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NOAA Fisheries) on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) proposed continuation and 
modification of existing permits authorizing the installation and maintenance of net pens to raise 
finfish off the coast of Maine. The NOAA Fisheries national Section 7 tracking number is 
F/NER/2002/00936.

The Opinion is submitted in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). This Opinion concludes that the proposed 
continuation and modification of existing permits authorizing the installation and maintenance of 
fish pens in the state of Maine (including incorporation of the special conditions to protect the 
Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of Atlantic salmon) may adversely affect but 
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the endangered Atlantic salmon within the 
DPS. Please note that any changes to the proposed action, including any changes to the special 
conditions proposed to protect wild Atlantic salmon, may change the conclusion in this Opinion 
and would warrant further Section 7 consultation. No other federally-listed species is likely to be 
affected by the proposed action.

While the ACOE’s proposed permit modifications do contain conditions for the protection of 
wild Atlantic salmon, the incorporation of these conditions does not eliminate the potential for 
the permitted activities to result in “take” of Atlantic salmon within the DPS; therefore, an 
Incidental Take Statement (ITS) has been issued with this Opinion. The anticipated incidental 
take from the existing aquaculture industry’s marine sites that were the subject of this 
consultation (42 sites) is the detection at weirs or traps of up to 21 escaped fish per year, based 
on a three year rolling average. If the ITS is exceeded, consultation must be reinitiated. To 
validate the ITS, the ACOE must implement the non-discretionary Reasonable and Prudent 
Measures contained therein. Discretionary Conservation Recommendations are also included 
with this Opinion.

o '

/  V \

Christine Godfrey 
Chief, Regulatory Branch



Reinitiation of this consultation is required if: (1) the amount or extent of taking specified in the 
ITS is exceeded; (2) new information reveals effects of these actions may affect listed species or 
critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (3) project activities are 
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species that was not 
considered in this Opinion; (4) significant changes to the proposed action are made that may 
change the conclusion in this Opinion; or (5) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated 
that may be affected by the identified actions. If any one of the conditions requiring reinitiation 
of consultation is triggered, the ACOE should contact NOAA Fisheries. Alternatively, NOAA 
Fisheries may provide written advice to the ACOE relative to the need to reinitiate consultation. 
Requests for reinitiation must be in writing and must contain sufficient information to record the 
nature of the change in the action or its effects and the rationale for any modifications.

Conclusion

NOAA Fisheries greatly appreciate your cooperation during this Section 7 consultation. If you 
have any questions concerning this Opinion, please contact Jessica Anthony of my staff at (978) 
281-9328 ext 6532. We look forward to working with you in the future to ensure compliance 
with permit conditions and protection of the Atlantic salmon DPS.

Sincerely,

Patricia A. Kurkul 
Regional Administrator

cc:
Jessica Anthony - NOAA Fisheries 
Rick Bennett - USFWS 
Wende Mahaney - USFWS
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Mews and voices from (he Last Frontier

AlaskaOispatch
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NEWS &  PO LITIC S I BLOOS ! C U LTU RE I PRO JEC TS

Alaska Beat

FDA ignored FWS and NOAA biological 
opinions on GMO salmon?
A laska Dispatch

Documents released in October indicate the The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA's National Marine Fishencs Service issued biological opinions that growing 

genetically modified salmon in marine net pens would pose a threat to wild Atlanbc salmon protected under the Endangered Species Act and should be prohibited. A FOlA 

request by the Comet tor * jco Safety, a non-profit group which says its mission is "to protect human health and the environment by curbing the use o f harmful food 

production technologies and by promoting organic and other forms of sustainable agriculture" resulted in the release of biological opinions issued by (he agencies in 2003 

and 2001. as well supplemental documents. The documents indicate that the FDA was aware of the opinions as it conducted recent hearings over AquaBounty's 

genetically modified AquAdvantage S3lmon. Read more of the non-profit’s statement concerning the documents, and find links to the documents themselves, "e ie .

Read more of the Dispatch
• Alaska saimon bake, a Utah tradition for 56 years
• Parnell speaks in rural Alaska

• Alaska Democratic Party headquarters vandalized

• Muse at the Anchorage Museum
• Bear outside tent thought to be culpnt

http://alaskadispatch.cont/dispatches/alaska-beat/88-alaska-beat/8296-fda-ignored-fw.s-and- 2/7/2011
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FDA rules won't require labeling of genetically a*™*****
modified salmon
B y  L y n d s e y  L a y to n
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As the Food and Drug A dm inistration considers w hether to approve genetically modified salmon, one thing 
seem s certain: Shoppers staring  at fillets in the seafood departm en t will find it tough to pick out the 
conventional fish from the one created with genes from another species.

Despite a growing public dem and for m ore inform ation about how food is produced, th a t w on 't happen with 
the salmon because of idiosyncracies em bedded in federal regulations.

The FDA says it cannot require a label on the genetically modified food once it determ ines tha t the altered 
fish is not "materially" different from o ther salmon - som ething agency scientists have said is true.

Perhaps m ore surprising, conventional food makers say the FDA has made it difficult for them  to boast that 
th e ir  p roducts do not contain genetically modified ingredients.

The labeling question has em erged as the FDA determ ines w hether to approve the fish, an Atlantic salmon 
known as AquAdvantage tha t grows twice as fast as its natural counterpart. The decision carries great weight 
because, while genetically modified agriculture has been perm itted  for years and engineered crops are 
widely used in processed foods, th is would be the first modified animal allowed for human consum ption in 
the United States.The AquAdvantage salmon has been given a gene from the ocean pout, an eel-like fish, and a 
growth horm one from a Chinook salmon.

'The public w an ts to  know '

Consum er advocates say they w orry  about labeling for genetically engineered beef, pork and o ther fish, 
which are  lining up behind the salmon for federal approval.

"The public w ants to know and the public has a right to know," said Marion Nestle, a professor in the 
Nutrition, Food Studies and Public Health D epartm ent at New York University. "I th ink the agency has 
discretion, but it's under enorm ous political p ressu re to approve [the salmon] w ithout labeling."

The debate will be taken up this week, with an advisory com m ittee meeting Sunday and Monday on w hether 
to allow the modified fish, and a separate panel meeting Tuesday on w hether the fish should be labeled. The 
panels will offer recom m endations to the FDA commissioner, who will decide both matters.

The biotechnology industry  is opposed to m andatory labeling, saying it will only bew ilder a public that is not 
well informed abou t genetic engineering.

"Extra labeling only confuses the consumer," said David Edwards, d irector of animal biotechnology at the 
Biotechnology Industry  Organization. "It differentiates p roducts that are not different. As we stick m ore 
labels on products that don 't really tell us anything more, it makes it h a rd e r for consum ers to make their 
choices."

The FDA defends its approach, saying it is simply following the law, which prohibits misleading labels on 
food. And the fact that a food, in this case salmon, is produced through a different process, is not sufficient to 
require a label.

The controversy comes at a time when Americans seem to w ant to know more about their food - w here it is
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grown, how  it is produced and w hat it contains. Books criticizing industria l agriculture have become 
bestsellers, farm ers m arkets are expanding and organic food is am ong the  fastest-growing segm ents of the 
food industry .

The FDA itself is p art of a new  effort to improve nu trition  inform ation on processed foods.

In the European Union and Japan, it is nearly  im possible to find genetically modified foods, largely because 
laws require labeling, said William K, Hallman, d irec to r of the Food Policy Institu te at Rutgers University. "No 
one w ants to carry  products w ith such a label," he said. "The food com panies figure that consum ers w on’t buy 
it."

T here is nothing to  stop salmon producers o r food m akers in the United States from voluntarily  labeling the ir 
p roducts as genetically engineered - except a fear of rejection in the m arketplace, Hallman said. "I don 't know 
of a single com pany that does that," he said.

The FDA m aintains it can only require labeling if a genetically engineered food is som ehow different from the 
conventional version - if it has an unusual texture, taste, nutritional com ponent o r allergen, for example.

Although some consum er advocates m aintain there are im portan t differences, the  agency's scientists have 
already  said they see no "biologically relevant" variations betw een the AquAdvantage salmon and traditional 
salmon.

Consum ers could be certain of getting the non-modified version if they bought salmon labeled as "wild," but 
most salm on consum ed in this country  is farmed.

Ever since the FDA approved the first genetically altered m aterial for use in food in 1992, when Monsanto 
developed a synthetic horm one injected into cows to increase milk production, the agency has held that it 
cannot require food producers to label products as genetically engineered.

In the intervening years, the use of genetically engineered crops has skyrocketed; 93 percen t of this year's 
soybean crop is genetically engineered, according to the U.S. A griculture Departm ent.

Byproducts o f those crops - soy lecithin, for example - are found in thousands of processed foods from 
chocolate bars to breakfast cereal; none is labeled as containing genetically modified ingredients.

No 'Hormone Free' either

The labeling m atter is fu rther complicated because the FDA has m aintained a tough stance for food m akers 
who don 't use genetically engineered ingredients and w ant to prom ote the ir products as an alternative. The 
agency allows m anufacturers to label the ir products as not genetically engineered as long as those labels are 
accurate and do not imply th a t the products are therefore m ore healthful.

The agency w arned the dairy industry  in 1994 that it could not use "Hormone Free" labeling on milk from 
cows that are not given engineered horm ones, because all milk contains some horm ones.

It has sent a flurry of enforcem ent letters to food makers, including B&G Foods, which was told it could not 
use the  phrase  "GMO-free" on its Polaner All Fruit straw berry  spread label because GMO refers to genetically 
modified organism s and straw berries are produce, not organisms.

it told the m aker of Spectrum Canola Oil tha t it could not use a label that included a red circle with a line 
through it and the w ords "GMO,” saying the symbol suggested that there was som ething w rong with 
genetically engineered food.

"This to me raises questions about w hose in terest the FDA is protecting," said Rep. Dennis j. Kucinich 
(D-Ohio), who has introduced legislation that would require labeling for genetically engineered food. "They 
are clearly protecting industry and not the public."
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One state with a sizable salmon fishing industry - Alaska - passed a law in 2005 that requires labeling of any 
genetically engineered fish sold there.

"One side of the argument says let's give consumers sovereignty over their food choices," Hallman said. "The 
other says we've done the science on this and it’s no different, so if we put a label on it, we're implying it's 
somehow risky and that's like government imposed false advertising.”

View all comments that have been posted about this article.
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This Genetically Altered Salmon Is No Fish Story
Inching toward FD A  approval, AquaBounty's m ega-fish stir critics

B y  M o lly  P e te rs o n

For 15 years, A qu a B ou n ty  T ech n o lo g ie s  has tried to w in  U.S. a p p rova l to  sell a gene tica lly  m od ified  sa lm o n  tha t 
can reach  fu ll s ize up to  tw ice  as  fas t as its na tura lly  occu rring  b re th ren. N ow  the e ffo rt by the  W a ltham  (M ass.) 
com p any  m ay be d raw ing  to  a c lose. U .S. Food and D rug A dm in is tra tio n  adv ise rs  last w ee k  held w ha t m ay be 
the  age ncy 's  fina l hea ring  on  w h e th e r A qu aB ou n ty 's  sa lm on is sa fe  to  eat.

The  FD A  h asn 't se t the  tim ing  o f a fina l dec is ion . Its sta ff, though, has a lrea dy  agreed  tha t the  m e at from  the 
a lte re d  fish is sa fe  and has no  b io lo g ica lly  re leva n t d iffe ren ces  from  tha t o f the  n a tu ra lly  occu rring  varie ty. So 
A qu a B o u n ty 's  fish  fina lly  m ay be h eaded  fo r A m erican  k itchens. FD A app rova l cou ld  m ake  the  sa lm o n  the  firs t in 
a series  o f a n im a ls  w ith  m ix -and -m a tch  D N A tha t have  the p o ten tia l to  cha nge  the  U.S. food  chain.

A q u a B ou n ty 's  A tla n tic  sa lm on  con ta in  a g row th  gene  im p lan ted  from  a n o th e r va rie ty  o f  sa lm on  tha t's  activa ted  
by D N A  from  an ee l-like  c re a tu re  ca lled  the  ocean  pout. The  a lte red  fish  can grow  to "m arke t w e ig h t" o f as m uch 
as  13 pou nds  in tw o  o r th ree  years, com pared  w ith th ree  to  fo u r yea rs  requ ired  fo r na tura l sa lm on, says C h ie f 
E xecu tive  O ffice r R onald  L. S totish.

T h e  com pany  w ou ld  sell its A qu A d va n ta ge  b rand sa lm on eggs to  fish fa rm s iso la ted  from  the  ocean  tha t then 
cou ld  see th e ir ca tch  reach su p e rm arke ts  in a bou t tw o  years. S to tish  says  the  enh an ce d  fish  cou ld  " in c rease  the 
a va ilab ility  o f a  h ig h -qu a lity  p ro d u c t tha t is ind is tin gu ishab le  from  the  tra d itio n a l food."

N ot e ve ryone  is firing  up the ir g rills  ju s t yet. G roups o p posed  to  gen e tica lly  m o d ified  foo ds  on Sept. 16 held a 
p ro te s t in W ash ing to n . "T od ay  it's a fish tha t w e ’re ta lk ing  about. B ut very soon it w ill be g en e tica lly  eng ineered  
p igs, ch icken , a nd  o u r be love d  cow s," Ben & Je rry ’s C E O  Jos te in  S o lhe im  to ld  p ro teste rs .

C ritics  say they 're  p articu la rly  m iffed  tha t the  FD A is re v iew ing  A qu a B ou n ty 's  a lte red  fish as a ve te rina ry  drug 
ra the r than c rea ting  a new  rev iew  p roce ss  fo r g ene-a lte red  foods. FDA sp okesw o m an  S iobhan  D eLan cey  says 
th e  g en e tic  m a te ria l used in th e  A qu a B ou n ty  fish  m eets  the  s ta tu to ry  d e fin ition  o f a ve te rina ry  d rug  because  it 
a lte rs  th e  s truc tu re  and fun c tion  o f the  anim al. S he  says ve te rina ry  d rug  a pp rova l is s tringen t: "T he  rev iew  o f the 
A qu A d va n ta ge  sa lm on, condu c ted  under tha t p rocess, inc lu des  a rigo rou s  ana lys is  o f food  sa fe ty  and 
a pp lica tio n  o f a s tringen t sa fe ty  standard : 'reasonab le  ce rta in ty  o f no harm  "'

The FD A 's dec is ion , critics  say, a llow s som e testing  data rev iew ed  by regu la to rs  to be kep t con fidentia l, as trade 
secre ts  "T he y 're  o bv iou s ly  u s ing  th is ve te rina ry  des igna tion  to  keep the  data  con fiden tia l," says  W enonah  
H auter, execu tive  d irec to r o f F ood  & W a te r W atch, an e nv iro nm e n ta l and foo d-sa fe ty  g roup  in W ash ington. "I 
th in k  they 're  a fra id  o f the  p ub lic  re ac tion  "

A la s k a  S e n a to rs  M a rk  B e g ich  a n d  L isa  M u rk o w s k i, w h o s e  s ta te  h a rv e s te d  163 m illio n  c o m m e rc ia l s a lm o n  las t 
ye a r, a re  a ls o  a g a in s t A q u A d v a n ta g e  "L e t's  c a ll th is  g e n e tic a lly  e n g in e e re d  fish  fo r  w h a t it Is F ra n k e n fis h ."
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Beg ich  sa id  in a s ta tem en t. "A p p rova l o f gene tica lly  m od ified  sa lm on, the  firs t such  hybrid  to  be cons ide red  for 
hum an  con sum p tion , is unp rece de n te d , risky, and a th rea t to the  su rv iva l o f  w ild  spec ies ."

T h e  m od ified  fish, a ll fem a le , a re  sterile , so  they ca n 't rep rod uce  w ith  regu la r sa lm on, S to tish  says. "P eop le  w ho  
take  the  tim e  to  look" a t the  regu la to ry  da ta  "w ill sa tis fy  the m se lve s  tha t the  FD A  has taken a very cau tious, very 
robus t regu la to ry  a p p ro ach ," he  says.

S to tish  says  97 perce n t o f  th e  to ta l tonnage  o f sa lm on now  consum ed  in the  U .S. is im ported . A lm o st 427 ,000  
tons, va lued  at $1 .39  b illion , w as  im ported  last year from  coun tries  led by C hile , C anada, and N orway, accord ing  
to  A g ricu ltu re  Dept. data. A ltho u g h  he says  it's too early  to  p ro jec t the sa les  p o ten tia l o f A qu A d va n ta g e  eggs, 
S to tish  says  the fa s t-g ro w in g  sa lm on cou ld  help  dom e stic  fisheries  gain  a la rge r share  o f  the  m arket.

T h e  g e n e tica lly  e ng ine e red  sa lm on  eggs a re  p roduced  at an A qu a B oun ty  fac ility  in P rince  Edw ard  Island, 
C anada, a nd  the  fish a re  g row n  to  m a rke t w e ig h t a t an A qua B ou nty  fa rm  in Panam a. If the  FD A app rove s  the 
a q u a cu ltu re  co m p a n y ’s sa lm on, a no ther com p an y  w ou ld  sell the P ana m a-g row n  fish In the  U.S., S totish  to ld  
re po rte rs  a t a Sept. 20  F D A  a dv iso ry  pane l m eeting . He dec lined  to  iden tify  the  com p any  because  the  p roduct 
h a sn 't been app rove d  yet. "A q u aB o un ty  does  not p lan  to be  in the  fish  b u s iness ," he said . "W e 're  a techno logy 
com p an y ."

The b o tto m  line: Although genetically m odified crops have been used for 2 0  years. AquaBounty's gene-altered  
salm on is facing fierce scrutiny and  protests.

P eterson  is  a reporter for B loom berg  N ew s.

\ x C lic k  h e re  to  f in d  o u t  m o re ! ;
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Canadian ‘Frankenfish’ 
Named One of 2010 Top 
Inventions
FDA could soon approve genetically modified salmon, 
lawsuit threatened
By Joan Delaney 
Epoch Tim es S taff

Lust Updated: Dec 30. 2010 ( 'm ated: Dec 30, 2010

A controversial fast-growing 
genetically engineered salm on 
developed in C anada has been named 
one o f  the 50 best inventions o f  2010 
in the online version o f  Time 
M agazine.

U.S. biotech com pany A quaBounty 
Technologies In c .’s GE salm on—  
dubbed “Frankenfish” by 
environm entalists— could soon be 
approved for sale in the U.S.

Chile. A controversial fast-grow ing genetically- 
engineered salmon developed in Canada could soon 
be approved for sale in the U.S. (Francisco 
N egroni/A FP/G etty Images)

A quaBounty plans to produce the GE 
salm on eggs at its facility on Prince 
Edward Island, then ship them  to 
Panam a to be grow n and processed in 
controlled facilities.

The com pany is currently seeking 
approval from  the Food and Drug 

A dm inistration (FDA) to sell the salm on in the U.S. If it gets the green light, the salmon, called 
A quA dvantage, will be the first GE animal ever approved for hum an consum ption.

A quaBounty engineered A tlantic salm on to grow  faster by inserting a grow th horm one from 
Chinook salm on and genetic m aterial from the eel-like ocean pout, which can survive in 
extrem ely cold waters. The technology was developed by scientists at N ew foundland’s 
M emorial University-.

"The problem is that salm on m ake bad farm anim als; it takes 3 lb. (1 36 kilos) o f  feed to grow 1
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lb. (.45 kilo) o f  salm on,” Tim e said. “A quA dvantage Atlantic salm on can grow twice as fast, 
m aking them  easier to farm .”

But opposition to the transgenic salm on— from environm ental and consum er groups, food 
safety advocates, and com m ercial and recreational fisheries associations, am ong others— has 
been grow ing on both sides o f  the border.

Just last week, the U.S. chapter o f  Trout Unlim ited said it is prepared to take legal action if  the 
FD A  approves A quA dvantage for sale.

Trout Related Articles 
U nlim ited
CEO * Has the FDA Already D ecided About G enetically Engineered Salmon'? Part 2
Chris * 'F rankenfish ,' Genetically M odified Salm on. Face Review  by FDA Panel
W ood
says the FDA is not equipped to estim ate the environm ental risk posed by GE anim als and 
doesn’t have any fisheries scientists— “and th a t’s w ho we need looking at this now .”

“W e are not a litigious organization, but we are ju st so profoundly concerned that while the 
FDA may have done a great jo b  in term s o f  looking at the potential im pacts on hum an health o f  
genetically m odified salm on, the FDA is patently unqualified to be able to look at the potential 
environm ental effects o f  allow ing these fish to be brought to m arket.”

‘E nvirop ig’ N ext?

The FDA declared in Septem ber that the genetically altered salm on are safe to eat and “are not 
expected to have a significant im pact” on the environm ent.

A quaBounty has said there w ill be tight regulations around m arketing the salmon. But that’s not 
enough, says Wood.

“Once these get on the m arket and other countries get a hold o f  them  and other com panies get a 
hold o f  them , there’s no guarantees and there’s no assurances or safeguards that they w on’t be 
released into the environm ent, either inadvertently or intentionally.

“W e want to see the affects o f  that alm ost inevitability very carefully studied and researched 
before the governm ent m akes a decision.”

Biotech opponents in C anada fear that if  A quaB ounty’s salm on is approved for the U.S. market, 
Canadians will be the next to Find unlabelled GE salm on on their store shelves— followed by 
the GE “ Enviropig” engineered by scientists at the U niversity o f  Guelph. The university has 
asked Health Canada to approve Enviropig for human consum ption.

A coalition representing fisheries and oceans 
conservation, environm ental, and social justice 
groups— -60 organizations in all— is working to
block the GE salmon com pletely in Canada. j / K, con tc iiue-nccs o f

un acciileui m \ ’ so htn’cJ he coalition has released a statement of
tfuil the risks iiiv just
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“categorical objection” to the raising of GE fish 
and fish eggs and has called on Environment 
Minister John Baird to take action to prevent the 
eggs from being produced in Canada.

Lucy Sharratt of the Canadian Biotechnology 
Action Network calls the technology dangerous 
and says the GE salmon pose a “profound threat” 
to wild fish if  they escape.

“There’s always going to be a risk, and the consequences of an accident are so huge that the 
risks are just too big to consider releasing this GE salmon. Consumers don’t want it. Even the 
aquaculture industry doesn’t want it. So it’s not wanted and yet it represents a huge risk to an 
endangered wild fish population.”

M inim al R isk  o f  Escape

AquaBounty, which does not yet have permission from Environment Canada to commercially 
produce its salmon eggs in P.E.I., says the likelihood of escape is minimal due to stringent 
containment measures at its land-based facilities in both P.E.I. and Panama.

If an accidental escape did occur, “environmental conditions at the facilities are such that 
survival o f the organisms would be highly unlikely,” the company said in its Environmental 
Risk Assessment.

“We believe the economic and environmental benefits of our salmon will very effectively help 
to meet the demand for food from the growing world population,” said Ronald Stotish, 
president and CEO of AquaBounty, in an August press release.

Ruth Salmon, spokeswoman for the Canadian Aquaculture Industry Alliance, says the 
aquaculture industry doesn’t support producing genetically engineered salmon for human 
consumption.

“We have done quite a bit of research and the market doesn’t want [GE salmon], our customers 
don’t want it,” Salmon told the Vancouver Sun.

“The aquaculture industry knows that if genetically engineered salmon are approved, 
consumers will start rejecting fanned salmon as a means of avoiding genetically engineered 
salmon,” says Sharratt.

“There’s Related Articles 
going to
be a huge * Has the FDA Already Decided About Genetically Engineered Salmon'? Pan 2
consumer * ‘Frankenfish,' Genetically Modified Salmon. Face Review by FDA Panel
backlash
and it’s the aquaculture industry that's going to feel that when consumers stop buying farmed 
salmon.”

A U.S. survey conducted in September found that, overall, 78 percent of adults believe the FDA

too big to consider 
releasing this GE 
salmon '—Lucy 
Sharratt
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should not approve G E salm on for hum an consum ption, com pared to 16 percent who want to 
see it approved.

A group o f  12 U.S. organizations, including the Union o f  Concerned Scientists, Greenpeace, 
and the Ocean Conservancy, has sent a letter to President Barack Obam a and the FDA 
dem anding that the agency conduct a rigorous environm ental im pact study before deciding 
whether to  approve the GE salm on.
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HOUSE RESOURCES COMMITTEE 3/11/2011
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