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SUBJECT: Change to the Revised Field Operations Manual (FOM)

A  Purpose. This instruction transmits page changes to the revised FOM, OSHA Instruction
CPL 2.45B, June 15, 1989.

B. Scope. This instruction .pplies OSHA-wide.

C. References.

1. O S H A  Instruction CPL 2.51 E, July 9, 1990, Appropriations Act for Fis< al Year 
1990.

2. O S H A  Instruction CPL 2.80, October 1,1990, Handling of Cases to be Proposed 
for Violation-by-Violation Penalties.

D. Action.

1. Replace existing pages with attached CH-2 pages as listed below:

Existing Pages Replacement Pages

Table of Contents 8 and 9 Table of Concents 8 and 9
VI-1 through VI-29 VI-1 through VI-29

2. Retain existing pages VI-1 through VI-29 to be used in accordance with F., 
Effective Dates, of this instruction.

E. Federal Program Change. This instruction describes a change in the Federal OSHA
program which affects State programs. All States with OSHA-approved State programs
will have to effect changes in their State occupational safety and health statutes to 
implrnnenr this change; States are being notified of this requirement by separate 
memorandum. A  separate directive also will be issued subsequent to issuance of this 
instruction describing further requirements for State response.

F. Effective Dates.

1# phis change to the F O M  implements am<-nrlm<»nft to the civil penalties provisions 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Act that were included in the Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990, which was rigned into law on November 5, 1990.
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2. The change (revised Chapter VI) applies to all inspections initiated on or after 
March 1, 1991. The guidelines for penalty calculation contained therein shall 
apply to all violations determined to be existing on or after November 5, 1990.

3. For violations determined to be existing before November 5, 1990, the gttidelines 
contained in the FOM as of June IS, 1989, shall be applied. For this reason, the 
previous pages of Chapter VI shall be retained and used with regard to these 
violations for as long as may be necessary. In a few situations, violations of both 
types may be encountered in a single case.

G. Significant Changes. Th » changes to Chapter VI in this instruction represent a major 
revision of OSHA’s penalty policies and procedures, in accordance with amendments to 
the civil penalties provisions of the Occupational Safety and Health Act that were 
included in the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. Individual text changes are indicated 
in the left margin.

1. General Policy (page VI-1). Clarifies the intent of Congress that penalty amounts 
should be sufficient to serve as an effective deterrent to violations.

2. Civil Penalties (page VT-1). This section has been reorganized to incorporate 
increased penalty amounts and a simplified system for penalty calculation.

3. Tvne of Violation as a Factor (page VI-1). Describes new maximum penalty 
amounts established by the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

4. Statutory Authority (page Vh-Z). Notes the authority for serious, other-than- 
serious, and posting violations.

5. Minimum Penalties (page VI-2). Includes the new statutory minimum penalty of
55,000 for a willful violation.

6. Gravity of Violations (page VI-2). Severity and probability are defined as assess­
ments, rather than factors, in determining the gravity of a violation.

7. Severity Assessment (page VT-3). Severity is categorized as high, medium, low, or 
minimal, without numerical values.

8. Probability (page VI-3). Probability is categorized as greater or lesser, without 
numerical values. Factors to be considered in determining this categorization are 
described.

9. Gravitv-based Penalty (page VI-6). The gravity-based penalty is now determined 
by a combination of the severity and probability assessments, in accordance with 
the scale given. The Regional Administrator may au-Jiorize the maximum penaity
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amount for high gravity violations. Revised definitions for high, moderate, and 
low gravity violations axe given.

10. Gravity Calculations for Combined or Grouped Violations (page VI-71. Revised 
penalty guidelines for such violations are provided in line with new severit. rad 
probability assessments.

11. Penalty Adjustment Factors fpage VI-9). Adjustments for size, good faith, and 
history have been modified. The total potential penalty adjustment is now 95 
percent. Guidelines are provided for limitations on the application of some 
factors based on the nature of the violation.

12. Size fpage VT-9). Size reduction now ranges from zero to 60 percent.

13. Good Faith fpage VI-101. The good faith reduction may be zero, 15, or 25 
percent depending on the effectiveness of the employer's safety and health 
program.

14. History fpage VI-11). Guidelines for the application of the 10-percent history 
adjustment are simplified.

15. Effect on Penalties if Employer Immediately Corrects or Initiates Corrective Action 
(page VI-111. This will no longer be considered in determining che good faith 
credit.

16. Failure to Abate fpage VT-11). Clarified directions are provided for failure-to- 
abate situations. The minimum penalty for failure to abate is now 51,000. 
Penalties are to be adjusted only for the size of the employer. Additional 
penalties may be assessed up to 30 days by the Area Office; if a penalty more 
than 30 times the daily calculated amount is deemed appropriate by the Regional 
Administrator, the case shall be handled under OSHA’s violarion-by-violation 
penalty procedures.

17. partial Abatement fpage VI-13). The Regional Administrator may authorize a 
reduction of 25 to 75 percent of the additional calculated penalty where the 
employer has partially abated the violation.

18. Repeated Violations fpage VT-13). The new maximum penalty is 570,000. The 
size of the employer (above or below 250 employees) determines the amount of 
the penalty increase factor. The Regional Administrator may authorize a higher 
factor for smaller employers, where warranted.

1 9. Willful Violations (page VI-14). The adjustment factors for size and history will 
be applied, and the adjusted gravity-based penalty is multiplied by seven. The 
Regional Administrator may assess a higher penalty, up to the maximum of
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$70,000, or a lower penalty, where warranted- The min i m u m  of $5,000 applies 
in all cases.

20. Regulator/ Violations (page VT-15). Higher penalties are established for viola­
tions of 29 CFR 1903 and 1904. Only the adjustment factors for size and history 
will be applied.

21. Access to Records fpage VI-171. This now includes violations of 29 CFR 1910.20. 
but no longer includes OSHA access cases.

22. Penalty Table fpage VI-18). This new table of adjusted penalties replaces former 
Penalty Tables A  and B.

23. Referral of Uncollected Debt to the Solicitor fpage VI-28). The normal threshold 
amount for referral to the Regional Solicitor is raised from $1,000 to $5,000.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.4SB CH-2
March 1, 1991
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CHAPTER VI 

PENALTIES

General Policy. The penalty structure provided under Section 17 of the Act is designed 
primarily to provide an incentive toward correcting violations voluntarily, not only to the 
offending employer but, more especially, to other employers who may be guilty of the 
same infractions of the standards or regulations.

1. OSHA has always taken the position that penalties are not designed as 
punishment for violations nor as a source of income for the Agency. The Con­
gress has made clear its intent, however, that penalty amounts should be 
sufficient to serve as an effective deterrent to violations.

2. Large proposed penalties, as Congress has clearly recognized, serve the public 
purpose intended under the Act; and criteria guiding approval of such penalties 
by the Assistanc Secretary are based on meeting this public purpose. (See B.9.d. 
and OSHA Instruction CPL 2.80.)

Civil Penalties.

1. Tvpe of Violation as a Factor. In proposing civil penalties for violations, a dis­
tinction is made between serious violations and other violations. There is no 
statutory requirement that a penalty be proposed when the violation is not seri­
ous; but a penalty must be proposed when the violation is serious.

a. The ma-rimum penalty that may be proposed for a serious or an 
other-than-serious violation is 57,000.

b. In the case of willful or repeated violations, a civil penalty of up to
570,000 may be proposed; but the penalty may not be less than S3,000 
for a willful violation.

c. For other specific violations of the Act, civil penalties of up to 57,000 may 
be proposed.

d. Penalties for failure to correct a violation may be up to 57,000 for each 
calendar day that the violation continues beyond the final abatement 
date.
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2. Statutory Authority. Section 17 provides the Secretary with the scatutory
authority to assess civil penalties for violations of the Act.

a. Section 17(b) of the Act provides that any employer who has received a 
citation for an alleged violation of the Act which is determined to be of a 
serious nature shall be assessed a civil penalty of up to 57,000 for each 
violation. (See OSHA Instruction CPL 2.51E for current Congressional 
exemptions and limitations placed on penalties by the Appropriations 
Act.)

b. Section 17(c) provides that, when the violation is specifically determined 
not to be of a serious nature, a proposed civil penalty of up to 57,000 
may be assessed for each violation.

c. Section 17(i) provides that, when a violation of a posting requirement is 
cited, a dvil penalty of up to 57,000 shall be assessed.

3. Minimum Penalties. The following guidelines apply:

a. The proposed penalty for any willful violation shall not be less than
55,000. This is a statutory minimum and not subject to administrative 
discretion.

b. When the adjusted proposed penalty for an other-than-serious violation 
(dtation item) would amount to less than 5100, no penalty shall be pro­
posed for that violation.

c. When, however, there is a dtation item for a posting violation, this 
m i n i m u m  penalty amounc does not apply with respect to that item since 
penalties for such items are mandatory under the Act.

4. Penalty Factors. Section 17(j) of the Act provides that penalties shall be assessed 
on the basis of four factors:

a. The gravity of the violation,

b. The size of the business,

c. The good faith of the employer, and
<

d. The employer's history of previous violations.

5. Gravity of Violation. The gravity of the violation is the primary consideration in 
determining penalty amounts. It shall be the basis for calculating the basic 
penalty for both serious and other violations.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.45B CH-2
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a. To determine the gravity of a violation the following two assessments 
shall be made:

(1) The severity of the injury or illness which could result from the 
alleged violation.

(2) The probability that an. injury or illness could occur as a resv.lt of 
the alleged violation.

b. The size of the business, the good faith of the employer and the history of 
previous violations shall be taken into account in deciding whether and 
the extent to which the gravity-based penalty shall be reduced.

Severity Assessment. The classification of the alleged violations as serious or 
other-than-serious, in accordance with the instructions in Chapter IV of the FOM, 
is based on the severity of the injury or illness that could result from the 
violation- This classification constitutes the first step in determining the gravity 
of the violation. The most serious injury or illness which is reasonably predict­
able as a result of an employee’s exposure to the safety or health hazard cited 
shall be assigned a severity assessment in accordance with the following factors:

a. High Severity: Death from injury or illness; injuries involving permanent 
disability; or chronic, irreversible illnesses.

b. Medium Severity: Injuries or temporary, reversible illnesses resulting in
hospitalization or a variable buc limited period of disability.

c. Low Severity: Injuries or temporary, reversible Illnesses not resulting in
hospitalization and requiring only minor supportive treatment.

d. Minimal Severity: Other-than-serious violations. Although such 
violations reflect conditions which have a direct and immediate rela­
tionship to the safety and health of employees, the injury or illness most 
likely to result would probably not cause death or serious physical harm.

Probability Assessment. The probability that an injury or illness will result from 
a hazard has no role in determining the classification of a violation but does 
affect the amount of the penalty to be proposed.

a. Categorization. Probability shall be categorized either as greater or as
lesser probability.

(1) Greater probability results when the likelihood chat an injur/ or 
illness will occur is judged to be relatively high.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.45B CH-2
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(2) Lesser probability results whei: the likelihood that an injury or 
illness will occur is judged to be relatively low.

b. Determination. The CSHO, using professional judgment, shall identify 
and evaluate as far as possible all of the factors influencing the likelihood 
of the occurrence of an injury or illness and shall assign them a weight in 
accordance with the relative contribution of each-

c. Saferv Violations. The following circumstances shall normally be 
considered (and documented in the case file) when violations Ukely to 
result in injury are involved:

(1) Number of workers exposed to the hazardous conditions, both at
the same rime and sequentially.

(2) Frequency of exposure, including one-time, short exposures 
through more frequent exposures from once a week up to 
exposures of more than once a week up to continuous daily 
exposure.

(3) Employee proximity to the hazardous conditions likely to lead to
an accident, anywhere from the fringe of danger zone up to the 
point of danger.

(4) Working conditions including environmental and other factors 
(e.g., speed of operations, lighting, temperature, weather con­
ditions, noise, housekeeping, etc.) which may cause employee 
stress and thereby increase the likelihood of an accident.

d. Health Violations. The following circumstances shall normally be 
considered (and documented in the case file) when violations likely to 
result in illness are involved:

(1) Number of workers exposed to the hazardous conditions, both at 
the same time and sequentially.

(2) Duration of employee overexposures to hazardous levels of 
contaminants or other illness-producing conditions, ranging from 
relatively short exposures of less than one hour to continuous 
daily exposures.

(3) Use of appropriate personal protective equipment; whether, for 
example, such equipment is utilized by all exposed employees and 
the employer has an effective PPE program in effect down to
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whether ic is noc utilized by any of the exposed employees and the 
employer has no program.

(4) Medical surveillance program is in place as appropriate and
effectively protects the employees, a defective program which only 
partially and inadequately protects them, or no medical 
surveillance program is in effect.

Other factors. There are other factors which may affect significantly the 
probability that the hazard will produce an injury or illness and they shaii 
also be considered (and documented):

(1) Mitigating circumstances, such as specific safety or health in­
structions, effective training programs, a comprehensive safer/ and 
health program, evidence of correction underway, warning signs 
and labels or special procedures, or mandatory administrative con­
trols providing some, though not complete protection, shall be 
documented and considered in the final evaluation of probability.

(2) Similarly, contributing circumstances, such as Inappropriate or 
inadequate safety or health instructions, inadequate or no training, 
a poor or nonexistent safety and health program, or widespread 
hazardous conditions or faulty equipment, with little or no 
attempt to control them, shall be documented and considered in 
the final evaluation of orobability.

Final Probability Assessment. All of the factors outlined above shall be 
considered together in arriving at a final probability assessment.

(1) A  factor shall noc materially affect the final probability assessment
if, based on the professional judgmenc of the CSHO as 
documented in the case file, ic:

(a) Does not significantly influence the probability of an 
injury- or illness-causing condition; or

(b) Would tend to dilute the penalty excessively.

EXAMPLE. In a particularly dangerous trenching situation or in a 
confined space where there is insufficient oxygen to support lire, 
even when only one or two employees are exposed, it may be 
appropriate to reduce the weight thac might otherwise be given to 
the number of employees exposed.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.45B CH-2
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(2) When strict adherence to the probability assessment procedures 
would result in an unreasonably high or low gravity (See B. S.), 
the CSHO shall use professional judgment to adjust the probability 
appropriately. Such decisions shall be adequately documented in 
the case file.

8. Gravicv-based Penalty. The gravity-based penalty (GBP) is an unadjusted penalty 
and is calculated in accordance with the following procedures:

a. The GBP for each violation shall be determined based on an appropriate 
and balanced professional judgment combining the severicy assessment 
and the final probability assessment.

b. For serious violations, the GBP shall be assigned on the basis of the 
following scale:

Severity Probability GBP

High Greater $5,000
Medium Greater $3,500
Low Greater $2,500
High Lesser $2,500
Medium Lesser $2,000
Low Lesser $1,500

c. The highest gravity classification (high severity and greater probability) 
shall normally be reserved for the most serious violative conditions, such 
as those situations involving danger of death or extremely serious injury. 
If the Regional Administrator determines that it is appropriate to achieve 
the necessary deterrent effect, a GBP of $7,000 may be proposed. The 
reasons for this determination shall be documented in the case file.

d. The gravity of a violation is defined by the GBP.

(1) A  high gravity violation is one with a GBP of $5,000 or greater.

(2) A  moderate gravity violation is one with a GBP of $2,000 to 
$3,500.

(3) A  low gravity violation is one with a GBP of $1,500.

e. For other-than-serious safety and health violations, there is no severity 
assessment.
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(1) Other-than-serious safety and health violations judged co be of 
greater probability shall be assigned a GBP of SI,000 to which 
appropriate adjustment factors shall be applied. (See B.10.)

(2) Other-than-serious safety and health violations judged to be of 
lesser probability shall be cited with no penalty.

(3) The Regional Administrator may authorize a penalty up to S7.CC0 
for an other-than-serious violation when it is determined to be 
appropriate to achieve the necessary deterrent effect. The reasons 
for such a determination shall be documented in the case file.

f. Penalties to be proposed for other-than-serious regulatory violations (29 
CFR 1903 and 1904) are discussed at B.16.

g. A GBP may be assigned in some cases without using the severity and the 
probability assessment procedures outlined in B.7. when these procedures 
cannot appropriately be used. (See Chapter IV, C.8.a, for an exam­
ple-shipped containers under the Hazard Communication Standard.)

h. The Penalty Table (Table VT-1, page VI-18) shall be used for determining 
appropriate adjusted penalties for serious and other-than-serious 
violations.

9. Gravicv Calculations for Combined or Grouped Violations. The following
procedures apply to the calculation of penalties for combined and grouped viola­
tions:

a. The severity and the probability assessments for combined violations shall 
be based on the instance with the highest gravity. It is not necessary to 
complete the penalty calculations for each instance or subitem of a 
combined or grouped violation if it is dear which instance will have the 
highest gravity.

b. For grouped violations, the following special guidelines shall be adhered 
to:

(1) Severity Assessment. There are two considerations to be kept in 
mind in calculating the severity of grouped violations:

(a) The severity assigned to the grouped violation shall be r.o 
less than che severity of the most serious reasonably 
predictable injury or illness that could result from the 
violation of any single icem.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.45B CH-2
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(b) If a more serious injury or illness is reasonably predictable 
from the grouped items than from any single violation 
item, the more serious injury or illness shall serve as the 
basis for the calculation of the severity factor of the 
grouped violation.

(2) Probability Assessment. There are three considerations to be kept 
in mind in calculating the probability of grouped violations:

(a) The probability assigned to the grouped violation shail be
no less than the probability of the item which is most 
likely to result in an injury or illness.

Co) If the overall probability of injury or illness is greater with
the grouped violation than with any single violation item, 
the greater probability of injury or illness shall serve as the 
basis for the calculation of the probability assessment of 
the grouped violation.

(c) Some individual probability factors may be increased by 
grouping and others may not. The increased values shail 
be used in the probability calculation if, in the professional 
judgment of the CSHO, a more appropriate probability 
assessment will result. For example, the number of 
employees exposed may be increased while the proximity 
factor may not.

(3) Gravity-based Penalty. A single severity assessment and a single 
probability assessment for the combined or grouped violation wiil 
result from the foregoing considerations. That result shall be the 
basis for determining an appropriate GBP for the violation item 
according; to the guidelines in B.8. The penalty shall be entered Ln 
the penalty column of the OSHA-2 across from che fust item of the 
violation.

Combined and grouped violations shall normally be considered as one 
violation for penalty purposes, and in such, cases the guidelines for cal­
culating penalties given in B.6. through B.8. shall apply.

In egregious cases; Le., willful, repeated and high gravity serious citations 
and failures to abate, an additional factor of up to the number of 
violation instances (number of days since the abatement date for failure 
to abate) may be applied to the gravity-based penalty calculated in 
accordance with B.8. or the regulatory penalty assigned in accordance 
with B.16. and adjusted in accordance wich B.10, as described in each of
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the subsections. Such cases shall be handled in accordance with OSHA 
Instruction CPL 2.S0. Penalties calculated with this additional factor shail 
not be proposed without the concurrence of the Assistant Secretary.

10. Penalty Adjustment Factors. The GBP may be reduced by as much as 95 per cent 
depending upon the employer's "good faith," "size of business," and "history of 
previous violations." L’p to 60-percent reduction is permitted for size; up to 
25-percent reduction for good faith, and 10-percent for history.

a. Since these rates are based on the general character of a business and its 
safety and health performance, the rates shall generally be calculated only 
once for each employer-after the classification and probability ratings 
have been determined for each violation and the general character of the 
employer's performance is apparent.

b. Penalties assessed for violations that are classified as high severity and
greater probability shall be adjusted only for size and history.

c. Penalties assessed for violations that axe classified as repeated shall be
adjusted only for size.

d. Penalties assessed for violations classified as willful shall have been
adjusted only for size and history.

e. The rate of penalty reduction for size of business, employer's good faith
and employer's history of previous violations shall be calculated on the 
basis of the criteria described in the following paragraphs:

(1) Size. A maximum penalty reduction of 6Q percent is permitted for 
small businesses. "Size of business' shall be measured on the basts 
of the maximum number of employees of an employer at all work­
places at any one time during the previous 12 months.
Information on the total number of an employer's employees can 
generally be obtained at the inspected worksite. However, on 
occasion it may be necessary' to obtain or confirm the information 
from the employer's headquarters.

(a) The rates of reduction to be applied are as follows:

-.nplovees Percent reduction

1-25 60
26-100 40
101-250 20
251 or more None

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.4SB CH-2
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(b) An employer’s ability to pay a penalty shall not normally 
be investigated or considered in determining the penalty 
reduction for size of business.

(c) However, if an employer presents convincing evidence of 
inability to pay a penalty because of financial difficulties at 
an informal conference, the Area Director may determine 
that a penalty reduction is appropriate. Such a deter­
mination shall be documented in the case file.

(d) When a small business has one or more serious violations 
of high gravity or a number of serious violations of moder­
ate gravity, indicating a lack of concern for employee 
safety and health, the Area Director may determine that 
only a partial reduction in penalty shall be permitted for 
size of business.

(2) Good Faith. A penalty reduction of up to 25 percent is permitted 
in recognition of an employer’s 'good faith."

(a) A reduction of 25 percent shall nonnally be given if the 
employer has a written safety and health program (as 
documented during the inspection) that has been 
effectively implemented in the workplace and that:

! Provides for appropriate management commitment 
and employee involvement; worksite analysis for 
the purpose of hazard identification; hazard 
prevention and control measures; and safety and 
health training.

NOTE: One example of a framework for such a 
program is given in OSHA's voluntary "Safety and 
Health Program Management Guidelines' (Federal 

. Register. VoL 54, No. 16, January 26,1989, pp. 
3904-3916, or later revisions as published).

2 Includes all programs required under OSHA
standards applicable to the workplace (e.g., hazard 
communication, lockout-tagout, hazardous mate­
rials and emergency response, safety and health 
programs for construction [29 CFR 1926.20] and 
trenching and excavation).

2 Has deficiencies that are only incidental
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Os) A reduction of 15 percent shall normally be given if the
employer has a documented safety and health program, but 
with more than only incidental deficiencies.

(c) No reduction shall be given to an employer who has no 
safety and health program.

(3) History. A reduction of 10 percent shall be given to employers 
who have not been cited by OSH A for any serious, willful, or 
repeated violations in the past three years.

(4) Total. The total reduction will normally be the sum of che reduc- 
tions for each adjustment factors.

Imminent Danger Situations. Detailed instructions and procedures for handling 
allegations of imminent danger situations are contained in Chapter VII. Penalties 
shall be assessed in accordance with the following:

a. Classification. An imminent danger situation normally will involve a seri­
ous, willful or repeated violation.

b. Proposed Penalties. Penalties shall be proposed in cases where citations 
are issued in imminent danger situations even chough, after being 
informed by the CSHO, the employer immediately eliminates the Immi­
nence of the danger and initiates steps to abate the hazard. The proce­
dures given in this chapter for calculating and assessing proposed 
penalties shall be applied in the case of imminent danger situations, as 
appropriate.

Effect on Penalties If Employer Immediately Corrects or Initiates Corrective 
Action. Appropriate penalties will be proposed with respect to an alleged viola­
tion even though, after being informed of such alleged violation by the CSHO. 
the employer immediately conects or initiates steps to correct the hazard.

Failure to Abate. A Notification of Failure to Abate an Alleged Violation 
(OSHA-2B) shall be issued in cases where violations have noc been corrected as 
required.

a. Failure to Abate. Failure to abate penalties shall be applied when an 
employer has noc corrected a previously deed violation which had become 
a final order of the Commission.

b. Employer Contest. If an employer contests one or more of the alleged 
violations, the period for abatement does noc begin to run, as to those
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items contested, until che day following the entry of the final order by the 
Review Commission affirming the citation.

(1) If the employer contests only the amount of the proposed penalcy, 
the employer must correct the alleged violation within the pre­
scribed abatement period.

(2) If an employer contests an abatement date in good faith, a Failure 
to Abate Notice shall not be issued for the item contested until a 
final order affirming a date is enrered, the new abatement period, 
if any, has been completed, and the employer has still failed to 
abate.

c. Calculation of Additional Penalties. A  GBP for unabated violations is to 
be calculated for failure to abate a serious or other-than-serious violation 
on the basis of the facts noted upon reinspection. This recalculated GBP, 
however, shall noc be less than that proposed for the item when originally 
cited, except as provided in B.13.e.

(1) In those instances where no penalty was initially proposed, an 
appropriate penalcy shall be determined after consulting with the 
supervisor. In no case shall the penalty be less than SI,000.

(2) Only the adjustment factor for size-based upon the circumstances 
noted during the reinspection-shall then be applied to arrive at 
the daily proposed penalty.

(3) The daily proposed penalty shall be multiplied by the number of 
calendar days that the violation has continued unabated.

(a) The number of days unabated shall be counted from the 
day following the abatement date specified in che citation 
or the final order. It will include ail calendar days 
between that date and the date of reinspecrion, excluding 
the dace of reinspection.

(b) Normally the total proposed penalty for failure to abate a 
particular violation shall noc exceed 30 times the amount 
of the daily proposed penalty.

(c) If a penalty beyond this amount is deemed appropriate by 
the Regional Administrator, the case shall be treated under 
the violation-by-violation penalty procedures established in 
OSHA Instruction CPL 2.80.
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(4) In unusual circumstances, such as where the gravity of the 
violation is at the highest level (high severity and greater 
probability) or the employer has willfully failed to abate che 
violation or has failed to abate a second time, higher penalties 
shail be proposed. In such situations the proposed penalty shall 
be approved by the Regional Administrator.

d. Partial Abatement. When the citation has been partially abated, the 
Regional Administrator may authorize a reduction of 25 percent to 75 
percent to the amount of the proposed penalcy calculated as outlined in
B.13.C. The reasons for this action shall be documented in the case file.

(1) When a violation consists of a number of instances and the 
followup inspection reveals thac only some instances of the 
violation have been corrected, the additional daily proposed 
penalty shall take into consideration the extent that the violation 
has been abated.

EXAMPLE: Where 3 out of 5 instances have been corrected, the 
daily proposed penalty (calculated as outlined in B.13.C. without 
regard to any partial abatement) may be reduced by 60 per cent.

(2) In multi-step correction items, only the failure to comply with 
substantive (rather than procedural) requirements shall generally 
incur a full failure to abate penalty.

(3) On rare occasions, when the Area Director decides to issue a 
Failure to Abate Notice for failure to comply with procedural re­
quirements, the calculation of the daily proposed penalty shail 
consider the extent to which a violation has been substantially 
abated, with the daily proposed penalty (calculated as oudined Ln
B.13.C. without regard to any partial abatement) reduced 
accordingly.

e. Good Faith Effort ter Abate. When the CSHO believes and so documents 
in the case file that the employer has made good faith efforts to correct 
the violation and had good reason to believe that it was fully abated, the 
Area Director may reduce or eliminate the daily proposed penalcy chac 
would otherwise be justified.

14. Repeated Violations. Section 17(a) of the Act provides that an employer who 
repeatedly violates the Act may be assessed a dvil penalty of not more than
570,000 for each violation.
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a. Gravity-Based Penalty Factors. Each violation shall be classified as serious 
or other-than-serious. A GBP shall then be calculated for repeated viola­
tions based on facts noted during the current inspection. Only the ad­
justment factor for size, appropriate to the facts at the time of the rein­
spection, shall be applied.

b. Penalty Increase Factors. The amounc of the increased penalty to be 
assessed for a repeated violation shall be determined by the size of the 
employer.

(1) Smaller employers. For employers with 250 or fewer employees, 
the GBP shall be doubled for the first repeated violation and 
quintupled if the violation has been cited tv* ice before. If the 
Regional Administrator determines that it is appropriate to achieve 
the necessary deterrent effect, the GBP may be multiplied by 10.

(2) Larger employers. For employers with more than 250 employees, 
the GBP shall be multiplied by 5 for the first repeaced violation 
and multiplied by 10 if the violation has been cited twice before.

c. Other-than-serious. No Initial Penalty. For a repeated other-than-serious 
violation that otherwise would have no initial penalty, a penalty of S200 
shall be assessed for the first repeated violation, $500 if the violation has 
been died twice before, and $1,000 for a third repetition.

d. R e g u l a t o r y  Violations. For repeated violations of regulatory violations 
[see B.16.], the initial penalcy shall be doubled for the first repeated 
violation and quintupled if the violation has been deed twice before. If 
the Regional Administrator determines that it is appropriate to achieve 
che necessary deterrent effect, the initial penalty may be multiplied by 10.

NOTE: See Chapter IV, B.5., for additional guidance on dring repeated violations.

IS. wmful Violations. Section 17(a) of the Act provides that an employer who 
willfully violates the Act may be assessed a dvil penalty of not more than 
$70,000 bur not less than $5,000 for each violation.

a. Gravity and Penalty Factors. Each violation shall be classified as serious 
or other-than-serious. After determining the gravity of the violation, a 
GBP shall be determined based on the facts noted during the inspection. 
The adjustment factors for size and history shall be applied.

(1) Serious Viola no ns. For willful serious violations, the adjusted G3P
shall be multiplied by seven.

OSHA Instruction CPL 2 .453  CH-2
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(a) In no case shall the proposed penalty’ be less than S5.000.

(b) The Regional Administrator may assess a higher penalty 
(up to the stacutory maximum of S70.000) or a lower 
penalty than that calculated in accordance wich B.lS.a.(l), 
upon consideration of such factors as che degree of 
willfulness involved in the violation and che achievement 
of an appropriate deterrent effect. The reasons for such 
action shall be documented in the case file.

(2) Other-than-serious Violations. For willful other-than-serious 
violations, the minimum willful penalty of 55,000 shall be 
assessed.

b. Regulatory Violations. In the case of regulatory violations [see B.16] chat 
are determined to be willful, the unadjusted initial penalcy shall be 
multiplied by seven. In no event shall the penalcy, after adjustment for 
size and history, be less than S5.000.

16. Violation of 29 CFR 1903 and 1904 Regulatory Requirements. Except as pro­
vided in the Appropriations Acr, Section 17 of the Acc provides that an employer 
who violates any of the posting requirements shall be assessed a civil penalty of 
up to 57,000 for each violation and may be assessed a like penalty for record­
keeping violations. For egTegious violations, an additional factor may be applied, 
as described at B.9.d, in accordance with the procedures set forth in OSHA 
Instruction CPL 2.80.

a. General Application. The procedures chat follow shall be used in 
determining proposed penalties for violations of 29 CFR 1903 and 1904 
regulatory requirements only when the employer has received a copy of 
the 'Recordkeeping Requirements" booklet or has knowledge of the 
requirements.

(1) If the employer has noc received the booklec and does noc have 
knowledge, citations without proposed penalties will be issued.

(2) All proposed penalties for regulatory violations shall have the 
adjustment factors for size and history applied.

b. Posting Requirements. Penalties for violation of posting requirements 
shall be proposed as follows:

(1) OSHA Notice. If the employer has noc displayed (posted) the
notice furnished by che Occupational Safety and Health Admin­
istration as prescribed in 29 CFR 1903.2 (a), an ocher than-seriot'-.
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citation shall normally be issued. The unadjusted penalcy for this 
alleged violation shall be 51,000.

*

(2) Annual Summary. If an employer fails co post the summary 
portion of the OSHA-200 Form during the monch of February, as 
required by 29 CFR 1904.5(d)(1), an ocher-chan-serious citation 
shall be issued with an unadjusted penalty of 51,000.

(3) Citation. If an employer received a citation that has noc been 
posred as prescribed in 29 CFR 1903.16, an ocher-than-serious 
citation shall normally be issued. The unadjusted penalty shall be
53,000.

c. Reporting and Recordkeeping Requirements. Section 17(c) of the Act 
provides that violations of the recordkeeping and reporting requirements 
may be assessed civil penalties of up to 57,000 for each violation.

(1) OSHA-200 and QSHA-101 Forms. If the employer does noc 
maintain the Log and Summary of Occupational Injuries and Ill­
nesses, OSHA-200 Form, and the Supplementary Record, 
OSHA-101 Form (or equivalent), as prescribed in 29 CFR 1904, an 
other-than-serious dtation shall be issued. There shall be an 
unadjusted penalty of 51,000 for each OSHA fonn noc maintained.

NOTE: When no recordable injuries or illnesses have occurred at a 
workplace over che last calendar year, these forms shall be con­
sidered as having been maintained, since no entries would appear 
in them.

(2) Reporting. Employers are required to report either orally or in 
writing to the nearest Area Office within 48 hours, any occurrence 
of an employment acddenc which is fatal to one or more 
employees or which results in the hospitalization of five or more 
employees.

(a) An other-than-serious dtation shall be issued for failure to 
report such an occurrence. The unadjusted penalcy shall 
be 55,000.

(b) If the Regional Administrator determines that it is 
appropriate to achieve che necessary deterrent effect, an 
unadjusted penalty of $7,000 may be assessed.

d. Grouping. Violations of the posting and recordkeeping requirements 
which involve the same document (e.g., summary portion of the
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OSHA-200 Form was neither posted nor maintained) shall be grouped as 
an other-than-serious violation for penalty purposes. The unadjusced 
penalty for the grouped violations would then take on the highesr doiiz: 
value of the individual items, which will normally be SI,000.

Access to Records.

(1) 29 CFR 1904. If the employer fails upon requesc to provide
records required in Section 1904.2 for inspection and copying by 
any employee, former employee, or authorized representative of 
employees, a dtation for violation of 29 CFR 1904.7(b)(1) shall 
normally be issued. The unadjusced penalty shall be 51,000 for 
each form not made available.

(a) Thus, if the OSHA-200 for the 3 preceding years is noc 
made available, the unadjusted penalcy would be S3,000.

(b) If the employer is to be deed for failure to maintain these 
records, no dtation of 19C4.7 shall be issued.

(2) 29 CFR 1910.20. If the employer is dted for failing to provide
records as required under 29 CFR 1910.20 for inspection and 
copying by any employee, former employee, or authorized 
representative of employees, an unadjusted penalty of SI,000 shall 
be proposed.

Notification Requirements. When an employer has received advance 
notice of an inspection and fails to notify the authorized employee 
representative as required by 29 CFR 1903.6, an other-than-serious 
dtation shall be issued wich an unadjusced penalty of 52,000.
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TABLE VI-1 

PENALTY TABLE

Percent
Reduction

PENALTY 
(in dollars)

•

0 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 5,000 1 7,000 !

10 900 1,350 1,800 2,250 2,700 3,150 4,500 6,300 !

IS 850 1,275 1,700 2,125 2,550 2,975 4,250’ 5,950* |

20 800 1,200 1,600 2,000 2,400 2,800 4,000 5,600

25 750 1,125 1,500 1,875 2,250 2,625 3,750’ 5,250*

30 700 1,050 1,400 1,750 2,100 2,450 3,500 4,900

35 650 975 1,300 1,625 1,950 2,275 3,250* 4,550* I

40 600 900 1,200 1,500 1,800 2,100 3,000 4,200 |

45 550 825 1,100 1,375 1,650 1,925 2,750* 3,850*

50 500 750 1,000 1,250 1,500 1,750 2,500 3,500

55 450 675 900 1,125 1,350 1,575 2,250* ! 3,150*

60 400 600 800 1,000 1,200 1,400 2,000 2,300 i

65 350 525 700 875 1,050 1,225 1,750* 2,450*

70 300 450 600 750 900 1,050 1,500 2,100

75 250 375 500 625 750 875 1,250* 1,750’ |

85 150 225 300 • 375 450 525 750* 1,050* i

95 50 75 100 125 150 175 250* 350* I

* Starred figures represent penalty amounts that would not normally be proposed for 
high gravity serious violations because no adjustment for good faith is made in such 
cases. They may occasionally be applicable for other-than-serious violations where the 
Regional Administrator has determined a high unadjusted penalty amount to be 
warranted.
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Criminal Penalties.

. 1. The Act and the U.S. Code provide for criminal penalties in the following cases:

a. Willful violations causing death. (Section 17(e).)

b. Giving unauthorized advance notice. (Section 17(f).)

c. Giving false information. (Section 17(g).)

d. Killing, assaulting or hampering the work of a CSHO. (Section 17(h)(2).)

2. Criminal penalties are imposed by the courts after trials and noc by the Occupa­
tional Safety and Health Administration or che Occupational Safety and Healch 
Review Commission.

Handling Monies Received from Employers.

1. Responsibility of Area Director. The Area Director is responsible for informing 
employers of OSHA's debc collection procedures, collecting assessed penalties 
from employers, reporting penalcy amounts collected and those due, calculating 
interest and other charges on overdue penalty amounts, referring cases with un­
collected penalties to the National Office, transferring selected cases to the 
Regional Solicitor for legal action and tracking such cases, and mailing collected 
monies in accordance with the procedures given in this chapcer and in OSHA In­
struction A D M  1-1.12A, Chapcer XXIII, and other relevant OSHA instructions.

2. Collection of Penalties. It is OSHA policy to collect penalties owed the 
government as a result of the legitimate exercise of statutory authority. The .Area 
Director shall be guided by the following with regard to penalty collection:

a. Time Allowed for Payment of Penalties. The date when penalties become 
due and payable depends on whether or not the employer contests.

(1) Unconrested Penalties. When citations and/or proposed penalties 
are uncontested, the penalties axe due and payable 15 working 
days following the employer's receipt of the Citation and 
Notification of Penalty or, in the case of Informal Settlement 
Agreements, the execution of the agreement unless otherwise 
agreed upon in che settlement. (See Chapter V, H.2.)

(2) Contested Penalties. When citations and/ or proposed penalties 
are contested, the penalties are due and payable 60 calendar da\> 
after the issuance of a final order by the Review Commission. If
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the Commission order is appealed to a Court of Appeals, the 
penalties are due and payable 90 calendar days after the issuance 
of the court's judgment, provided that further review by the 
Supreme Court has not been sought.

(3) Parti ally Contested Penalties. When only part of a citation and/or
a proposed penalty is contested, the due date for payment as 
expressed in D.2.a.(l) will be used for the uncontested items and 
the due date expressed in D.2.a.(2) for the contested icems.

NOTE: D.2.a.(3) notwithstanding, for collection purposes, 
partially concesced cases are to be treated as contested cases.

b. Methods of Payment. Employers assessed penalties shall remit the total 
payment to the Area Office by certified check, personal check, company 
check, postal money order, bank draft or bank money order, payable to 
the U.5. Department of Labor-OSHA. Payment in cash shall noc be 
accepted. Upon request of che employer and for good cause, alternate 
methods of payment are permissible, such as payments in installments.

c. Identifying Payment. The Reporting IX ' * Office concerned 
along with the Inspection Number shall. % . the upper left comer
of the payment instrument. The date of tin: snail be stamped in the
upper right comer.

d. Adjustments to Payments. The following adjustments shall be made prior 
to transmitting the payment instrument to the Lockbox Depository (See 
D.3.C.):

(1) If the payment instrument is not dated, the dace received shall be
entered as the date of payment.

(2) If the payment instrument has differing numeric and wricten
amounts, the written amount shall be credited and the instrument 
deposited. If the written amount is obviously incorrect or differs 
from the amount referenced in the accompanying correspondence, 
the payment instrument shall be returned to the employer via 
certified mail.

(3) If the payment instrument does not include the establishment
name, the name shail be inserted on the face of che payment in­
strument.

(4) If the payment instrument includes the notation, "Payment in FulL*
and the notation is correct, the payment shall be deposited; if not.
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the payment instrument shall be returned to the employer via 
certified maiL

(5) If an employer erroneously makes the payment payable to an 
official of OSHA by name, it shall be endorsed as follows:

(a) Postal Monev Orders. Follow instructions on reverse of the 
money order.

(b) All Others. Enter on reverse:

Pay to the order of the CJ.S. Department of Labor - OSHA

____________ (Signature)____________
(Typewritten name of payee)

Handling Monies Received. Monies received in payment of penalties shall be re­
corded immediately upon receipt and handled according to the following:

a. Inconect. Unhonored or Foreign Payments. Current instructions for hand­
ling such payments shall be adhered to.

(1) Incorrect payments shall be returned to the employer via certified 
maiL

(a) Unsigned payments shall be returned to the employer.

(b) Incorrectly dated payments shall be handled as follows:

1 If payment instrument is dated 10 days or more 
after the date of receipt, it is to be returned to the 
employer.

2 If the payment instrument is dated less than 10 but 
* more than 3 days after the date of receipt, it is to
be held for deposit on the day it is dated.

3 Payment instruments dated 3 or fewer days after 
the date of receipt are to be deposited on the day 
received.

(2) Instruments of payments which have been sent to the Division ot 
Financial Management (FINOSH) without payment due to insuf­
ficient funds shall be forwarded to the Area Office for return to 
the employer via certified maiL
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(3) Payments drawn on foreign banks shall be sent directly to FtNOSH 
without using the "Lockbox" procedures described in D.3.c. ac the 
following address:

F1NOSH
U.S.Department of Labor - OSHA 
Post Office Box 2422 
Washington, D.C 20013

b. Endorsing Payments. All payment instruments shall be endorsed as 
follows:

16-01-2012 
Payment FRB or BR Credit 
Treasury U.S, Payment on an 
Obligation co U.S. and must be 
paid ac Par DO NOT WIRE N O N  

PAYMENT 
U.S. DEPT. OF LABOR 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
DOL OSHA Washington DC

c. Depositing Payments. All payments shall be kept in a safe place and, 
unless ocherwise indicated, transmitted daily in accordance with current 
IMIS procedures to the Lockbox Depository at the following address:

U.S. Department of Labor - OSHA 
Post Office Box 845734 
Dallas, TX 75284-5734

d. Records. A copy of the penalty payment instrument shall be included in 
the case file. Additional accounting records shall also be included in the 
case file in accordance with current procedures.

4. Returning Penalty Payments. In cases of later penalty modifications by OSHA or
by the Commission or a court, refunds to the e m p l o y e r  shall be made by FINOSH. 
The Area Director shall notify IMIS and FINOSH in accordance with current 
instructions.

5. Uncollectable Penalties. There may be cases where it will be apparent that a
penalty cannot be collected no matter what action is undertaken. Examples 
might be a penalty against a company which is no longer in business and has no
successor. In such cases the Area Director shall write off the unpaid penalcy, no 
matter what the outstanding amount. The data base shall be updated following 
current IMIS procedures. In bankruptcy cases the Area Director shall seek the
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advice of che Regional Solicicor as to whether to file as a credicor under the 
Bankruptcy Act.

D e l i n q u e n t  Penalties.

1. Additional Charges. The Debt Collection Act of 1982 (the Act) provides for che 
assessment of interest and additional charges for nonpayment and administrative 
coses with respect to delinquent debts arising under the OSHA program.

a. Policy. Under the regulations of the Department of Labor implementing 
the Acr, penalties assessed by OSHA are considered as debts. It is OSHA 
policy to eserdse the authority provided under the Act to assess 
additional charges on delinquent debts.

b. Notification Procedures. It is OSHA policy to notify employers (the "No­
tice') thac debts are valid and overdue and to inform them of OSHA's debt 
collection procedures including the interest, additional charge for nonpay­
ment and administrative cost provisions of the Act prior to assessing any 
applicable delinquent charges. Area Directors shall notify employers in 
accordance with the following procedures:

(1) Citations with Proposed Penalties. A copy of the "Notice' stating 
OSHA’s debc collection policy including assessment of interest, 
additional charges for nonpayment and administrative costs shail 
be included with each Citation and Notification of Proposed 
Penalty, OSHA-2 Form, sent to employers.

NOTE: Interest rates are published annually and may be revised 
quarterly by the Secretary of Treasury. FINOSH shall advise Area 
Directors of any changes in the interest rate as they occur.

(2) Contested Cases with Penalties. Area Directors shall mail the 
"Notice* to employers as soon as practicable after a decision has 
been rendered by the Review Commission if one has noc already 
been sent with the initial dtation. If payment of any applicable 
penalty is noc received within 2 calendar months after the dace of 
the final order of the Review Commission or 3 calendar months 
after the date of the judgment of a U.S. Court of Appeals and no 
appeal of the case has been filed by either OSHA or the employer, 
the Area Director shall mail the first demand letter to the employ­
er, certified, return receipt requested.

c. Notification of Overdue Debt. A  notification letter (first demand letter) 
shall be mailed (certified, return receipt requested) to the employer upon

OSHA Instruction CPL 2.4SB CH-2
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verification that a valid and overdue debt exists except in the following 
circumstances;

(1) The employer is currently making payments under an approved 
installment plan or ocher satisfactory payment arrangement. Such 
plan or arrangement shall be set forth in writing and signed by 
the employer and che Area Director.

NOTE; If the employer enters into a written plan establishing a 
repayment schedule within one calendar month of the due date 
but subsequently fails to make a payment within one calendar 
month of its scheduled due date, a payment default letter shall be 
sent to the employer. If the employer fails to respond satisfactor­
ily to that letter within one month, the unpaid portion of che debt 
shall be handled in accordance wich E.l.e.

(2) The employer has partially contested the case (even if the penalty 
has not been contested). In such circumstances the first demand 
letter shall not be sent until a final order has been issued.

(3) A  copy of the "Notice* and the first demand letter shall be retained 
in the case file.

d. Assessment of Additional Charges. The Act and Del. regulations require 
that debtors be assessed:

(1) Interest. Interest on the unpaid principal amount shall be assessed 
on a monthly basis ac the cinrent annual rate if the debt has not 
been paid within one calendar month of the date on which the 
debt (penalty) became due and payable (Le., the date of final 
order). Interest is not assessed if an acceptable repayment sched­
ule has been established in a written plan by the due date.

NOTE: Interest and delinquent charges are not compounded; only 
the unpaid balance of the penalty amount is used to 
calculate these additional charges.

(2) Delinquent Charges. Delinquent charges shall be assessed on a 
monthly basis if the debc has not been paid within 3 calendar 
months of the delinquent date (which is one calendar month after 
the due date). Debts paid in full within 3 calendar months of the 
delinquent date shall noc be assessed a delinquent charge. Delin­
quent charges accrue at the annual rate of 6 per cent (0.5 per cent 
per month).
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NOTE: Although the delinquent charge is noc assessed for the first 
time until 3 calendar months after the debc became 
delinquent (4 calendar months after the due date), ic is. 
nevertheless, calculated from the delinquent date. Thus 
the firsr assessment of a delinquent charge will amount to
a 3-monch charge or l.S percent of the outstanding 
principal amount. Each month after chat, the additional 
delinquent charge will be 0.5 percent of the unpaid 
principal.

(3) Adn mis era rive Costs. Administrative costs shall be assessed for de­
mand letters sent in an attempt to collect the unpaid debt. 
Currendy che cost is 12 dollars per demand letter.

e. .Assessment Procedures. If the penalty has noc been paid by the
delinquent date (i.e., within one calendar month of the due date), the
Area Director shall implement the following procedures:

(1) Interest shall be assessed at the current interest rate on the unpaid 
balance of the debt. The rate of interest shall remain fixed for the 
duration of the debc.

NOTE: Interest is to be calculated for one month and shall be 
assessed on the date on which such charges become payable. Any 
later additional charges will noc be assessed until che first of the 
month following the date on which the charge becomes payable. 
Thus, if interest becomes payable on the twentieth of the month 
and the fuse demand letter is not sent out until the eighth of the 
following month, only one month’s interest is assessed.

(2) The fust demand letter shall be sent to the employer caih’nj 'or 
immediate payment of the debt. The demand iett'-r shail show the 
total amount of the debt, including the unpaid penalcy amount, 
interest and administrative costs.

(3) If, for any valid reason, the first demand letter is not deliverable 
and the forwarding address of the employer is not known, the 
debc shall be written off.

(4) The employer may respond to the first demand letter in several 
ways:

(a) The entire debc may be paid; in this case no further 
collection action is necessary.
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(b) A repayment plan may be submitted or offered; after a 
written repayment schedule has been approved by the Area 
Director, no additional charges shall be levied againsc the 
debc as long as payments are made in accordance with the 
approved schedule. (See note under E .l .c .( l ) .)  If pay­
ments are not met on schedule, the unpaid portion of the 
debt shall be treated in  accordance w ith E .l.e .(5 ).

(c) A partial payment may be made; the unpaid portion of the 
debt shall be treated in  accordance w ith E .l.e .(5 ).

(5 ) If any portion of the debt remains unpaid after one calendar 
month from the time the first demand letter was sent to che em­
ployer, the Area Director shall noc send any additional demand 
letters; instead the case shall eicher be written off or referred to 
the National Office for collection.

(a) Outstanding debts w ith  a current penalcy amount (withouc 
additional charges) of less than S I ,000 shall be written off.

(b) Outstanding debts w ith a currenc penalcy amount of
S I ,000 or more shall be referred to the Office of Manage­
ment Data Systems (O M DS).

(c) The data base shall be updated in eicher case following 
IMIS procedures.

(6 ) After a case has been referred to OMDS for collection, the Area 
Director h^J no further responsibilities with regard to penalty 
collection related to that case unless it later comes back for 
referral to the Regional Solicitor for legal action.

(7) If  the employer mistakenly sends the payment to the Area Office 
after the case has been referred to the National Office, the Area 
Director shall telephone OMDS immediately and forward all such 
payments ac the end of each workday to the following address:

U.S. Department of Labor - OSHA 
Office of Management Data Systems 
Delinquent Accounts Collection 
Post Office Box 2422 
Washington, D .C. 20013

(8 ) OMDS shall update the hose data base to reflect a ll penalty 
collection actions taken by the National Office. A monthly report
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containing all collection actions taken for each case referred to the 
National Office shall be sent to the Area Director for information 
and appropriate action upon completion of a ll debc collection 
procedures for that case.

(9) The responsibility for closing the case remains with the Area
Director. Once final collection action has been completed, the case 
may be closed whenever appropriate.

f. Application of Payments. Payments, which are for less than the full
amount of the debt, shall be applied as follows:

(1) Administrative charges;

(2) Delinquent charges;

(3) Interest;

(4 ) Outstanding principal

National Office Debt Collection Procedures. Upon receipt of a case from an .Area
Director, OMDS shall verify the amount o f the outstanding debt and proceed co
implement National Office debt collection procedures.

a. Second Demand Letter. Before sending the < ŝe to a debt collection 
agency (DCA), OMDS shall send the second demand letter to the 
employer, notifying him /her of the overdue debt and requesting 
immediate payment to OMDS or the debt w ill be referred to a collection 
agency and to one or more credit reporting bureaux (C RB).

b. Referral to Debt Collection Agency. If  the debt remains uncollected after 
one calendar month from the date that the second demand letter was 
sent, the case shall be referred to the DCA. The DCA w ill have the case 
for a period of up to 6 months during which time it w ill attempt to collect 
the overdue debt * ,

(1 ) Any penalty settlement or repayment offers received by the DCA 
shall be referred to the Director, Office of Field Programs for 
approvaL

(2 ) A ll monies collected by the DCA w ill be forwarded to a spec:ai 
account set up for the purpose.

c. Referral to Credit Reporting Bureau. If  the DCA fails to collect che debc 
w ithin the established time frame, the uncollected debc shall be returnee
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to OMDS. OMDS shall initiate the procedure for reporting the delinquent 
employer for listing w ith the CRB. A lecter shall be sent to the employer 
informing him/her of this action and of the consequences of continued 
nonpayment.

d. Referral to the Solicitor. If the debc was not collected by the DCA, OMDS 
shall transmit a ll qualifying cases to the Director, Office of Field Programs 
for evaluation.

(1 ) Cases to be considered for referral to the Regional Solicitor shall 
ordinarily meet the following criteria:

(a) The DCA reports that the debt is collectible according to 
credit data available on the debtor employer;

(b) The debc has a current uncollected penalty amount of
55,000 or more.

(2 ) Cases that do not meec che criteria given in E .2 .d .(l) shall be 
handled in accordance w ith E.2.C. and E.2.e.

(3 ) OMDS shall order litigation reports from the DCA for all such 
cases upon notification by the Director, Office of Field Programs 
that the case is to be returned to the Area Director for referral to 
the Solicitor.

(4 ) The Director, Office of Field Programs, shall notify the Area 
Director through the Regional Administrator that the case is to be 
referred to the Regional Solicitor in  accordance w ith E.3.

e. Reporting to Internal Revenue Service. If  the case is not to be referred to 
the Regional Solicitor for legal action, FINOSH shall prepare appropriate 
IRS 1099 Forms at the end of che year, reporting a ll unc jllected de'ocs to 
the Internal Revenue Service as income to the involved employers. A 
copy o f the form shall also be sent to the affected employers.

3. Referral o f an Uncollected Debc to the Solicitor. If  the Director, Office of Field 
Programs, determines that an uncollected debt is to be referred to the Regional 
Solicitor, OMDS shall update the data base to show that the case has been re­
turned to the Area Office for action following IMIS procedures.

a. The Area Director shall forward the case file to the Regional Solicitor 
w ith a memorandum requesting that appropriate legal action be 
undertaken to collect the unpaid debt. This action shall be handled in 
accordance w ith current IMIS procedures.
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W hy Did 
P au l D ie?
B y  J o s e p h  A . K in n e y

I
 g e t m any  a n g ry  phone calls these  days. T he ca lle rs 
co m pla in  a b o u t leg islation th a t  has passed a  S e n a te  
com m ittee  th a t  w ill send bad guys to  ja il. T he ca lle rs  
th in k  th e y  a r e  being slipped a  fas t one. T he leg isla­
tion , S.2154, w ill im pose crim in a l p en a ltie s  upon 

em ployers w ho f lag ran tly  v io late  th e  n a tio n ’s job-safety 
laws, w hen a  w o rk e r is k illed o r seriously  in ju red . M y 
ca lle rs , m ostly  sm a ll bu sinessm en, th in k  an y  go v ern m en t 
is too m uch g o v ern m en t. They th in k  ja il shou ld  be re ­
served  for dope peddlers, rap ists, bom b th row ers, m u rd e r­
e rs  an d  an yone  w ho doesn’t  own a  w h ite  sh irt.

F o u r y e a rs  ago. I h a rd ly  knew  we had  job-safety laws. My 
ed ucatio n  cam e w h en  I w as told m y b ro th er, P au l, had  
suffered sev ere  in ju r ie s  in  a  scaffold collapse an d  m ig h t die 
before I could see h im .

T h e  tr ip  to  D en v er an d  '  
th e  h o sp ita l w as a  ru sh  of 
m em ories. T w en ty  years 
e a r lie r , I was a  M a rin e  rifle­
m a n  in  V ietnam . M y c a re e r  
w as cu t sh o rt by a  su ck in g  j 
ch est wound. D u rin g  my 
w alk  th ro u g h  th e  tra u m a  1 
u n it  w h ere  m y b ro th e r  was 
hospita lized , I no ticed  pa­
tie n ts  w ith  fra c tu re d  sku lls , 
m iss in g 1 im bs a n d  rea ligned  _ 
bodies. W ar w as supposed to
do th a t  k ind  o f d am ag e , no t peace. To see P au l im m obilized 
an d  n e a rin g  d e a th  w as a  n ig h tm are . So often, w h en  I 
locked an d  loaded m y M-16 an d  pulled  m y flak ja c k e t tig h t, 
I th o u g h t o f P a u l back  a t  hom e w ith  his fo u rth -g rade  
classm ates. I w as h is  Jo h n  W ayne. P a u l’s na ive le tte rs  
n ev er le t m e fo rget th e  b rig h t side of life, and  th e y  b ro ugh t 
a  tin g e  o f glory  to  th e  un ifo rm  th a t  I wore. Two days an d  
e ig h t hours a f te r  h e  reached th e  hospita l, P au l died. He 
w as unconscious from  th e  tim e he was ad m itted , an d  we 
n ever had a  ch an ce  to  say goodbye. For my p a ren ts , th e  
g rie f  w as beyond descrip tion .

P a u l's  em ploy er w as gu ilty  o f e ig h t federal sa fe ty  viola­
tions, accord ing  to  th e  O ccupational Safety  an d  H ea lth  
A d m in istra tio n , w h ich  inv estig ated  th e  inciden t. M onths 
a f te r  th e  S800 p e n a lty  w as due. th e  em ployer sen t in  his 
check  to  th e  go vern m en t. T he fine paid, th e  em ployer's  role 
in th e  acc iden t w as over. For me, life had  changed; a  jo u rn ey  
w as ju s t begtnn ing.

It daw ned on m e th a t  th e  m in im al OSHA san ctio ns im ­
posed for P a u l’s d e a th  reflected a n  accom m odation w ith  
h u m an  expend ab ility . In co llecting its  $800 penalty , th e  
g o vern m en t w rote off a  m assive in v estm en t in a  life. P aul 
w as ju s t a  course sh o r t of h is elec trical-eng ineering  degree. 
T h e  p riv a te  an d  public  in v estm en t in th e  m aking  o f P au l 
w as a t  le a s t $500,000. Society had  y e t to collect on its  
in v estm en t. In do ing  th e  cost accoun ting  of P a u l’s life, no t 
on ly th e  fam ily  lost, b u t society as a  whole. T he in v estm en t 
in love th a t  wc gavo P au l can no t be m easured . How m uch is 
ch ang in g  d in pers w orth?  T each ing  a child to sp eak  and

read? T hese " in v es tm en ts"  can n o t be valued by do llars.
On one level, P a u l's  d e a th  w as a  sym bol of th e  fast an d  

fabulous '80s. T h a t w as an  e ra  w hen we w orshiped a t  th e  
a l ta r  of de regu lation . OSHA, crea ted  in 1970, was to th e  
d e regu la to ra  th e  so rt o f busybody in tru sio n  by th e  go v ern ­
m e n t th a t  needed to  be rolled  back so ou r society would be 
m ore "free ."  S afety  w asn ’t  th e  obligation of th e  em ployer; it 
w as up  to  th e  w orkers to  look a fte r  them selves. In  a free  
society , well, acc iden ts u n fo rtu n a te ly  do happen . O SH A 's 
b a rk , never very loud, w as tu n ed  down to a  w him per, in a u d i­
ble in  th e  ro a r  of o u r fabulous com m erce.

Blue-collar dssth: A fte r P a u l’s dea th , I pushed aside m y 
co n su ltin g  business. I w an ted  to exam ine ju s t w hy he died. 
M y so lid ly  m iddle-class K an sas origin and  M arine  back­
gro und  provided perspective. In  w ar, M arine  blood sh a ll be 
sh ed  only  in  th e  p u rsu it of victory. As every M arine  knows, 
co m m anders who w aste  blood find th e ir  careers  sh o rten ed . 
B ut in  com m erce, because o f w eak OSHA sanctions, we h av e  
m ade i t  leg itim a te  to  kill an d  m aim  in  a  w ay no M a rin e  
officer w ould to le ra te . W e’ve reached a n  accom m odation 
w ith  b lue-collar d e a th . Fo rge t th a t  a  U n ited  S ta te s  w o rker is 
five tim es m ore likely  to die th a n  a  Swede. Sw eden h as 
un ions, nobody w an ts  un ions here. Fo rget th a t  a  U.S. w ork­
e r  is th re e  tim es m ore likely  to  die th a n  a  Jap an ese .

T h e  sad  re a lity  is th a t  b lue-collar blood pours too easily .
O SHA’s fines am o u n t to 

| m ere traffic tick e ts  for 
those who ru n  o u r com pa­
nies. T h e  sm all fines a re  
sim ply bu ried  in  th e  cost of 
production. Blood can  be 
cash accounted, given a 
n u m ber and  factored w ith  
o th e r costs.

W ill th e  1990s b rin g  
change? O u r pre sid en t cam ­
paigned on th e  prom ise o f a  
k in der an d  g e n tle r  A m eri­
ca. We can  only hope th a t  

th is  prom ise is ex tended  to w orkers, who a re  su ffering  
from  record  n u m b ers o f in ju ries . We can  only hope th a t  h is 
prom ise w ill tra n s la te  in to  a  h ig her va lue  being  placed on  
life. E a r ly  th is  year, bill S.2154 w as in troduced. It w ould 
m ake  flag ran t v io lations resu ltin g  in  d e a th  o r serious 
bodily in ju ry  a  p o ten tia l crim e, pun ishab le  by prison te rm s  
o f u p  to  10 y e a rs  for d e a th , five for in jury .

W hy a re  ray ca lle rs  angry? A re th ey  fearfu l of being  
th ro w n  in  ja i l  for h a v in g  unsafe an d  u n h ea lth y  w ork­
places? A re they  fea rfu l o f a  governm en t th a t  perceives its 
d u ty  a s  one of p ro tec tin g  life, liberty  an d  th e  p u rsu it of 
h app in ess—even for those  w ho will n ever ap p rec ia te  th e  
com m erce c lause o f o u r  C onstitu tion? Do th ey  rea lly  th in k  
so m eth ing  is wron, w ith  th e  prospect o f paying  for blue- 
co lla r blood w ith  ja i l  ra th e r  th a n  a  fistful of do llars? No 
one sh ou ld  fea r th e  prospect of com m erce com ing to a  h a lt  
os a  re su lt of th is  leg isla tion . I t  is only th e  sm all m inority  
of business people who have been irresponsib le tow ard th e  
safe ty  an d  h e a lth  o f th e ir  w orkers w ho will find th e m ­
selves facing  h ig h e r s ta n d a rd s  of decency an d  acco u n tab il­
ity. W h a t a  te rr ib le  th o u g h t.

F o r P a u l—and th e  200,000 m en an d  w om en who have 
died a t  w ork since th e  first federal job-safety  laws w ere 
passed 20 y ears  ago— S.2154 is too late . For o th ers , though , 
it m ay  m ake a difference. In  th e  nam e o f fairness, thoy 
deserve a  chance.

Kinney, executive director of' the National Safe Work­
place Institute, lives in Chicago.

During Labor 
Day week, a 
brother 
reflects on a  
brother, killed 
on the job
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oil reserves 
slip away -

In IMl. during tn oil Industry boom fueled by the Iranian re solution, Alaikioll employment Jumped by one third, white thal 
ol T ra i l , the nallon'a nest- 
largeit oil producer, rote by only •  Hide more than or>r fifth.In 1988. In the midst ol an oil Industry recession caused by In tornallonal crude oil price wars, Alaska oil employment fell by 
about 3 percent, the least ol the five leading U S oil dates and only half the loss suffered by the next beat performer. Texas. In 1N7 Alaska's oil patch |oh loss was about the same, while Texas' plunged nearly 30 per- cent and two other states loot more than 10 percentIn 1988, with oil Industry Jobs on a slight rebound. Alaska ted

Q .

Fred
P ra tt

rthe way. with a percentage growlh outdistancing the other Teadlng producers by a 1 to I margin.That's among a number of In- terestlng facts in an updated re­view of our state's oil Industry by three Alaska Department o( Labor ataffera The article la published In the November Issue of tho department's atallsllcol report, "A laska Economic Trenda "The authors stress that Alaska produces far more oil per well and per employee lhan the other stales, a fact (hat decides how Alaska weathers the ups and downs of the Industry, a -r w^Tbo average Alaska od wen
S W S W . W iage Tetaa well's yield of onty l.aoo barrels. That's goes a long way to eiplaJnlng why there are J* times as many oil field work­
ers and almost 100 llm ts ai many oil wells In Texas as there are In Alaska.Alaska oil Jobs are primarily In production and transport!- Uon from large fields owned by major companies, so our stale baan'l suffered as much othera from blgswlngi In oil am ploymrn!

Mootofuaknowourstalelalhe top oil producer In the United Mates, making up oneouarter , of the naUoaal Mat last year Most don't know tint »* rm

w brkers collect pain 
with their paychecks

By flPAHON i'UIIKN 
Associated Press Writer

I
n It'S yean In a meatpack­ing plant, Dave Kellen'a 
wages have helped build his house, pul food on Ihe Inhle and raise two daughlen. Rut, he says, he has patd a terrible price: Ihe use of his hands Kellen'a hands are loo weak to chop wood, much less twist open a 

bottle, lie blames it on years ol such Johs as tearing gobs of fat from hogs, repeating Ihe same few steps, struggling to keep pace with hundreds ol carcasses an hour.
Ills employer, John Morrell t  Co , says plant safety la Improving and Is contesting a M )  million gov- ernmrnt fine for allegedly allowing dangerous work conditions Mean- while, Kcllen, 41, who has endured 

aurgery twice on each hand, now 
sweeps floors st (he Sioux Kails, S I ) . plant And he's worried."I'm altllng here wllh my hands 37 percent crippled They're what's got to make my living (or Ihe neat i 30 yeart." he said. "I» Morrell going to be Ihcrc7 Are my hands going Io gel worse? I don I know win d he willing to hire me That a what'i gol me sram l It's like going blind slowly "Such problems go beyond one msn. one company or one occupa­tionMany union, s a lr ty  and academic rspcrts say Kellrn Is an

eaampic of an Insidious trend In American Indualry. Companies 
are producing more, cutting payrolls, modernlrlng, computer- Ixlng-and creating a more hazar­dous workplace."People arc gelling hurt more than they ever were," argues Joseph Kinney, director of IheNational Sate Workplace Institute. "They're under more pressure to produce lhan they ever were A lot 
ot companies lhal once were using seven workers In do a Job are now asking five to do It."The new fat-free American

DANGER
AT WORK

business syndrome Is asking those who are left to do loo damn much."Similar concerns have surfaced from congressional hearings to un 
Ion organinng drives, In nulo, meatpacking, construction, steel and other Industries Kiperts say automation, competition and the changing business landscape play a role.

S N K K !
Worker Fatality Rates Compared

Irdusldal aocidanl daalh saia par 100.000 wod-ai a

| U.S. [ [  Japan | [  llaty' ||~F(tnc«]^N Oaim|[  UK jjSwtdsnj
' 1904 hgurt, allolhari 19X0, most fscant avalabla

"We live In a lime ol corporate downsizing, mergers and acqulsl lions and leveraged buyouts that end or greatly diminish many of Ihe 
modest safety and health programs 
that exist,”  said a September re­port by Ihe workplace Institute. "Tlie raldcra and downilrcra arc unwitting participant* In our In­dustrial carnage gV While most worked no longer 
confront sweatshop horrors and archaic equipment, some experts say a new trend In which technolo­
gy allowe experienced employed Io be replaced by those with less 
training has cnnlrlliutrd to Inn cosIng dangers

Olliers disagree, noting large in vestments that companies. Includ ing the Rig Three automakers, are making In improve plant designs. 
They also cite giant government 
penalties against lead, paper, meatpacking, conatrucllon nnd other firms that are serving as a deterrent" I think workplaces art general 
ly safer," said Berrien Zeltler, de puty director of compliance prog rams at Ihe Occupational Safely and I leallh Administration.

Kinney's group says OSIIA has Improved, but he cilea government numbers: Ihe average number of workdays lost due Io oa the Job accidents for each too workeri rose from Sk 3 days In 1963 Io ( I  I  days in 
19X7.And the National Safety Council n y i permanent work related dts abilities rose from (0,000In 1966 to 70,000 In 1987.

Safety experta speculita condi­tions may be ayeq rnxqier be­cause companies ur>i**irport In Juries Io avoid OSHA lespectlons. in fact, Ihe government bis cited 
Union Carbide Corp, CSX Corp and others for alleged rrwrdkeep 
Ing violations
Overtime, worker turnover
Ironically, some Irnre rising In 

Juries Io economle proaperlly, especially In sleet One steelwor­kers' local sayillslnjuryrate near­ly doubled when overtime (waked "When you're ll»*d andyou work In a dangerous operation,luiguelj

FRUITS OF HIS LABOR—Repetitive Injuries suffored on 
the job al Ihe John Morrell 8r Co. meatpacking plant in 
Sioux Cily, S.O., have lo ll worker Davo Ketlon with dis­abled hands.

AmoO»\*3

tolng to lead to accidents." said like Wright, the United Steelwor- 
kersof America's health and safety director.
A 1*88 Unlveraily of Texas study found nearly *3 percent ol Injury Increases In durable goods indua- trlea eoutil be explained by over- _ Ume and employee turnover '" Tliose aten t the only culprits "Automation u Increasing and the workers who performed a vari­ety of the Jobs ore being replaced 

by machinery," said Bob Hall, re­
search director at the Institute for Southern Siudlet In NnrlhCarolina "The Jobs lhal are left are not as complicated (and) Increasingly treat people as robot! (and (real) inns and hands like they're part of a machine lint you can't nil n per ton's nrm or hand "

Workers who cul, chop or poll thoiuands of times dally have de

veloped painful and sometimes dls abling hand, arm and wrist all ments, known as repetitive trauma disorders The most severe form Is called carpal tunnel syndrome, a thickening or swelling ol tendons In the wrist 
Repetitive trauma disorder cases-Including hearing lost— soared from 36,700 to 73,-Mn from 1983 to 1987, the government says, 

though some attribute part ot that to heightened awareness.
Much publicity has focused on 

meatpacking where, Ihe United Food and Commercial Workers Un Ion taya, production Jumped nearly 30 percent In Ihe last five yeart while production cmployros drop P<d by almost 10,000
"When line speeds are Increased and ihe worktoree Is decreased In Ihe name of i-ffirlrney. Injuries gn 
i.Vr HAMiKII. I'.ige f> J)

m m
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Worker Injuries

Ono of every 11 U.S. worker* 
will bn seriously injured 
0 ( killed at work .

A U S worker 
Is Injured every 
16 seconds.

One ol every six U S. worked 
will d>e Irorn occupational 
related diseases

► t* kii-ks <t vwttn •
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DANGER: C o m p a n ie s  p u s li w o rk e r s  h a r d e r  a n d  c re a te  a  m o re  h a z a rd o u s  w o rk p la c e  PRATT:
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up," s.inl lh-*ihl«- llcrkn* ilr, llic mi Ion's health anil safely director
M rnt packers’ In juries 

Meat ainil poultry workers, .some 
of whom have testified brlnrc Con gross, hove compl.unotl about treatherousty fast production 
lines, where meal (lies oft damaged conveyor twlis and IdiNKt splatters tn their fneen Tin y have described cysts. inh'< lions and crippling hand nndb.M k p.on stliat in.ikrilhardto

lilt their children, comh thrlr hair or hold a glass Former poultry employee Lillie Watson worked as a packer and leg cutter for nearly a decade, making 
thousands of cuts a day She had surgery three times on her hands, has arthritic legs nod says she rant scrub floors or lift heavy |mts 

“ I feel bitter and angry." she said "Ain’t no job I can get where I can use my hands occasionally."
Workers such os Walson often don’t have many options, either t*o

N o rth  R anch  L im ited  

The Bull's Eye
‘ located at 

1470 Chena Hot Springs Road, Fairbanks
is applying for transfer o f coiporale stock 

to
N o rth  R an ch  L im ited

d b<a
The Bull's Eye

located at
1470 Chcna Hot Springs Road, Fairbanks 

•• Interested persons should subm.t written comment to their local governing body. Ihe applicant and to the Alcoholic (leverage Control Bmnl .11 5H> West Seventh Avonuo. Anchorage. Alaska 
99001.
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rauscol Ihe se arrllyof loboppnrlu nlllev or Imilteil edurotion Another injured worker, Ilcv Whaley, said she had surgery oil her right hand berauseof her Job at the Morrell plant !n Sinus Kails. 
She said a doctor told her she'd have to “ learn to live with II. I wanted to lake a baseball bat and smash Ids hands and tell him he'd have to learn to live with It."Her union local claims assembly line s|reeds have Increased In many areas, for example, in the beef kill dejrarlment where tlvc onlmal Is knocked out, Its throat sill, the hide
Rutted olf and the body split in alf-lhe hourly rale Jumped from ins an hour in 1979 to 193 in 1986 Said co worker Kcllcn. ''You're Just pushed lu Ihe limit,"

Dul companies dispute the charges Poultry producer Perdue 
Farms Inc recently estimated re­petitive trauma disorders at Its plants at less lhan I percent.

And though OSHA contends Mor­rell knew conditions were causing Injuries but did nothing, company spokesman Itaoul Ranter said safe­ly improvement cllorts were being made and Ihe agency reviewed re

v s x s v
Repetitive Trauma
w m  ■} oReported casas, / r [ Hw 
Including hoaring lo» f

1983 1987
5mo> Ott tflaonr »»«•&••«
cords during an atypical llm c-a period that included a strike. .In ti months, records showed 880 ol 2,000 workers sustained repeti­tive strain injuries Baxter said 
there are no quick fix programs for such Injuries "It's going to take a 
lot ol hard work." he said "Our progress has been dramatic "Morrell says injuries at Sioux Falls (ell per 100 workers from 70 5 
in January 1988 to 13 48 In July 1989 Raster attributed Ihe high Injury

rale to the hiring of rejdacemrnlv and ol her strike effects, for llie de dine, he credited outside consul tants, workers and sujicrvisois 
But dim l.yon, union local prcsi dent, said he hasn't seen any safety progress and said company num tiers are "totally Inorcurnlr " Re also contends a program providing prizes for Injury free records en courages people not Io report them 
Morrell Isn't the only mealjiaek cr to come under government seru tiny.OSIIA also fined Ihe nation's largest mcalpacker, IBP Inc., liul a 85 7 million jK-nally was reduced to 

8975.000 alter the company agreed 
toeonducl a three-year safely prog ram to reduce motion injuries 

OSHA lowers fines 
A recent workplace institute study of several mrgc penalties found OSIIA had bargained fines 

down from 879 3 million to 89 ft mil lion
And In cases where OSIIA lines are smallcr-in the thousands of dollars-Hu- agency "Is nol rffec- live in providing Ihe stimulus cm ployris need to properly deal w ith safely and health," said John

WE HAVE MOVED!
FAIRBANKS MEDICAL SUPPLY INC.

IS NOW  LOCATED AT: 1235 AIRPORT WAY  
Shoppers  Forum Annex

4 5 6 - 4 1 2 6

Has moved to 
better serve their 

customers
t n

B o r ea I Is B usi’ness S e r v I ces , I n c .

Moran, a lormrr official of Ihe Notional institute for Orciipallonat Safely and Health. "The bottom line In business is Ihe dollar bill."
OSHA's Zelllcr said his agency usually doesn't reduce penalties by more than halt In IBP's case, he said, "w c belies e the significant re duellon was Justified by what we were getting back "
Zcttler also conceded OSIIA 

doesn't have staff to Inspect all hazardous places annually and II may cost more to comply than pay a penally " If it takes us I5ycsrst0 get there, the guy has saved that investment for 15 years." he said.Rut he says his agency has In- 
ereasedsalclyawarenessandmost major companies have health ex­perts Many also have hired safely design evpcrts.

One is the University of Michl gan’s Center for Ergonomics.
Director Don Chaffin believes il'i simplistic to blanc productivity alone for increased injuries and says corporalions are paying more attention Io these concerns Bui one union local disagrees At the Allegheny Ludlum Corp , plant In llraekonridge, Pa., maintenance division injuries Jumped frum 27 percrnl to 45 47 perccm during (our hea« y overtime months In 1988, sali Carol Mnchak. t'SW local Ills, s safety chairman.
"People lend to overlook a lot of safety procedures," he said. "They're las In wearing safety equipment All they want to do is gel the Job dune as quickly os possible "
Cost-cutting pressures

Productivity also has lieen an issue in construction, said Murin. the former NIOSII official who now works at a firm that trains hazar- ilnus waste cleanup workers.
" It ’s been getting worse for Ihe last several years—Ihe economic pressures, the greater and greater emphasis on cutting costs," he said
"R's'Cetildoncfaster 'Ifyou're laving a pipeline, you save money 

as a contractor by net putting In proper shielding or shoring in the UeiHh "Re said In »  percent of (rrnch ease in deaths hr studied at NltlXR. there was It" shoring or sloping
Mwrti ulx in Hie name of eflleien is an- ulliiiiali'li uni-eoniintlcal. said lb rkowitz of Hie United Food and Cuinmcrcial Workers. ''Any

faint made by pushing people will ■ , ..I, i.|. l,i high liitlM.sn an,Ist.ii 811 . omit p.,King\* fur hi lien, tie h is ierred lu *II | l I-*N .....It,,. , | . ■(,,,,! .1 III. *|ir „ |

il'ontlnutd from Page I) 11 
of DP ojieratlng In Alaska. is cut ting its seven layrrs ol manage men! down to four. Tessco Is cut ling II layers of minagrmrnt down (o live

The Economist article esplslns that most ol Ihe recent "strings' claimed by oil companies were nor Ihe result of leaner management but rather a price war among the smaller oil field contractors who do most of their work. As crude oil 
prices plunged In the pu l few years, market prices lor refined products remained fairly stable and Ihe large Integrated oil com panics made out fairly writ 

This is coming to an unlidy end. the article notes, and the crude oil exploration and production sub sldianes are hiving to Irarn to stand or (all on Useir own profits bilily.
That's not good news lor Alaska, which la primarily ui eiplorilion 

and production stale. We seem to have come out quite well In re 
Ircnchments by our two largest players. 01' and AUanllc Richfield, but our thin oil reserves base and 
high costs mean we rant automsU catty assume we ll be among the heavyweights forever And what are our pohtirsi lead ers doing? They hailed all state oil lease sales six months ago and bet our future on the vain hope of per 
loading Congress to open Ihe Arc tic National Wildlife deluge, s move that promises meager be nefiu for Ataskana at best Someone nerds to like a new loo* at this.■ FVrrianrryourBafJrsFrwi/V.nXrr Seen rvrrrlrg AZulf buueeil l bn 
lonbtpait rsyrin

NEST EGG:
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Purchasing rash value life huur ance and participating in dividend reinvestment plana arc more trad, lional ways ol Imposing the disci pline of saving upon ynursed But Downey, the financial plxa 
nee, frowns on purchasing iiuur ance as a savings vrhulr. instead of purchasing Just the insurance 
you need fur adequate ruvrrsgr She also doesn't tike automata transfers to a credit union, ban* <* savings anil loan account "I sc in n  many cuttumeri*!w constantly lap those aei«unU. •> that the savings plan betomri meaningless "Yo| Ihine who hire slue* self imposed savings ( Ian rejun 
emotional lieneflU from the/♦.'•I t(>PI||(|t



N o rth  Ranch L im ite d
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The Bull's Eye
’ locnlnd ol 

1470 Chena Hoi Spring* Road, Fairbanks
is applying lor translnr n( corporate slock 

to
N o rth  Ranch L im ited

d b‘a
The Bull's Eye

located at
1470 Chnna Hot Springs Road, Fairbanks

•• Interested persons should submit written comment to their local govern.nn body, the applicant end to the Alcoholic Bever Control Bo.imI ;»l 550 West Seventh Avenue. Anchorin'*. Al.v.k.i. 
99501.
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jtilll*«l nil mul the hruly nplll In iinlf tin- hourly rnte Jumiiol from III} on hrmr In to 193 in ll»M.
Sold cn worker Krllrn. “ You’re Just |iiish('il to Ihe limit."
Out companies dispute the charges Poultry producer I'rrdue Farms Inc recently estimated rc prtitivc trauma disorders nl Its plants at le.vs than I percent 
And though OSIIA contends Mor­rell knew conditions were causing Injuries hut did nothing, company spokesman Itnoulllaxter said safe­

ly improvement efforts were being made and the agency reviewed re

1003 1907 J________  » eu r*“. U.,,.
cords during on atypical lime-a period lhal Included a alrikc .In 11 montlu, rccnrtla slmwisl (kin nt J.ran worker, sustained ra'iw-ll- llvc strain Injuries llu .lc r said there ore no quick fix pi ugrnms fur such Injuries. " It ’s going In lake a lot ol hard work," he said "Our progress has been dramatlr "Morrell soys injuries at Sioux Falls fell per 100 workers Iron! 70 5 In January ISM to 13.1 S In July IMS 
Maxtor attributed the high Injury

•mi *> tuu.qii.cxoi, t ill1 Inc.,mil a 117 million penally was reduced Io •073,000 alter Ihe company agreed Io conduct a three year safely prog 
rnm In reduce motion Injuries 

OSIIA Inw rrs fln rs
A recent wnrkplarc Institute sluily of several large pen.iltirs found OSIIA had bargained lines down from i n  .1 million Io IS mil bon
Ami In cases where OSIIA fines arc smaller-In the thousands nf dollars—the agency "Is nnl clfcc live in pruvnbug Ihe stimulus cm plnyers need lu properly deal with 

safrty and health."  said John

WE HAVE MOVED!
n

FAIRBANKS MEDICAL SUPPLY INC.
IS NOW  LOCATED AT: 1235 AIRPORT WAY  

Shoppe rs  Forum Annex

4 5 6 - 4 1 2 6

B o reaUs BusiNESs S er v ic es/ I n c .

Has moved to 
better serve their 

customers 
to

198 Wendell St.
as of 

Tuesday, Nov. 14

e

■» .........  «• *1 ttfikUN u» Jfvmt Uigel llirre, live guy h>. lived Ih .l Investment lor is ytsra," lie inld 
Hut he say. his agency him In crrasedsafrly awareness and most major companies have health ex peris. Many alvn have hirer) safely design experts One Is Ihe University of Michl gan's Center for Frgunonilrs.
Director Don('ha(finhrlicvr.s It's simplistic to blame productivity 

alone for Increased Injuries and says corporal inns are paying more allrnlion Io these concerns 
llul one union local disagrees At Ihe Allegheny Ludlum Corp., plant In llrackenridgc, Pa , maintenance division injuries Jumped from V  jicrcerl Io 4117 percent during four heavy overtime months In I9M. said Carol Mochak, USW local HDD's safely chairman 
"People lend Io overlook • lot of safe ly procedures," he said. "They re lax In wearing safely equipment. All Ihey want Io do is gel Ihe Job dune as quickly as possible "
Cost-culling pressures 

Productivity also has hrcn an issue In construction, said Moran, the former NIOSII official who now 
works at a firm that trains harar dous waste cleanup workers.

"It's been gelling worse for Ihe last several years- the economic pressures, the greater and greater emphasis on culling costs," he said
"ll's '(id  II done faster 'If you're las big a pipeline, you save money as a contractor by not putting in proper shielding or shoring in Ihe french " lie said In 90 percent of Irenrh rave In deaths he studied al NIOSII. there was no shoring or slopingShort cuts In the name of efficien­cy are ultimately uneconomical, said Urrkowili of Uie United Food and Commercial Workers. "Any gains made by pushing people will hr r,ill II up I.) high luiniiser and 

worker compensation'As for Kelien. lie has agreed lo a •inkers compensation sritlcmrnl of more lhan it (.000 
Dulheasks: "Whit's the price onyour hands? You've got lo provide for your family There was a lime wheneverybody thought of retiring there after 30 years I don't look lor any future there al all It's a sad deal."

l O P o n n o x  /

products rrm .ln .d  |i|,lw ,i .b l. and llw large lntr«,,iM oil iom panics made out lauly well 
This la coming lo an untidy end, Ihe article mdea, and ||ic mule oil 

exploration and production xub aidlarlex are having |0 Irnm lo xliml or fall on then , „ n ,,rt,ju, bility
Thai', not good news for Alaska, 

which I. primardy in exploration and production stale We seem lo have come oul quite well in re trenchmenla by our two Utgrxl players. Ml’  and Atlantic flichlield, 
but our lliln oil reserves base and high costs mean we can t autom.u rally assume we II be among Ihe heavyweights forever And what arc our political lead­ers doing’  Thsy hailed all stale oil lease tales six months ,gu and bd our future on Ihe vain hope of per­suading Congress to open Ihe Arc­tic National Wildlife Refuge, a move that promises meager be­nefits for Alaskans al best Someone needs lo I ake o new l«* al this
■ ftveljorrjpusnlfurrtn/rv.UIlM been coming Alula Cut.nr.. ,n.fpul .'Ml rorfhrp.it ItjrA fi
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Purchasing cash value life insur ance and participating in dividend reinvestment plans arc more Iradi tional ways of imposing the disci pline of saving upon yourself 
Dul Downey, Inc financial plan ner. (ruwns on purchasing uvmr ance u  a savings vehicle, instead of purchasing Just Ihe insurance you need for adequate coverage 
She also doesn 1 like iulomslle transfers lo a credit union, bank or savings and loan account."I've seen many customers wbd constantly tap tlwse accounts, to lhal Ihe savings plan becomes meaningless "Yrl those who have slurk lo a sell imposed savings plan rc|»r4 emotional benefits Irom the linan dal security Two years ago. Jim Toole). 41. a 

North Dartmouth, Mass, clinical social worker, arranged fur aulo malic Iranslerc lo a mutual hind Irom his bank account "E s p e c ia lly  being se lf employed. I was looking lor a way lo discipline myself," Tooley said Now he feels more comfortable about month lo month Income variations and fulure college lolls 
for his children "Sav ing automatically Imposes a nice structure on my financial 
life," he said

One Day So
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Official Business

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e
REPRESENTATIVE RANDY PHILLIPS 

HOUSE DISTRICT 15 
(907) 465-4949

P .O .  B o v  V  
S ta te  C a p i t o l  

J u n e a u ,  A la s k a  99811

Memorandum

TO: Representative David Finkelstein, Chair
House Labor and Commerce Committee

FROM: Representative Randy P h illip s ^ (£  f

DATE: March 13, 1991

RE: Sponsor Statement in Support of: House Bill 35
"An Act prohibiting under the Alaska Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act the knowing sale of irradiated food; 
authorizing embargo and detention remedies in the case 
of a violation of the prohibition against the sale of 
irradiated food; and making the commissioner of 
environmental conservation responsible for enforcing 
the prohibition."

The above re fe re n c e d  b i l l  i s  schedu led to  be hea rd  by the  
L abo r and Commerce Committee. Th is  b i l l  would ban the  s a le  
o f  i r r a d i a t e d  fo od , except f o r  c e r t a in  s p ic e s ,  in  A la sk a .
Food i r r a d i a t i o n  i s  a p ro ce ss  by which foods a re  exposed to  
r a d i a t i o n  as a means o f  k i l l i n g  h a rm fu l o rgan ism s and thus 
e x tend ing  the s h e l f  l i f e  o f  th a t  fo od . I t  does no t le a v e  the 
fo od  r a d i o a c t i v e ,  but i t  does cause chem ica l changes to  the 
fo od  and le a v e s  p o t e n t i a l l y  h a rm fu l substances in  the  fo o d . 
Resea rch  on the h e a l th  e f f e c t s  o f  i r r a d i a t e d  food  have 
p roduced mixed r e s u l t s .  Some s tu d ie s  show no ha rm fu l 
e f f e c t s .  O th e rs  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  th e  ch em ic a l changes t o  
th e  f o o d  may cause  c a n c e r  o r  o t h e r  h e a l t h  e f f e c t s .
I  b e l i e v e  th a t  i t  i s  r e s p o n s ib le  to  ban the s a le  o f  
i r r a d i a t e d  fo od  u n t i l  the  re s e a rc h  shows th a t  t h i s  te chno logy  
i s  c om p le te ly  s a f e .  I r r a d i a t e d  food  has been banned in  a 
number o f  s t a t e s ,  in c lu d in g  New J e r s e y ,  Maine, and New Yo rk . 
S e v e r a l  companies such as H .J . Heinz , Quaker O a ts , R a ls t o n  
P u r in a ,  Borden Foods, Bea tr ice /Hun t-W esson  and McDonalds, a re  
on r e c o rd  as opposing the  use o f  food  i r r a d i a t i o n  te ch n o log y . 
A ls o ,  s e v e r a l  c o u n t r ie s  in c lu d in g  G rea t B r i t a i n ,  West 
Germany, A u s t r a l i a ,  Denmark, Sweden, New Zea land  and A la s k a 's  
l a r g e s t  consumer, Japan , have banned the s a l e  o f  i r r a d i a t e d  
fo o d .



The m arke t ing  p o s i t i o n  o f  A la s k a 's  p rodu c ts  depends on an 
image o f  n a t u r a l  p u r i t y .  S ince the m a jo r consuming n a t i o n  
f o r  A la ska  se a fo od  p roduc ts  has banned i r r a d i a t e d  fo o d . A 
ban on i r r a d i a t e d  fo od  in  A laska would re a s s u re  o u r  t r a d in g  
p a r t n e r s  about the f re sh n e s s  and q u a l i t y  o f  o u r  se a fo od  p r o d u c t s .
Noth ing  in  the b i l l  would p re ven t f u r t h e r  r e s e a rc h  on fo od  
i r r a d i a t i o n  from  o c c u r r in g  in  A la sk a . I  would encourage 
f u r t h e r  re s e a rc h ,  and i f  the te chno logy  i s  p roven  to  be s a fe ,  
then  the  ban sh ou ld  be removed by a fu t u r e  L e g i s la t u r e .



O ff ic ia l  B u s in e s s

A l a s k a  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e
REPRESENTATIVE RANDY PHILLIPS 

HOUSE DISTRICT 15 
(907) 465-4949

P .O . B ov V 
S ta te  C a p ito l  

J u n e a u ,  A la s k a  9 9 8 1 1

Memorandum

TO: Representative David Finkelstein, Chair
House Labor and Commerce Committee

FROM: Representative Randy P h i l l ip s ^  C f

DATE: March 13,1991

RE: House B ill 35, "An Act prohibiting under the Alaska Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act the knowing sale o f irradiated food; 
authorizing embargo and detention remedies in the case o f a 
violation of the prohibition against the sale o f irradiated food; 
and making the commissioner o f environmental conservation 
responsible fo r enforcing the prohibition."

I have attached the follow ing back-up materials for your c r isideration.

1. FIN L INK , Food Irradiation Network Factsheet No. 2, May 1990

2. Zapping the Food Supply, by Donald B. Louria, Bulletin o f the
Atomic Scientists, September 1990.

3. Letters to the Editor, The Atlantic, January 1991

4. Food Irradiation Awareness, The Public Examiner, Vol. 1,
No. 1, Food and Water, Inc.

5. Letter to Seafood Industry Officials, from Food and Water Inc,
May 2, 1990

This back-up information represents the most recent information on 
the subject. I introduced similar legislation, which passed the 
House in the 15th and 16th Legislative Sessions. As a result of this, 
I have compiled a great deal of information on this subject. Please 
feel free to contact my office at 4949 if you desire more 
in fo rm a tion .



FOOD & WATER INC.
T h re e  W h itm a n  D riv e  •  D enville  •  N ew  Je rse y  07834 

(212) 941-9340 • (201) 625-3111

"We have encou raged  o u r  in d u s t r y  t o  c o n t r o l  f r e s h n e s s  
q u a l i t y  o f  [ s e a f o o d ]  p roduc t d u r in g  h an d lin g  r a t h e r  
than u s in g  i r r a d i a t i o n . "

—  D i r e c t o r -G e n e r a l ,  Department o f  F i s h e r i e s  
T h a i la n d , A p r i l  9 , 1 9 9 0

May 2 , 1 9 9 0

Dear S ea food  I n d u s t r y  O f f i c i a l :
The U .S . s e a fo o d  in d u s t r y  i s  i n  danger o f  b e ing  a s s o c ia t e d  w ith  the  
c o n su m e r - r e je c t e d  fo o d  i r r a d i a t i o n  te c h n o lo g y . Such an a s s o c ia t i o n  
c ou ld  be d e v a s t a t in g  to  th e  economic s t a b i l i t y  o f  y o u r  in d u s t r y .
A la ska  and i t s  s e a fo o d  i n d u s t r y  has been t a rg e t e d  by th e  U .S . 
Department o f  Ene rgy  and o t h e r s  in  the n u c le a r  i n d u s t r y  t o  r e c e iv e  a 
s e a fo o d  i r r a d i a t i o n  f a c i l i t y .  F o r t u n a t e ly ,  A la ska  G ove rn o r S teve  
Cowper r e j e c t e d  f e d e r a l  fu n d in g  f o r  such a p r o j e c t  because o f  the 
n e g a t iv e  impact i t  would have on A laskan  s e a fo o d .  G ove rn o r Cowper's 
d e c i s i o n ,  however, a p p a r e n t ly  d id  no t d e t e r  p r i v a t e  i r r a d i a t i o n  
companies from  p u rsu in g  a s e a fo o d  i r r a d i a t o r .
As a le a d in g  consumer g roup , i t  i s  o u r  o b l i g a t i o n  tc  educate 
consumers on th e  human h e a l t h  and en v iro nm en ta l d ange rs  o f  r a d i a t i o n  
exposed fo o d .  Consumers l o o k  t o  us to  r e p o r t  th e  s p e c i f i c  food  
i n d u s t r i e s  o r  companies which in tend  to  u t i l i z e  t h i s  te c h n o lo g y  so 
th a t  p rod u c ts  su sp ec ted  o f  b e ing  i r r a d i a t e d  can be avo id ed  a t  the 
m a rk e tp la c e . Consumers have a l r e a d y  begun t o  c a l l  us i n q u i r i n g  about the rumors o f  an A la skan  s e a fo o d  i r r a d i a t o r .
The e n c lo s e d  in fo rm a t i o n  s h o u ld  a t t e s t  t o  th e  ove rw he lm ing ly  n eg a t iv e  
consumer re sp on se  toward r a d i a t i o n  exposed fo o d .  Y o u ' l l  n o te  th a t  
more than  7 6 % o f  American consumers c o n s id e r  i r r a d i a t e d  fo od  a 
h a z a rd . Such e v id e n c e  has l e d  m a jo r fo od  c o r p o r a t i o n s  such as 
McDona ld 's , Quaker Oats and H .J .  Heinz t o  make i t  t h e i r  company 
p o l i c y  t o  a v o id  a l l  i r r a d i a t e d  p ro d u c ts .
S c i e n t i s t s  rem a in  unconv inced  o f  the p o t e n t i a l  b e n e f i t s  o f  food  
i r r a d i a t i o n  o r  th e  s a f e t y  o f  th e  p ro c e s s .  I n  A p r i l ,  1 9 9 0 , th re e  Food 
and Drug A d m in is t r a t io n  o f f i c i a l s  r e p o r t e d  th a t  i r r a d i a t i o n  would not 
be p r a c t i c a l  f o r  p re v e n t in g  raw f i s h  c o n tam in a t io n . I n  t h e i r  l e t t e r  
p u b l is h e d  in  the  A p r i l  5 th  i s s u e  o f  the New England J o u r n a l  o f  
M ed ic ine , the s c i e n t i s t s  recommended f r e e z i n g ,  r a t h e r  than 
i r r a d i a t i n g ,  as th e  "most p r a c t i c a l  s a fe g u a rd  a g a in s t  worms." '



S e v e r a l  o t h e r  s t u d i e s  have shown an ad v e rs e  a f f e c t  on the t a s t e  o f  
s e a fo o d  exposed to  r a d i a t i o n .
The s e a fo o d  i n d u s t r y  must understand t h a t  th e  p r im a ry  use f o r  
r a d i a t i o n  t r e a tm en t  today  i s  in  the t r e a tm e n t  o f  cance r p a t i e n t s . I f  
th e  same method i s  used  t o  t r e a t  s e a fo o d ,  consumers w i l l  i n e v i t a b l y  
wonder i f  s e a fo o d  i s  s t r i c k e n  w ith c a n c e r .
W h ile  many i n  th e  n u c le a r  inc iu s try  a re  f r a n t i c a l l y  a ttem p ting  t o  f in d  
a fo o d  in d u s t r y  t o  l a t c h  o n to  food i r r a d i a t i o n ,  th e  sea food  i n d u s t r y  
would do i t s e l f  a f a v o r  by f o l lo w in g  th e  f o o t s t e p s  o f  the papaya and 
c i t r u s  i n d u s t r i e s :  a v o id  r a d i a t i o n  t re a tm en t  o f  f o o d s .  A "n o -  
i r r a d i a t i o n "  p o l i c y  w i l l  once again d em ons tra te  th e  sea food  
i n d u s t r y ' s  commitment t o  h e a l t h y ,  s a fe  fo o d  p ro d u c ts .  No fo od  
in d u s t r y  can a f f o r d  t o  be a s s o c ia te d  w ith  th e  c o v e r -u p s , m a l fe a san ce , 
and p u b l i c  d i s t r u s t  in h e re n t  w ith the  Department o f  Energy and t h e i r  fo od  i r r a d i a t i o n  p rog ram .
We s i n c e r e l y  hope t h a t  the enc lo sed  in fo rm a t i o n  w i l l  be u s e f u l .
P le a s e  do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c o n ta c t  us i f  you have any q u e s t io n s .
T oge the r -

Lhcere jij

JLchael

we w i l l  s to p  r a d i a t i o n  exposed fo o d .  We w i l l !

D i r e c t o r
C o lb y

e n c lo s u r e s
c c : Key s e a fo o d  in d u s t r y  e x e cu t iv e s  

A l l  m a jo r  f is h e rm en  a s s o c ia t i o n s  
A la s k an  p o l i t i c i a n s  
Concerned p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  groups 
Members o f  th e  media
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Alaska State Legislature
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Alaska State Legislature

Please enter into the record my testimony to the n tn r  n ^m ^m  n ■ m  
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committee on Houaabiii Mb. 35___________dated Kmcfe 14,1991__________
bill/subject

Signed: _Pa^ Garogtte
Testifier
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Representing (Optional)
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IRRADIATION OF FOODS TESTIMONY MARCH 14, 1991 
GIVEN AT LAO OFFICE, SOLDOTNA

PACE -fee ls  th e  i r r a d ia t i o n  o f  f o o d s  i s  unsa fe  and i s  a g a in s t  
the s t a t e  o f  Alaska a llow ing  the  p r o c e s s  t o  take p la c e  and 

be p laced  on sh e lv e s  f o r  consumer consumption f o r  the
fo l l o w in g  reasons!

1. The p ro ce s s  o f  the i r r a d i a t i o n  o f  f o o d  used i s  100 
m i l l i o n  t im es  higher than an xray!

2. The treatment causes a chain r e a c t i o n  i s  some b a c t e r ia  
ana c « u s u  damage t o  o ther  b a c te r ia  in the p r o c e s s .

3. We do not  know the long term a f f e c t  o f  ra d ia ted  f o o d .  
Long term m olecu les  could  cause cancer !

4. Major Food Producers ,  Major Market Chains,  and Major 
Meat Producers  are against  i t .  I f  a p rodu ct  i s  c l e a n ,  there  
i s  no use f o r  r a d ia t i o n !  Better  i n s p e c t i o n s ,  no i r r a d i a t i o n !
5. From over  400 s tu d ie s  done, on ly  5 s t u d ie s  were 
s e l e c t e d  as ev id en ce .  We do not f e e l  enough i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
has been accomplished to  merit  the p r o c e s s  o f  i r r a d i a t i o n  of  
f o o d s .
6. From s t u d ie s  done on r a t e ,  mice and d og s ,  some o f  the 
s id e  a f f e c t s  are  as f o l l o w s :  Whole l i t t e r s  dy in g ,  enlarged  
sp letjus,  o v . r t r H v e  lymph nodes,  v itam in d e f i c i e n c y ,  death 
by s t a r v a t io n  due t o  lack o f  v i tam in s ,  n u t r i o n f c ,  and f a t t y  
a c id s  that  the i r r a d i a t i o n  p ro ce s s  k i l l s .  These t e s t s  were 
done with extra, vitamins added! When ov er  10'/. o f  the  world 
popu la t ion  in  undernourished, we d o n ' t  f e e l  th ese  t e s t s  were 
« c o u r » t « ] y  done!
7. In a t e s t  done in India on c  t o  7 y o » r  o ld  c h i ld r e n  and 
r a t s ,  i t  was found that a f t e r  6 weeks t h e r e  was a change in 
chromozones from 26 t o  92 in the c h i ld r e n .  The t e s t  was 
stopped when the in crea se  in chromozones kept going  up. 
rtfksr » t « p p in o  the t e s t s  there  was a d e cre a s e  in 
chromozones! We f e e l  t h i s  i s  dangerous! The r a t s  had le th a l  
•nutations, domagoB t o  so le e n ,  deaths at  b i r t h  in creased  e t c .
8. Japan & Germany w i l l  not a l low  ust» o f  ra d ia ted  f o o d s ,  
Canada's S c i e n t i f i c  S o c ie ty  i s  aga ins t  i t '  use!  A u s t r a l ia  
has a t h r e e  year ban u n t i l  fu r t h e r  s t u d ie s  havo been done.
9.  PACE q u e s t io n s  whose b e n e f i t  i s  i t  be ing  done foi— 
consumer orF b us in ess?
10. The Nuclear In d u s try 's  concern i s  t o  f i n d  a use f o r  
nuc lear  waste,  s e l l  the te chn o logy  and make money from 
nuclear  waste.The U.S. M i l i t a r y  spends S t o  7 m i l l i o n  a year 
t o  promote i r r a d ia t i o n  o f  f o o d .  It  i s  t h e i r  plan t o  have 6 
demonstraion models a v a i la b l e  f o r  Industry  with a tax break 
i f  used!
11. The Department o f  Energy wants t o  g e t  r i d  o f  cesium

• - j < — •t i on,  but in  the p r o c e s s  i t  produces
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plutonium which i s  used in nuclear bombs, and i s  outlawed by 
con g ress  t o  produce!
12. PACE -Feels i t  i s  technology  look in g  -for a way t o  get  
r i d  o f  nuc lear  waste -for a p r o f i t ,  and the  consumer w i l l  
end up being  the  Guinea Pig.
13. The "World Health Organizat ion"  s t u d ie s  are  funded by 
the  " I n te r n a t io n a l  Atomic Energy A s s o c i a t i o n . "

14. We d o n ' t  want the i r r a t i a t e d  waste waters dumped in  out 
Alaskan W a te r s ! ! ! ! ! !
15. P le a se  pass  House B i l l  # 35 u n t i l  more thorough 
research  i s  done!



F O O D  I R R A D I A T I O N  N E T W O R K

FIN - the Food Irradiation Network - is an informal wiridwide coalition of like-minded groups and 
individuals opposed to food irradiation unless and until all outstanding issues are fully resolved.

No: 2
May 1990

CONTENTS:

1. Food Irradiation and food poisoning (F4)

2. What’s Irradiated where (R ^
*
3. How safo is irradiated food?

k
4. News briefs (N3)

5 Is your food healthy? (G2)

6. Food irradiation: The debate heats up (Consumer Lifelines)!

• This Issue  o f F IN  LINK  w a s  p ro d u c e d  b y  the  L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m iss io n  (LFC), U K , w ith a s s is te .tc e  from th e  
International O rgan iza tion  of C o n s u m e rs  U n io n s  (IOCU) R eg io na l O ffice  for A s ia  a n d  th e  P ac ific . M alaysia. 
V o lunteers  a n d  sp o n so rs  for th e  production  o f future Issues o f FIN  U N K  a m  w e lc o m e  - I n v e s t e d  partners m ay  
g e t in to u ch  w ith  a n y  o f the  five  FIN  R eg iona l C o n tac t Points (see  overleaf for ad d resses) .

F IN  links th e  activities o f like-m inded  g ro u p s  a n d  Individuals worldw ide through  five  R e g io n a l C o n ta c t  Points, w h ich  
e x c h a n g e  Inform ation a m o n c  th em se lves  a n d  d issem in a te  new s to  FIN  partners In tholr resp e c tiv e  reg ions. Inform ation 
s e n t to  th e  five R eg io n a l C o n tac t P o in ts  (see overlea f for addresses) will reach  all o th er  FIN  partners  v ia  the Inform ation 
serv ice  ca lled  FIN  U N K  a n d  olher m e a n s  o f Inform ation exchange.



FIN LINK NO: 2 FIN FACTSHEET - F4

FOOD IRRADIATION AND FOOD POISONING

The myth:

A c c o rd in g  to its prom oiers, irradiation is n eed ed  to  redu ce  the  risk o f fo o d  p o iso n in g .

The reality is that

• irradiation is n o  so lu tion  to  the problem
• In s o m e  c ircu m stan ces , Irradiation m ay increase the risk
• irradiation is b e in g  u s e d  to  co ver  up  bad  hyg iene

If a n y  fo o d  n e e d s  to  b e  Irradiated co n su m e  sho u ld  ask  w h at w a s  w ro n g  w ith  it. G o o d  fo o d  d o e s  n o t n e e d  Irradiation. 

The facts are that

T h e  a rgu m en t that irradiation ca n  b e  used  to  dea l with the  p ro b lem  o f fo o d  p o iso n in g  h as  b e e n  p ro m o ted  b y  the  
International A tom ic  E nergy  A g e n cy  (IAEA) and  e n d o rse d  b y  the  se c tio n  o f th e  W ortd H ealth  O rgan iza tio n  w h ich  is 
m lsg u id ed ly  prom oting  fo o d  Irradiation. The IAEA m arketing  a n d  p u b  ic relations stra tegy  (IAEA 1986) se e s  th is a s  a 
w a y  o f ga in in g  p u b lic  a c c e p ta n c e  o f food  irradiation.

T here  is n o  d o u b t that the Inc idence  of food  p o iso n in g  is o n  th e  Increase . U K  d a ta  sh o w s  that re co rd e d  c a s e s  h ave  
risan four-fo ld  s in c e  the  1970's (LFC  1988). In addition , it is a c k n o w le d g e d  that, w orld-w ide, th ere  is co n s id e ra b le  
under-reporting  o f c a s e s  o f fo o d  po ison ing . In a lm o st ail c a s e s , p o iso n in g  is prim arily the result o f a  b reakd ow n  in 
h y g ie n e  during  the  production , processing , a n d  h an d lin g  o f fo o d  w h ich  m a y  b e  c o m p o u n d e d  b y  p ro b lem s  o f 
tem peratu re  control.

U s e  o f irradiation therefore:

• Ind icates  p ro b lem s with h yg ien e  -  filth a n d  con tam ina tion  m a y  h a v e  b e e n  c o n c e a le d  by irradiation
• p ro v ides  a  quick-fix alternative to  im proving h yg ien e  a n d  qua lity  con tro ls  -  leg itim ising  u n a c c e p ta b le  p roactices
• m ay  actua lly  increase  the  risks o f food  po ison ing

Irradiation is n o  p a n a c e a  for bacterial hyg iene  p rob lem s.
>

•  Irradiation will n o t destroy  all pa th ogen ic  ba c te ria
• S u b s e q u e n t co m ro is  o n  tem perature are s i ll n e e d e d  to  prevent re-grow th o f residual bacteria .
• A ppropriate p a ck a g in g  a n d  g o o d  hyg iene  in h an d lin g  are  n e e d e d  to  prevent cro ss -co n tam in a tio n  in storage, 

preparation a n d  co ok ing .
•  H ow ever, th e  u se  o f Irradiation m ay  lead  to  a  fa lse  s e n s e  o f security  In th e  k itchen  w h ereas  greater, not less, 

attention to  h yg ien e  m a y  b e  need ed .

• Se lec tive ly  red u c in g  the level o f s o m e  bacteria a ilo w s the  survivors  to  g ro w  m ore  rapidly.
• Spo re -fo rm ing  bacteria  su ch  a s  C . bo tu linum  are  not d es tro ted  b y  Irradiation. Irradiation to  re d u c e  bacteria  su ch  

a s  sa lm o ne lla  will d es tro y  ye a s ts  and  m o u ld s  w h ich  are  natural co m p etito rs  to  C . bo tu linum , a llow ing  m u c h  m ore 
rapid grow th o f th is o ften  fatal fo o d  po ison ing  o rg a n ism  u n d e r  favo u rab le  con d itio n s .

• re-contam lnation  o f fo o d  with C . botu linum  resu lts  In e v e n  greater grow th  rates th a n  a m o n g  the  survivor bacteria.
• Irradiation will n o t e lim inate listeria  This a lso  re-grow s m o re  rapid ly after Irradiation

• Irradiation m a k e s  o b so le te  c u n e n t pub lic  health  ins  p e a  Ion con tro ls  w h ich  g u a ra n te e  that fo o d  Is s a fe , w h o le so m e  
a n d  fit to  eat.
• Irradiation will no t rem o ve  toxins -  ch em ica l p o is o n s  c rea ted  b y  s o m e  bacteria , s u c h  a s  s ta p h y lo c o c c u s . T h ese  

toxins rem ain  a s  h id d e n  hazards . Public  hea lth  a g e n c ie s  d o  not h a v e  routine te s ts  (or the  p re s e n c e  o f tox ins  in 
the a b s e n c e  o f  th e  b a d e r ia  w h ich  create them .

• Irradiation will n o t destroy  v iruses su cn  a s  th o se  w h ich  c a u s e  hepatitis . H ig h  bacteria l c o u n ts  are  u s e d  a s  an  
Indicator for p o ss ib le  viral content, a s  w h en  s e a fo o d  Is h arves te d  from  se w a g e -c o n ta m in a te d  w aters .

• N ew  tes ts  are n e e d e d  to  d e te a  w hether fo o d  h a s  b e e n  Irradiated, w h eth er Irradiation h a s  b e e n  u s e d  to  h ido 
u n a cce p ta b le  leve ls  o f con tam ination , a n d  w h eth er a n y  to x in s  a n d  v iruses  rem a in  In the fo o d .

• There are n u m e ro u s  c a s e s  In w h ich  irradiation h a s  b e e n  u s e d  to  h ido  u n a c c e p ta b le  leve ls  o f b a a e r ia  in 
u n sa le a b le  fo o d  -  In s o m e  c a s e s  in fo o d  that w a s  r e je a e d  a s  unfit for h u m a n  co n su m p tio n  -  In order to put this 
fo o d  b a ck  o n  the  m arket, (see FIN  LINK N o : 1 -  T h e  O u tch in g  o f Food).
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plutonium which i s  used in nuclear  bombs, and i s  outlawed by 
co n g re s s  t o  produce!
12. PACE -Feels i t  i s  techn o logy  look in g  -for a way t o  g e t  
r i d  o-f n u c lear  waste -for a p r o f i t ,  and the  consumer w i l l  
end up being the  Guinea Pig.
13. The "World Health Organ izat ion"  s t u d ie s  are  funded by 
the  " In te r n a t io n a l  Atomic Energy A s s o c i a t i o n . "

14. We d o n ' t  want the i r r a t i a t e d  waste waters dumped in  out 
Alaskan W a te r s ! ! ! ! ! !
15. P lease  pass  House B i l l  tt 35 u n t i l  more thorough 
research  i s  done!
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F O O D  I R R A D I A T I O N  N E T W O R K

FIN - the Food Irradiation Network - is an informal worldwide coalition of like-minded groups and 
individuals opposed to food irradiation unless and until all outstanding issues are fully resolved.
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This Issu e  o f F IN  U N K  w a s  p ro d u c e d  b y  th e  L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m iss io n  (LFC), UK . w ith a s s is ta n c e  from  th e  
International O rgan iza tion  o f C o n s u m e rs  U n io n s  (IOCU) R eg io na l O ffice  fo r A s ia  a n d  the  P ac ific , M alaysia . 
V o lun teers  a n d  s p o n so rs  for th e  produ ction  o f future Issu es  o f FIN  U N K  are  w e lc o m e  - in te res ted  partners m a y  
g e t In to u c h  w ith  an y  o f th e  five FIN  R eg io n a l C o n tac t Po in ts (see overlea f fo r  ad d resses) .

F IN  links the  activ ities of like-m inded  g ro u p s  a n d  Individuals woikfwkJo th rough  five  R eg io n a l C o n ta c t  Points, w h ich  
e x c h a n g e  Inform ation a m o n g  tn em se tves  a n d  d issem in a te  n ew s to  FIN  partners In their re sp e c tiv e  reg io n s, Inform ation 
s e n t to  the five  R eg io n a l C o n ta c t P o in ts  (see overlea f for addresses) will reach  all o ther F IN  partners  v ia  the Inform ation 
serv ice  ca lled  FIN U N K  a n d  o ther m e a n s  o f Inform ation exchange.



FIN AIMS

• ca ll for a  g lo b a l m oratorium  o n  fo o d  irradiation u n less  and  until all is su e s  relating to  its n eed , appropriateness, 
sa fe ty , detectability, labelling, w h o le so m en ess , control and  overall c o s ts  to so c ie ty  a n d  the env ironm ent h ave  b e e n  
fully eva lua ted  a n d  su b je c te d  to  p u b lic  scrutiny

• ca ll o n  tho W orld H ea lth  O rgan iza tion  to  reop en  a n d  thoroughly  Investigate all a s p e c ts  o f sa fety  a s so c ia te d  with 
irradiated fo o d

• ca ll u p o n  th e  W orld B ank  a n d  other financial institutions/aid a g e n c ie s  no t to in c lu d e  fo o d  irradiation in their 
p ro g ra m m e s  a n d  pro jects

• su p p o rt the  d eve lo p m en t o f appropriate  te ch n o lo g ie s  w hich im prove th e  quality, quan tity  and  sa fe ty  o f the  w orld 's 
fo o d  su p p ly

• ca ll for p u b lic  participation in all d ec is io n  m ak ing  p ro ce sse s  related to  fo o d  irradiation.

FIN REGIONAL CONTACT POINTS:

.  AFRICA
Environment Liaison Centre International (ELCI)
PO Box 72461
Nairobi
Kenya
Phone: 2542-562015 
Fax: 2542-562175 
Telex: 23240 ELC KE

• A S IA/PAC IFIC
International Organization of Consumers Unions (IOCU)
PO Box 1045 
10830 Penang 
Malaysia
Phone: 604-371396 
Fax: 604-366506 
Telex: MA 40164 APIOCU

v*

• 5URQPE
London Food Commission ,(LFC)
88 Old St
London EC1V 9AR 
UK
Phone: 441-2539513 
Fax: 441-6081279

• LATIN AMERICA/CARIBBEAN -
Asociaclon Mexicans de  Estudios para la Defensa del Consumldor (AMEDC) 
Amores 109-BIs A 
Mexico 03100 DF 
Mexico
Phone: 525-5237342 
Fax: 525-5212763

• NORTH AMERICA-
Food and Water Inc. (FWI)

. 225 Lafayette St 
Rm 612
New York NY 10012 
USA
Phone: 1212-9419340 
F a x :1212-9415678.
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FOOD IRRADIATION AND FOOD POISONING

T h e  m y t h :

A cc o rd in g  to  its prom oters, Irradiation is n e e d e d  to red u ce  th e  risk o f fo o d  p o iso n in g .

T h e  r e a l i t y  is  t h a t

• irradiation Is n o  so lu tion  to  the prob lem
• in s o m e  c ircu m sta n ces , Irradiation m ay  increase  the  risk
• irradiation is b e in g  u s e d  to  cover u p  b a d  h yg ien e

If a n y  fo o d  n e e d s  to  b e  irradiated c o n s u m e . shou ld  ask  w h at w a s  w ro n g  w ith  it. G o o d  fo o d  d o e s  n o t n eed  Irradiation. 

T h e  f a c t s  a r e  t h a t

T h e  a rg u m en t that irradiation ca n  b e  u sed  to  d ea l with the p ro b lem  o f fo o d  p o is o n in g  h a s  b e e n  p ro m o ted  b y  th e  
InternatlonaJ A tom ic  E n e rg y  A gen cy  (IAEA) a n d  en d o rsed  b y  th e  sec tio n  o f th e  W orld H ea lth  O rgan iza tio n  w h ich  is 
m isg u ld ed ty  p rom o ting  fo o d  Irradiation. T he IAEA m arketing  a n d  p u b lic  re lations strategy (IAEA 1986) se e s  th is  a s  a  
w ay  o f g a in in g  p u b lic  a c c e p ta n c e  o f fo o d  irradiation.

T here  is n o  d o u b t th at the  Incidence o f fo o d  p o iso n in g  is o n  th e  Increase. U K  d a ta  s h o w s  that reco rd ed  c a s e s  h a v e  
risen four-fo ld  s in c e  th e  1970*s (LFC 1988). In addition, it is a c k n o w le d g e d  that, w orld-w ide, th ere  Is co n s id e ra b le  
under-reporting  o f c a s e s  o f fo o d  po ison ing . In a lm o st all c a s e s ,  p o iso n in g  is prim arily the  resu lt o f a  b reak do w n  in 
h y g ie n e  d u r ing  the pro ductio n , processing , a n d  h and ling  o f fo o d  w h ich  m a y  b e  c o m p o u n d e d  b y  p ro b lem s  o f 
tem perature  control.

U s e  o f irradiation therefore:

• ind ica te s  p ro b lem s  with h yg ien e  -  filth a n d  co n tam ina tion  m a y  h a v e  b e e n  c o n c e a le d  by  irradiation
• p ro v id es  a  quick-fix  a lternative to im proving  h yg ien e  a n d  qua lity  co n tro ls  -  leg itim ising  u n a c c e p ta b le  p roac tices
• m a y  ac tu a lly  in c rease  th e  risks o f fo o d  p o iso n ing

Irradiation is n o  p a n a c e a  fo r bacterial h yg ien e  prob lem s.
»

• Irradiation will not des troy  all pa th o gen ic  b a c te r ia
• S u b s e q u e n t  con tro ls  o n  tem perature are s i ll  n e e d e d  to  preven t re-grow th  o f  residual bacteria .
• A ppropria te  p a c k a g in g  a n d  g o o d  h yg ien e  in h an d lin g  are  n e e d e d  to  p reven t cro ss -co n tam in a tio n  In s to rage, 

preparation  a n d  co o k in g .
•  H o w ever, the u s e  o f Irradiation m ay  lead  to  a  fa lse  s e n s e  o f security  In th e  k itchen  w h erea s  greater, net less, 

a tten tion  to  h y g ien e  m a y  be  n eed ed .

• S e lec tive ly  red u c in g  the  level o f s o m e  bacteria  a llow s the survivors  to  g ro w  m o re  rapidly.
• S po re -fo rm in g  bac teria  su ch  a s  C . bo tu linum  are not d es tro ted  b y  Irradiation. Irradiation to  re d u ce  bacteria  su ch  

a s  s a lm o n e lla  will d es tro y  yeasts  a n d  m o u ld s  w h ich  are natural co m p e tito rs  to  C . b o tu linu m , a llow ing  m u c h  m ore 
rapid grow th  o f th is o ften  fatal fo o d  p o iso n in g  o rg a n ism  u n d e r  fa vo u rab le  co n d itio n s .

•  re-con tam ina tlon  o f fo o d  with C . bo tu linum  resu lts In e v e n  greater gro w th  ra tes  th an  a m o n g  the  survivor bacteria .
• Irradiation will n o t e lim inate  listeria This a lso  re-grow s m o re  rapid ly after irradiation.

• Irradiation m ak e s  o b so le te  current pub lic  h ea lth  in sp ec tio n  co n tro ls  w h ich  g u a ra n te e  that fo o d  Is s a fe , w h o le so m e  
a n d  fit to  e a t
• Irradiation will no t rem o ve  toxins -  c h em ic a l p o iso n s  c re a te d  b y  s o m e  bac te ria , s u c h  a s  s ta p h y lo c o c c u s . T h ese  

toxins rem ain  a s  h id d e n  hazards. P ub lic  health  a g e n c ie s  d o  not h a v e  rou tine  tes ts  for th e  p re se n c e  o f tox ins  in 
the  a b s e n c e  o f th e  bacteria  w h ich  create  them .

• Irradiation will n o t d es tro y  v iruses su ch  a s  th o se  w h ich  c a u s e  hepatitis . H ig h  bacteria l c o u n ts  are u s e d  a s  an  
Ind icator for p o ss ib le  viral content, a s  w h e n  s e a fo o d  Is h arves ted  from  se w a g e -c o n ta m in a te d  w aters.

• N ew  te s ts  are n e e d e d  to  detect w hether fo o d  h a s  b e e n  Irradiated, w h e th er  Irradiation h a s  b e e n  u s e d  to  h id e  
u n a c c e p ta b le  leve ls  o f con tam ination , a n d  w hether a n y  to x in s  a n d  v iru se s  rem a in  In the  fo o d .

• There are  n u m ero u s  c a s e s  In w h ich  irradiation h a s  b e e n  u s e d  to h id e  u n a c c e p ta b le  leve ls  o f bac teria  in 
u n sa le a b le  fo o d  -  In s o m e  ca s e s  In fo o d  that w a s  re|ected a s  unfit for h u m a n  c o n s u m p tio n  -  In o rder to pu t this 
fo o d  b a c k  o n  th e  m arket, (see FIN  U N K  N o : 1 -  T h e  D u tch ln g  o f Fo od).
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• Irradiation o f v e g e ta b le s  and  grains at the d o s e s  b e in g  co n s id e re d  for c o m m e rc ia l use  m a y  stim u la te  p ro d u c tio n  o f 
a flatox lns -  potent liver cancer-cau s ing  a g en ts  are p ro d u c e d  b y  strains o f th e  m o u ld  A sperg illus, for exam ple .

If fo o d  is hygien ica lly  h an d le d  accord ing  to  w hat are ca lle d  “g o o d  m anufacturing  prac tices ’  (GM P), Irradiation is a n  
irrelevance: H G M P  h a s  not b e e n  applied, it is a d a n g e ro u s  a n d  u n a cce p ta b le  alternative.

i
At a n  international co n fe ren ce  to  prom ote a cce p ta n ce  o f fo o d  irradiation, c o n s u m e r  representa tives argued  that, if 
irradiation w ere ever to  b e  accep tab le , all fo o d  shou ld  b e  fit for co n su m p tio n  b e fo re  irradiation. T h e  prom oters first 
d e n ie d  that uniform  m icrob io log ica l s tandards w ere either n e e d e d  or feasib le, th en  su g g e s te d  that G M P  sh o u ld  b e  
d e fin ed  to  Include the u se  o f irradiation to  bring bacterial leve ls  d o w n  to a c c e p ta b le  levels. Finally, a  s u b se q u e n t 
International m eeting  a g reed  that they w ere n e e d e d  but p ro p o se d  relaxing the  perm iss ib le  level o f bacterial^ 
co n tam in a tio n  o n  s e a fo o d s  In particular -  to  allow  dirty fo o d s  from  so m e  c o u n tr ie s  to  be irradiated.

T h e  p u b lic  a n d  the fo o d  Industry are fa c e d  with a  clear c h o ic e  be tw een  the  u se  o f Irradiation a n d  Im proving h y g ie n e  at 
so u rce . C o n su m e rs  are c lear w h ich  they prefer. C o n s u m e r  pow er n eed s  to  b e  a p p lie d  to  m a k e  su re  the fo o d  Industry  
g e ts  a  c lear m e s sa g e . Is the fo o d  goo*  quality  or d id  It n e e d  Irradiating ? T h e  fo o d  c o m p a n ie s  w h ich  g u aran tee  th e y  
h a v e  n o  n e e d  for irradiation n e e d  to be  u n co u ra ged . T h o s e  that u se  irradiation will find that c o n su m e rs  prefer to  a v o id  
their p rodu cts .

Further Information:

F o o d  Irradiation and  F o o d  P o ison in g  -  A  Briefing Paper, L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n , 1989.

R ichard  L acey , R ecovery  o f Irradiation d a m a g e d  Listeria m o n o c y to g e n e s , D ep a rtm en t of M icrob io logy , U n iversity  o f 
L eed s , 1990.

D avid  M urray, B io logy  o f  F o o d  Irradiation. R esearch  S tu d ie s  Press, John  W iley  & S o n s , T au n to n , 1990.

T o n y  W e b b  a n d  Tim  L a n g , F o o d  Irradiation -  the M yth a n d  th e  Reality, T h o rsons , W e llingb oro u gh , U K , 1990.
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WHAT’S IRRADIATED WHERE

r r r 1 ■r r ( f V w r h r r p *
Fruit r r r • J r •Applet jBinanet . •Dates • • •Manooet • • 0 • •
Papara* • • • •Strawberries • • * a • • •Dried fruit * - . V • • •Vegetables . -A - •Avocados •Beans * r •f .
Chestnuts . ■ • . •Garlic (Inc powder) • • •rr * • 5 • • V • • •Green beans elk? t • -. •Mushrooms • • • • •Onions •  a• • y • V J •• • • • • J y • . •Potatoes • • • V y • • j • • J • • • •Pulsss •> • >’ \ \ • •Shallots viia• V* .w • • •-i
Spinach :UTom aloes 'J* ‘ c ••V. j - •• • '•jOritd vegetables (Inc) taml-dried) s • s •J f • A j f- J % •
Nets & <• 4, - o • .
Peemrts IV • ■ r V. • T
Almonds at ■% - ?v. •Edible seeds tzi A, ■ ; •Srita • y - :tCereals W (4 ws • 'v •Metz* tt .■v - •» • *
Ground rice 3* •M- • - **;
Muesli cartel (Inc cereal flakes) *

stt*"> .e Bl %CRice £ « • -> . • •Rye breed A* lU '■r • ■
Wheat • • r * • •Wheat flour -■» • c# •Poultry •: • •’ v. f y • j • • •Flat - • • ■ j •Fish products ■« • •Shrimps and prawns . * •? j •Frog legs *e i ~ ' jPort . • •' •Sausage (Ind Unwanted) \N ’i. •• *c y ■
Cocoa powder or beans ■A. rr- • >.) • — ••• •Herbal tee US *.* T> • •Herbs r. , . • • •
Spices Vi j J • • j y y j j j y • J y

Countries prtsintty Irradiating food Source MAFF (1988)
Xty
•  » permtned /  ■ currantly undated

We are often confronted by the statement that 35 countries permit food Irradiation. But as this 1989 survey by 
the UK Consumers' Association shows, only 20 countries actually Irradiate food. Only 12 foods are irradiated 
world-wide, and most countries which actually do irradiation only do spices. Excluding spices, onions and 
potatoes, only the Netherlands and South Africa use Irradiation on a wide range of foods. In the case of the 
Netherlands, the use of Irradiation to conceal contamination of unsaleable food has led to the term “Dutchlng."
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H O W  S A F E  IS IR RA D IA TED  F O O D  ?

T h e  M y th :

A cc o rd in g  to  its prom oters,
• th e  sa fe ty  o f Irradiated fo o d  h a s  b e e n  tes ted  m ore th o ro u gh ly  th an  a n y  other fo o d  sa fe ty  is su e
• rev iew s by  various national a n d  international b o d ie s  h a v e  all c o n c lu d e d  that th e  p ro c e s s  is s a fe  a n d  that there are 

n o  o u ts ta n d in g  sa fe ty  issues . T h e s e  expert b o d ie s  inc lude :
• a  Jo in t Expert C o m m ittee  (JECFI) o f th e  F o o d  a n d  A griculture O rgan iza iio n  (FAO), In ternational A to m ic  E nergy  

A g e n c y  (IAEA) a n d  W orld H ea lth  O rgan iza tio n  (WHO)
• th e  U K  g o vern m en t A dv isory  C o m m itte e  (ACINF)
• th e  E u ro p ea n  C o m m iss io n  S c ien tific  C om m ittee  for F o o d  (EC/SCF)
• th e  U S  F o o d  a n d  Drug A dm in istra tion  (FDA)

But th e  c o n su m er , environm ent, trade  u n io n  a n d  pub lic  hea lth  m o v e m e n ts  c a n  po in t to  m a n y  h a z a rd o u s  p ro du cts , 
industria l a n d  agricultural ch e m ic a ls  a n d  fo o d  add itives  (for exa m p le , a s b e s to s , th a lid o m id e , o rg a n o -ch lo rin e  
p e s tic id e s  a n d  the  bread  add itive  p o ta ss iu m  brom ate) that w ere  d e c la re d  ‘ s a fe ’  In their d a y . H o w  c a n  w e  b e  sure  the 
exp erts  are right on  irradiated fo o d  ?

The Facts

1. N o t all expert co m m ittees  a g re e . T h e  C a n to x  C o m m itte e  report to  th e  C a n a d ia n  parliam en tary  c o m m itte e  po in ted  
to  u n re so lved  sa fe ty  issues . T h e  A ustra lian  g o vern m en t's  1989 d e c is io n  to  b a n  irradiation r e c o m m e n d e d  that the 
W H O  re-investigate  the  sa fe ty  o f irradiated fo o d  a n d  p ro d u c e  a  properly  re ferenced  report. T h is  reco m m e n d a tio n  
h a s  b e e n  e n d o rse d  b y  the In ternational O rgan iza tio n  o f C o n s u m e r  U n io n s  (IOCU), rep re sen tin g  s o m e  170 
in d e p e n d e n t c o n su m e r  b o d ie s  in a b o u t 65 countries. A ttem p ts  by  th e  W H O  to  In d u d e  a  s ta tem en t that there  w ere 
n o  u n re so lved  sa fe ty  Issu es  in th e  fina l d o c u m e n t o f a n  international c o n fe re n c e  o n  fo o d  Irradiation h e ld  In G e n e v a  
in 1988 h a d  to  b e  w ithdraw n b e c a u s e  o f o p p os ition  from  a  n u m b e r  o f countries.

2. T h e  J E C F I, A C IN F  a n d  E C / S C F  reports are u nre feren ced . In add ition , so m e  60 per c e n t o f th e  sc ien tific  ev id e n ce  
c ite d  b y  the  various co m m itte es  c o n s is ts  o f u n p u b lish ed  m aterial, p e rso n a l c o m m u n ic a tio n s  o r  in -h o u se  
p u b lica tio n s  b y  the a g e n c ie s  p ro m o tin g  irradiation. T h e  bu lk  o f the  d a ta  u s e d  a s  e v id e n c e  for sa fe ty  h a s  no t b e e n  
p u b lish e d  in scien tific  journals a n d  s u b je c t to  the sa fe g u a rd  o f peer-review

3. T h e  international d a ta b a se  a t K arlsruhe in W est G e rm a n y  is in s u c h  a  m e s s  that th e  W H O  c a n n o t  u nd ertake  the 
rev iew  requested . T h e  d a ta b a s e  is s a id  to  h o u s e  all th e  e v id e n c e  o n  safety , particu larly  the  re sea rch  u nd ertak en  by 
th e  International F o o d  Irradiation P ro jec t (IFIP) b e tw ee n  1971 a n d  1981. A visit b y  L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n  
rep resen ta tives  in 1989 fo u n d
• th e  a b s e n c e  o f either ca rd  in d e x  o r  e lectron ic  c a ta lo g u e
• d a ta  sca ttered  in se v e n  d ifferent lo c a tio n s  in the bu ild in g  w h ere  it is h o u se d
• a  large b o d y  of d a ta  availab le  prior to  1981 w h ich  w a s  no t rev iew ed  b y  the J E C F IF
• a  m a s s  o f data  a c c u m u la te d  s in c e  1981 h e ld  in brow n  p a p e r  p a c k a g e s  tied  u p  w ith  string aw a iting  ca ta lo g u in g  

a n d  review
• e v id e n c e  o f ex ce ss ive  leve ls  o f v itam in  su p p le m e n ts  b e in g  u se d  in m an y  o f th e  29 an im a l fe e d in g  trials 

c o m m is s io n e d  b y  the IFIP -  d e sp ite  a  w arn ing  from  the  J E C F I In 1966 that s u c h  e x c e s s  s u p p le m e n ts  co u ld  
m a sk  p o ss ib le  adverse  e ffe c ts

• severa l in s tan ces  w here th e  final reports o f  the  IFIP resea rch  h as  n o f b e e n  p u b lish e d
• e v id e n c e  that the review s p u b lis h e d  b y  the  J E C F I m isrepresen t the  actual fin d in gs  o f  the  s tu d ie s

4. M isrepresen ta tion  o f scientific  e v id e n c e  _ .
T h e  (unpublished) final rep o n  o f  a  1976 s tu d y  by  J  B arn a  o n  th e  e ffec ts  o f fe e d in g  Irradiated s p ic e s  to  rats states: 
‘ Irradiation o f sp ice s  b y  1.5 M rad  s h o w s  a n  inc re a se d  e ffect in red u c in g  fo o d  intake a n d  b o d y  w e igh t. Th is m e a n s  
that irradiation c a u s e s  a  c h a n g e  in c h e m ic a l co m p o s itio n  o f s p ic e s  w h ich  h a s  an  In flu en ce  o n  a n im a ls  e v e n  at the  2 
per ce n t le ve l' (i.e. there is a n  o b s e rv a b le  e ffect a s so c ia te d  w ith irradiation o f s p ic e s  e v e n  at th e  low est level o f 
s p ic e s  In the  diet). T h e  JE C F I d a ta  s u m a ry  either acc id en ta lly  or deliberate ly  m ls -rep resen ts  th is  b y  s ta tin g  that 
apart from  a  genera l effect o f in c lu d in g  s p ic e s  in ih e  d iet: ‘ N o  other treatm ent re lated  fin d in g s  w e re  o b s e rv e d  a n d  
n o  d iffe ren ces  be tw ee n  irradiated s p ic e  or non-irrad iated  sp ice -fe d  an im a ls  w ere  s e e n  in an y  o f th e  findings*
Th is is c learly  untrue. S ta lin g  w h y  o n e  d is a g re e s  w ith Ihe  c o n c lu s io n s  o f a  s tu d y  is leg itim ate  s c ie n c e ; b u t to 
re-write co n c lu s io n s  a n d  m isrep resen t the  resu lts is not. H o w  m an y  o th er exa m p le s  o f  m isrep resen ta tio n  rem r,n  
b u n e d  within the d iso rgan ize d  m e s s  o f the  Karlsruhe d a ta b a s e ?  This exa m p le  h igh ligh ts  the n e e d  for a  c o m p u te  
review  o l tho safety  data .
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5. E v id e n c e  Irom  an im a l fe ed ing  trials s u g g e s ts  p o ss ib le  a d verse  e ffects, in c lu d ing :
• low  birth w e ig h ts  a n d  repoductive  effects, s u c h  a s  m iscarriages, lethal g e n e tic  m u ta tio n s , low ered  sp e rm  

co u n ts , a n d  c h ro m o s o m e  de fec ts
• low er grow th  ra tes, heart les ions a n d  p rob lem s with b lo o d  clo tting
• in c re sed  in c id e n c e  o f tum ours
• low ered  im m u n e  resp o n se

T h e  w a y  th ese  fin d in g s  are d ism issed  g iv e s  c a u s e  for co n cern . T h e  s ta te m e n ts  o f the  expert c o m m itte e s  d isp la y  a  
s ys te m a tic  b ia s  in favo u r o f s tu d ies  w h ich  did no t find e ffects  a n d  s ta te m e n ts  w h ich  are  illogical, factua lly  
u n su p p o rtab le  a n d  either m islead ing  o f inaccura ie . For exam ple :

• T h e  IFIP c ite s  o n e  s tudy  a s  definitive ev id en ce  that there i3 n o  m u ta g e n ic  e ffect from  fe e d in g  fresh ly  irradiated 
w h ea t (contrary to  find ings o f Ihe  N ational Institute o f Nutrition (NIN) in India). T h e  IFIP s tu d y  w re ck ed  th e  
carefu lly  d e s ig n e d  protocol b y  inadvertently fe ed in g  th e  Irradiated fo o d  to  th e  co n tro l g ro u p . T h is  s a m e  s tu d y  
a lso  m o d ified  the  d iet to increase  th e  con ten t o f critical anti-oxidant v itam in s . T h e  o th er s tu d y  c o m m is s io n e d  b y  
the  IFIP to  re fu te  th e  Indian find ings w a s  not co m p le te d  a s  the  laboratory  w ent broke.

• B a s e d  on  th e  o bserva tion  that s to p p in g  the  feed in g  o f irradiated w h ea t resu lted  In a  g ra d u a l return to  th e  n orm a l 
leve l o f d e fe c tiv e  ch ro m o so m e s , the  U K  A C IN F  c o n c lu d e d  that fresh ly  irradiated w h ea t is sa fe .

• A n Ind ian  g o v e rn m e n t scientist c la im ed  lhat th e  c h a n g e s  n o ted  b y  th e  N IN  w ere  w ithin th e  n orm a l ra n g e  o f 
d e fe c ts  in a  h u m a n  population, but c o u ld  on ly  cite o n e  s tudy  o f p a tie n is  rece iv ing  a  d ru g  k no w n  to  b e  toxic, 
tera togen ic  a n d  su sp e c te d  o f be ing  ca rc in o g e n ic  a n d  m u ta g e n ic . T h e  s a m e  e x p e n  s u g g e s te d  th e  N IN  fin d in gs  
be  re jected  b e c a u s e  they co u ld  not b e  exp la ined  b y  existing  theories  -  d esp ite  th e  m a n y  e x a m p le s  o f p ro g re s s  
In s c ie n c e  w h e n  ob serva tio n s  h ave  fo rced  revision  o f theoretica l id eas .

• T he W H O  m is lea d in g ly  s u g g e s ts  that s tud ies  o n  C h in e s e  vo lu n teers  s h o w  n o  c h ro m o s o m a l a berra tio ns . T h e s e  
s tu d ie s  d id  fin d  u nexp la in ed  ch ro m o s o m e  d e fe c ts  in b o th  the  experim enta l a n d  co n tro l g ro u p s . T h e  W H O  a lso  
fa ils to  a c k n o w le d g e  that th e  fo o d  u s e d  in th e se  s tu d ie s  w a s  s to red  a fter irradiation, in s o m e  c a s e s  for severa l 
m o n th s, o e fo re  b e in g  eaten . This o bserva tion  co n firm s th e  N IN  fin d in g  o n  s to red  irradiated fo o d  bu t s a y s  
n o th ing  o n  th e  controversia l is su e  o f ea ting  freshly irradiated food .

• T h e  FD A  rev iew ed  s o m e  400 s tu d ies  a n d  re jected  a s  m e th o d o lo g ica lly  u n s o u n d  all bu t five. T h e s e  five  w ere  
u s e d  a s  th e  b a s is  for the FD A  co n c lu s io n  that irradiated fo o d  Is sa fe . T h ree  o f th e s e  s tu d ie s  ac tu a lly  s u g g e s t  
p o ss ib le  a d v e rs e  effects.

• T here  h a s  b e e n  n o  valid  refuting s tu d y  to  co u n te r  th e  find ing  that a n im a ls  fe d  irradiated fo o d  (even  w h e n  g iven  
large v itam in  su p p lem en ts)  d isp lay  red u ced  ability to  fight d is e a se . T h e  an tib o d y  re p o n s e  c a n  b e  re d u c e d  b y  20 
per cen t to  80 per cent.

6. T h e  leve l o f v itam in  su p p lem en ts  g iven  in m an y  o f the  s tu d ie s  v u g g e s ts  that an  u n q u a lified  a s s u r a n c e  o f sa fe ty  is 
not a  sc ien tific  eva lua tio n  o f the  availab le  research  ev id en ce .

T h e  W H O  n e e d s  to  a d d ress  the q u es tio n  o f w hether s u p p le m e n ts  tw o  to  20 tim es th e  U S  N a tio n a l A c a d e m y  of 
S c ie n c e s  re fe rence  leve ls  are 'a p p ro p ria te ' or 'excess ive* . If ap p rop ria te  to  m ain ta in  h ea lth  o n  a  d ie t o f irradiated 
fo o d , th en  the  s a fe ty  a s su ra n c e s  n eed  co n s id e ra b le  qualification . If e x ce ss iv e , th e n  th e s e  s tu d ie s  c a n n o t b e  u s e d  
to  c la im  u nqu a lified  sa fe ty  o f Irradiated fo o d  -  o n ly  that lim ited u s e  o f Irradiation m a y  n o t p ro d u c e  a d v e rse  e ffec ts  
prov ided  there is a  large surteit o f d ietary vitam ins.

Conclusion
A  co m p le te  review  o f th e  sa fety  d a ta  a n d  a  properly re fe renced  scien tific  report, a s  re q u e s te d  by  IO C U  a n d  th e  
A ustralian  g o vern m en t, are  n e e d e d  in light o f the sys te m a tic  b ias, m isrepresen ta tio n  a n d  in accu ra te  reporting  o f the 
sc ien tific  ev id e n ce  for a n d  aga inst the  sa fe ty  o f irradiated fo o d . This review  is n e e d e d  a s  m u c h  to  restore p u b lic  
co n fid e n c e  in the  sc ien tific  integrity o f the W H O  a s  to  reso lve  sp ec ific  is su e s  a b o u t th e  sa fe ty  o f irradiated fo o d . Until 
th is  review  is c o m p le te d  there sh o u ld  b e  a  w orid-w ide m oratorium  o n  further d e v e lo p m e n t or u s e  o f fo o d  Irradiation 
tech n o lo gy .

Further Information
O u ts ta n d in g  Q u e s tio n s  A bout the S a fe ty  of Irradiated F o o d  -  A D iscu ss io n  P aper. F o o d  Irradiation Netw ork, P e n a n g , 
Lo n d o n , N e w  York, M ex ico  City, Nairobi. April 1990.
R eport o n  Visit to  th e  International D a ta b a se  at K arlsruhe in W est G erm a n y . L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n . L o n d o n  1989 
T h e  S a fe ty  a n d  W h o le so m e n e s s  o f Irradiaied F o o d  -  A P u b lic  H ea lth  Issue . L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n . 1989.
T W e b b  & T Lang . F o o d  Irradiation -  ih e  M yth  a n d  th e  Reality. T h o rso ns  1990.
0  M urray. B io logy  o f F o o d  irradiation. J o h n  W iley a n d  S o n s . 1989
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POSITIVE LISTS

T h e  F o o d  Irradiation Netw ork h a s  la u n ch e d  a  series  o f c a m p a ig n s  a im ed  at d e v e lo p in g  p o s itiv e  lists -  n a m e s  o f fo o d  
c o m p a n ie s  w h ich  d o  not in tend  to  u se  irradiation. The m e s s a g e  is that if a n y  fo o d  n e e d e d  to  b e  Irradiated, c o n su m e rs  
will n e e d  to  a sk  w h a t w a s  w ro n g  w ith it ?  G o o d  fo o d  d o esn 't n e e d  Irradiation.

In the USA
A n u m b e r  o f m a jo r  fo o d  c o m p a n ie s  h a v e  a n n o u n c e d  that they  d o  not in tend  to  u s e  irradiation. T h e s e  inc lude:
• H .J . H e in z
• Q u a k er  O a ts
• R a ls to n  P urina
• B o rd e n  F o o d s
• B ea tr ice/H u n t-W esso n
• M c D o n a ld s  (Yes, *r. an  M cO onaJds. th e  h am b u rg er  chain , will not u se  irradiation!)

In ternational letter writing to  the  F lorida C itrus C o m m is s io n  resu lted  In industry  o p p o s it io n  to  irradiation a n d  the d e fe a t 
o f p la n s  to  bu ild  a  fruit irradiation facility In Florida. P ressu re  c o n tin u es  for s ta te m e n ts  from  in d iv idu a l fruit c o m p a n ie s .

A  m a jo r  n ew  initiative In 1990 b y  F o o d  a n d  W ater In c  (F&WI) a n d  th e  Interfaith C e n tr e  for C o rp o ra te  -Responsibility 
(ICCR) Is ta r g e t in g  th e  A laska  s e a fo o d  industry. F&W I Is coord ina ting  letters from  U S  a n d  C a n a d a  a n d  seek in g  
s u p p o rt fro m  o rg a n iza t io n s  in e a c h  o f th e  F IN  reg io n s  (Europe. Asia/Pacific, Latin  A m erica . A frica). In the  U S  the  
c a m p a ig n  is  g a th e r in g  m a n y  th o u s a n d s  o f s ig n a tu res  o n  th e  nationa l 'D ec la ra tio n  o f  O p p o s it io n  to  R ad ia tion  E x p o s e d  
Food* . T h e  m a s s iv e  p u b lic  su p p o rt for th e  d ec la ra tio n  Is th en  relayed  to  th e  fo o d  c o m p a n ie s  b e in g  targetted . f o r  
d e ta ils  o f th e  curren t c a m p a ig n  a n d  a  full list o f th e  m a n y  sm aller c o m p a n ie s  that h a v e  jo in e d  th e  po s itive  list,-cornact 
th e  N o n h  A m er ica  reg io n a l o ffice.

In the UK
A  su rve y  b y  F r ien d s  o f th e  Earth  a n d  the  L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n  fo u n d  that o f 2 2  le a d in g  superm arke ts , o n ly  o n e . J  
S a l is b u r y . w a s  th ink ing  o f u s in g  irradiation. T h o s e  o n  th e  positive  list inc lu d e  fo u r  o f  th e  la rgest a n d  m o st p resig iou s : 

T e s c o , M arks & S p e n ce r , S a fe w a y  a n d  th e  C o o p ,  
a ls o  in c lu d e d  are

A SO A , B u g e n s , G a tew a y . Ice land  F o o d s , L ittlew oods, Lond is, S p ar . W a itrose  a n d  W aiter W ilson.

A  further su rve y  is b e in g  co o rd in a ted  b y  F o E , the  L F C  a n d  P aren ts for S a fe  F o o d . T h is  In c lu d es  writing to  s o m e  300 
le a d in g  fo o d  m an u fac tu rers . A lready, M cC o rm ick , th e  lea d in g  U K  herb  a n d  s p ic e  im porter, h a s  s ta te d  It will not b e  
u s in g  irradiation bu t s te a m  h ea t treating  s p ic e s  if n e c e ssa ry . For de fa ils  o f th e s e  s u rve y s  c o n ta c t: F r ien d s  o f th e  E a n h  
(UK), L o n d o n  or th e  E u ro p e a n  R e g io n  O ffice .

In Australia
irradiation is b a n n e d , r t least for th e  next th ree  years , but a lready  th e  nuc loar industry  is lo b b y in g  for approva l for 
irradiation. In th e  m ea n tim e . C o ias -M eyer, th e  largost superm arket ch a in . Is o n  reco rd  a s  s a y in g  it h a s  n o  u se  (or
Irradiation.

In Thailand
A  m a s s iv e  letter-writing c a m p a ig n  b y  FIN  su p p o rte rs  to  th e  lead ing  s e a fo o d  c o m p a n ie s  h a s  In vo lve d  the  c ederation  o f 
M a la y s ia n  C o n s u m e r s  A sso c ia tio n s , c o n su m e r  g ro u p s  In Ja p a n . E u ro p e  a n d  N  A m erica , a n d  va r io u s  trade u n io n s  
linked  to  th e  International U n io n  o f F oo dw o rk ers  in S o u th  E a s t Asia. FIN  is  still co fla ting  th e  rep lies  a n d  a  positive  vst o f 
Thai c o m p a n ie s  will follow , but at least o n e  is  p rep ared  to  g ive  a  c lea r  undertak in g  a n d  severa l o th e rs  ap p ear  wilting.

T h o se  pos itive  list c a m p a ig n s  are im portant b e c a u s e  o f th e  m a ss iv e  efforts b y  th e  in terna tiona l A to m ic  E nergy  A g e n c y  
(IAEA) to  p ro m o te  Irradiation o f s e a fo o d  in A s ia  (in T ha ilan d  a n d  M a lays ia  In particular). T h e  C a n o d ia n  nuclear Industry 
h a s  p e r s u a a o d  th e  C a n a d ia n  go vern m en t to  d e v o te  s o m e  o f its ‘ aid* pro g ra m m e  to  b u ild in g  a  T h a i fo o d  irradiator 
(w h ich  will n e e d  C a n a d ia n  n uc lear  industry  co b a lt  60 to  run it). T h e  IAEA is trying to  re lax th e  international 
m ic ro b io lo g ica l s ta n d a rd s  for s e a fo o d  to  a llow  S o u th  E as t A s la n  farm ed  s e a  p ro d u c ts  to  b e  irradiated. This w o u ld  
un d o rm m a  nation-1 a n d  International efforts to  e n su re  that on ly  p ro d u cts  g row n  m  c le a n  w ater are  h arvestod  a n d  that 
w a s h in g  a n d  p ro c e s s in g  h yg io n e  s ta n d a rd s  are im p ro ved
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In Japan
T h e  (ollow ing s e a fo o d  Im porters will n o t Im port an y  irradiated food :
• N ih o n  S u is a n  C o , 2-6-2 O h tem ach l C h iyo d a -k u , T ok yo
• S u m ito  S h o ji Co, 1-2-2 H ito tsub ash i, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
• M aru ich i Sho ji, 2-16-9 U ch ik a n n d a  C h iyo d a -k u , T o kyo
• N is s h o  Iwal C o , 2-4-5 A kasaka , M inatoku , Tokyo
• N o m u ra  T rad e  C o ,  S h in -Y a e su g u c h i B lvd , 2-2-1 Y aesu , C h u o , Tokyo
• H an rtw a  K o g y o  C o . 1-13-10 Tsukiji, C h u o k u , Tokyo
• N o z a k i S a n g y o u  C o ,  7-16-19 G in za , C h u o ,  Tokyo

For full d e ta ils  o f th e  J a p a n e s e  survey, a n d  w h ich  cou n tr ie s  th e s e  a n d  Ihe  o ther J a p a n e s e  s e a fo o d  c o m p a n ie s  trade  
w ith, co n tac t:

FIN  J a p a n , 3-14-5-310 H ig ash in a k a n o , N akano-ku , T okyo , J a p a n  164. P h o n e  03-5386-1009 fax 
03-364-2937.

Le tte rs  from  g ro u p s  o u ts id e  J a p a n  to  co n g ra tu la te  th ese  p o s itive  re s p o n s e s  a n d  to  p re ss  th e  o th er  c o m p a n ie s  to  
reco n s id e r  w o u ld  b e  usefu l.

Positive List Campaigns -  the benefits
C learly , th is  Id ea  o f pos itive  list c a m p a ig n s  is ga in in g  w id e sp rea d  p u b lic  su p p o r t for the  F IN  p o s itio n  that g o o c  fo o d  
d o e s n 't  n e e d  Irradiation. There a p p e a r  to  b e  m an y  a d v a n ta g e s  to  the  s tra tegy  o f
• a sk in g  th e  p u b lic  a n d  th e  fo o d  industry  to  co n s id e r  th e  q u e s tio n  -  Is y o u r  fo o d  h ea lth y  or d id  It n e e d  irrad iation  ?  

(se e  F IN  G ra p h ic  G 2  w ith th is  issue)
• c o o rd in a tin g  letter writing c a m p a ig n s  a n d  u s in g  su p p o rt for national pe titions/dec larations o n  fo o d  irradiation
• p u b lic is in g  th e  resu lts  o f su rve y s  to  e n c o u ra g e  c o m p a n ie s  to  rc,ect th e  u s e  o f fo o d  Irradiation

E v e n  In co u n tr ie s  w h e re  Irradiation h a s  b e e n , m istaken ly , perm itted  b y  g o v e rn m e n ts , c o n s u m e r s  c a n  e n fo rc e  a n  
e ffe c tiv e  m ora to rium  a s  ca lled  for In th e  F IN  A im s if the fo o d  industry  d e c id e s  n o t to  u s e  i t

F IN  is  e n c o u ra g in g  all su p p o rte rs  to  d e v e lo p  th is  stra tegy  nationa lly  a n d  in ternationally  a s  a  priority for c a m p a ig n in g  to 
halt th e  p ro m o tio n  a n d  d e v e lo p m e n t o f fo o d  irradiation.

OTHER NEWS FROM FIN REGIONS

North America
N e w  J e rse y  finally jo in e d  the  s ta te s  o f M a in e  a n d  N e w  York In b a n n in g  th e  s a le  o f Irradiated fo o d .

T h e  F o o d  a n d  O rug  A dm in istration  g a v e  Its a p p ro va l to  irradiation o f ch ick e n . T h e  n e w s  w a s  c o n v e y e d  to  M artyn  W elt, 
ex  p resid en t o f th e  c o m p a n y  w h ich  orig ina lly  petitioned  for perm iss io n  to  Irradiate ch icke n , in h is  p rison  ce ll w h ere  h e  
is  se rv in g  a  tw o- y e a r  jail term  for c o n sp ira c y  (o co ver  u p  v io la tio n s  of w orker a n d  en v ironm en ta l sa fe ty  at th e  R ad ia tio n  
T e c h n o lo g y  Inc  plant.

T h e  ap p lica tio n  for a n  irradiation facility in  F lorida w a s  d e fe a te d , th an k s  partly  to  letters from  v a r io u s  F IN -su p p o n ln g  
o rgan iza tio n s .

A  n u m b e r  o f private  a n d  g o v e rn m e n t fu n d e d  irradiation facilities h ave  b e e n  p ro p o s e d  in th e  U S . T o  d a te  n o n e  h a v e  
b e g u n  co n stru c tio n  d u e  to  loca l o p p o s it io n . T h e  U S  c a m p a ig n  Is c o o p e ra tin g  w ith  FIN  M e x ico  to  o p p o s e  co n s tru c tio n  
o f a n  Irradiation facility b y  a  co n so rtiu m  in c lu d in g  C a n a d a 's  M cC o n n e ll P ee l R e s o u rc e s . T h is  w o u ld  b e  built at 
N o g a le s . A rizona, o n  th e  M ex ican/U S  border, for irradiation o f citrus fruit, a v o c a d o s , m a n g o e s  a n d  o ther fresh  p ro d u c e  
from  M oxico , a n d  p o ss ib ly  a ls o  s e a fo o d  If th is  is a p p ro v e d  b y  th e  U S  F 0 A  T h e  p la n  Is to  p r o c e s s  1 b iliior p o u n d s  o f 
p ro d u c e  u s in g  sex linear acce lera to rs. F o r  d e ta ils  o n  th e  c a m p a ig n  a n d  w h a t c a n  b e  d o n e  to  h e lp , c o n ta c t th e  FIN  
R eg io n a l O ffice .

From the Asia/Pacific Region
T h e  A ustra lian  g o v e rn m e n t a n n o u n c e d  a  threo-year m oratorium  o n  irradiation a n d  will cat! o n  th e  W orld  H ea lth  
O rg a n iza tio n  to  re -o p en  th e  sa fe ty  Investiga tio n  a n d  p ro d u ce  a  properly  ro ioroncod  report o n  all a s p e c ts  o f tho  sa fe ty  
o f irradiated fo o d . M inister (or C o n s u m e r  Affairs, N ick  B o lk u s  sa id :

*The g o v e rn m e n t is not p ro p ero d  to  risk tho long-term  hea lth  o f A ustra lian  c o n su m e rs  o n  a  p ro c e s s  
that Is s im p ly  n o t n e c e ss a ry  in  a  nation  with a  plentifu l su p p ly  o f fresh  fo o d  for c o n su m p tio n  a n d  
oxport*.

A ustralia  jo ins  N o w  Z e a la n d  in b a n n in g  tho  p ro co ss  a n d  all Im ports o f irrad iated  food .
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T h e  A sia/P acific  reg io n  o f Ihe International U n ion  o f Foodw orkers h as  throw n its w e ig h t b e h in d  th e  c a m p a ig n  w ith a  
s tro n g  p o licy  s ta tem en t o p p o s in g  Inadiation  and  support for ih e  international s e a fo o d  c a m p a ig n . F o o d  irradiation is 
a ls o  o p p o s e d  b y  th e  E u ro p ean  reg ion  o f the IUF. In all, the  IUF unites s o m e  tw o  m illion  w orkers in  th e  fo o d  in d u str ies  
in s o m e  60 co u n tr ie s  wortdw lde.

In J a p a n  a  n atio n a l F IN  coalition  h a s  b e e n  lau n ched . J a p a n  ass is ted  the  U S  F lorida  c a m p a ig n  a n d  h a s  la u n c h e d  
c a m p a ig n s  to  halt Irradiation o f p o ta to e s  by  the S h ih o ro  cooperative  a n d  irradiation o f m u s h r o o m s  a n d  c h e s tn u ts  in 
K orea.

In In d ia  th e  V o lu tary  H ea lth  A ssoc ia tion  (VHAI) h as  w orked h ard  o n  the  m ed ia , o rg a n iz in g  p re ss  c o n fe r e n c e s  a n d  
m e e tin g s  to  p ro m o te  FIN . ft h as  a lso  in tervened in m ee tin g s  by  international sp e a k e rs  p ro m o tin g  Irradiation a n d  
p re s s e d  the  g o v e rn m e n t for inform ation  o n  the two n ew  irradiation facilities a t C o c h in  a n d  N as ik , w h ic h  will b e  u s e d  
m ain ly  for s p ic e s , o n io n s  a n d  s e a fo o d s . For details, c o n tac t Voluntary H ea llh  A sso c ia tio n  o f In d ia  v ia  th e  F IN  
A s ia/P acific  R e g io n a l O ffice.

Africa
T a n za n ia  h a s  d e c id e d  to  permit irradiation o f agricultural a n d  fishery p ro d u c ts  in th e  h o p e  o f e x p a n d in g  its export 
m ark e ts  In d e v e lo p e d  countries. T h e  p lants at M w a n za  a n d  B a g a m o y o  will b e  ‘ test run  b y  th e  T a n z a n ia n  N a tio n a l 
R ad ia tio n  C o m m itte e , the  Internationa A to m ic  E nergy  A g e n c y  a n d  the C a n a d ia n  p lan t m a n u fa c tu re rs , N ordion* . A  few  
care fu lly  w o rd e d  letters to  Ju lius N yerere , P resident o f T a n za n ia  abou t th e  d a m a g e  th is  will d o  to  T a n z a n ia n  exports , 
w o u ld  s e e m  to  b e  in order.

Latin America
P eru  a p p e a r s  nex t o n  th e  list for C a n a d ia n  'b en evo len ce*  In the  form  o f a id  to  start a n  irradiation p la n t (n ee d in g  
C a n a d ia n  cobaft, o f course). The co n tra c t for a  feasibility s tu d y  for C a n a d ia n  International D e v e lo p m e n t A g e n c y  fu n d s  
for fo o d  irradiation in P ern  is written is particularly arcan e  (and m islead ing) la n g u a g e , it g iv e s  th e  im p re s s io n  th at H er 
M a jes ty  th e  Q u e e n  (of E ng land) is a  party to  the  a g r e e m e n t

S e e  a ls o  the  ac tio n  re th e  N o g a le s  Irradiation plant u nd er  th e  N  A m erica  report.

Europe
T h e  E u ro p e a n  P arliam ent is d u e  to  d e b a te  the  issue  o f fo o d  Irradiation a g a in  w ithin th e  next few  m o n th s . In O c t  1989 
ih e  p arliam en t v o te d  263 to  66 for a  b a n  o n  irradiation th rou gh o u t E urope, with o n e  e x c e p tio n  -  fo r  h e rb s  a n d  s p ic e s . 
T h is  lim e  a  v o te  o f 260 w o u ld  b lock  m o v e s  b y  the E u ro p e a n  C o m m is s io n  to  fo rce  all E C  c o u n tr ie s  to  a llo w  irradiation. 
T h e  E u ro p e a n  netw ork h a s  sen t a  letter to  all m e m b e rs  o f th e  Partlam ent urg ing  th e m  to  v o te  a g a in  for th o  b a n  o n  
Irradiation. T h e  L o n d o n  F o o d  C o m m is s io n  h as  p ro d u c e d  a  briefing a  p a p e r  fo r th e  P ar liam en t's  E n v iro n m e n t 
C o m m itte e , a rgu in g  that e ve n  the  e xce p tio n  for s p ic e s  s h o u ld  b e  reconsidered . If a llo w ed  at all, Irradiation o f s p ic e s  
sh o u ld  o n ly  b e  for a  lim ited period  until p ro du cer coun tries  c a n  b e  h e lp e d  to  Im prove s p ic e  h y g ie n e .

If the  E uro -P arilam ent v o te s  for a  b an , tho  E uro  C o u n c il o f M inisters m a y  y e t try to  over-ride  this. H o w e v e r , th ere  will 
h a v e  to  b o  u n a n im o u s  ag reem en t from  all E C  countries  H th is lac tic  is to  s u c c e e d . F IN  E u ro p e  will b e  m a in ta in in g
pre ssu re  o n  Ireland, D enm ark  a n d  W est G erm a n y  to  h o ld  to  their op p o s itio n  to  In a d ia tio n  in th e  fa c e  o f a tte m p ts  to
p e rsu a d e  th em  to  s id e  with The N e therlands, France . B e lg iu m  a n d  the U K

T h e  G a m m a s te r  c o m p a n y  is trying to  g e t perm iss io n  to  bu ild  an  irradiation p lant (initially for m e d ic a l su p p lies)  In C o  
M ay o , Ireland. F IN  E u ro p e  h a s  b e e n  prov id ing  Inform ation o n  the w ay  that a b u s e  o f Irradiation b y  G a m m a s te r  h a s  led  
to  th e  term  'du tch lng*  In the International s e a fo o d  trade.

In th e  U K  a  British C oa lition  A gainst F o o d  Irradiation h a s  b e e n  form ed  w ith rep resen ta tives  o f m a jo r  c o n s u m e r , p u b lic  
hea lth , w o m o n s ', env ironm enta l trade u n io n  a n d  fo o d  Industry o rgan iza tions. T h e  ooa litton ’s  a im  Is to  o p p o s e  U K  
leg is la tio n  currently g o in g  th rough  Parliam ent. A n  all party g ro u p  o f M P s  h a s  b e e n  fo rm e d  to  o p p o s e  th is  w h ich  
in c lu d e s  W in ston  C hurch ill M P. the  g ra n d s o n  of tho British wartim e leader.

E v e n  if th e  U K  law  is c h a n g e d  there will h a v e  to  b e  further p u b lic  co n su lta tions  a ro u n d  reg u la tio n s  to  co n tro l irradiation. 
It is un likely  that the taw  will b e  c h a n g e d  to  allow  irradiated fo o d  In the U K  be fo re  th e  e n d  o f 1990/e arty 1991. In the  
m e a n tim e , th e  c a m p a ig n  is prossing  a h e a d  with tho posrtivo list ca m p a ig n s .

Further Information
For h e lp  o b ta in ing  co n ta c t ad d resso s  for funhor in form ation  o n  d e v e lo p m en ts  in particu lar co u n tr ie s , a p p ro a c h  a n y  
FIN  reg io n a l office.
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N;
ew arguments 
are boiling up 
over an old 
idea—irradiat­

ing food with ionizing 
radiation to kill microor­
ganisms and prolong 
shelf life. The idea of 
exposing food to gamma 
radiation is over 30 years 
old, and in 1963 the Food 
and Drug Administra­
tion (FDA) began to per­
mit the irradiation of 
wheat. Over the years, a few more 
foodstuffs such as spices and tea were 
added to the FDA's list of candidates 
for irradiation. But in 1984 the FDA 
started to approve irradiation of a 
much broader list of products which 
now includes meat, poultry, and fresh 
fruits and vegetables. Simultaneously 
the FDA has increased the levels of 
radiation that may be used. The FDA!s 
recent willingness to allow most of the 
food supply to be irradiated—and at 
high doses—has triggered an acrimo­
nious debate.

The amount of radiation involved is 
substantial The FDA has approved a
3,000,000 rad dosage for treating 
spices, 300,000 rad for pork, and
100,000 rad for fresh fruits and vegeta­
bles. These intensities are millions of 
times greater than that of an ordinary 
chest X-ray (which is typically about 20 
millirad). The announced goal of pro­
moters of food irradiation is to obtain 
general approval for the use of up to 
one million rad.

Irradiation does not make food 
radioactive, nor has alleged radioactiv­
ity been at issue in the debate. But 
there is concern that foods processed 
by irradiation may contain radiolytic 
products that could have toxic effects.
The source of radiation is either 

cobalt 60 or cesium 137. The prospect 
of increased transportation and han­
dling of cobalt and cesium—dangerous 
substances—has caused negative pub­
licity. Some irradiation proponents say 
food processors could theoretically use 
ae-yet-undeveloped linear acceleration

Donald B. Louria it chairman of tht 
preventive medicine department at the 
New Jersey Medical School m Newark, 
NewJeney.

ZAPPING 
THE FOOD 
SUPPLY

By DONALD B. LOURIA

Irradiated food is
not radioactive,

but is it
good for you?
I f  irradiation

becomes widespread, A 
,  r i t e

we may never know.

be increased. But these 
proponents have not pro­
duced any projections of 
the actual economic, or 
other, benefits of longer 
shelf life, especially in a 
developed country that 
has an abundant food 
supply. It may be easier 
to imagine that less 
developed countries 
might benefit if the shelf 
life of foodstuffs could be 
prolonged. But advocates 

have made no estimates of the extent 
to which better preservation would 
reduce world hunger, or of the cost of 
widespread food irradiation in less 
developed countries.

Irradiation is expected to reduce the 
need to use toxic chemicals as poet-har- 
vest fumigants, but some evidence 
indicates that irradiated foods are 
more, not lees, subject to infection with 
certain fungi.'

techniques instead. But if food irradia­
tion becomes commonplace any time 
soon, cesium or cobalt will be used.

T .he m̂ jor objective of irradiation is 
to destroy microorganisms that cause 
food to spoiL For example, irradiating 
chicken should reduce the outbreaks of 
salmonella that are probably caused by 
careless or unhygienic methods in pro­
duction and processing. Irradiating 
pork might reduce the already limited 
risk of trichinosis, and irradiating 
turkey would diminish the number of 
episodes of diarrhea that result from 
eating undercooked meat. William 
McGivney, an advocate of the technol­
ogy, asserts that “irradiation offers a 
means to decontaminate, disinfect and 
retard the spoilage of the food supply."1 
Most opponents counter that adequate 
cooking and hygienic preparation will 
accomplish the same goal.

Promoters of irradiation emphasize 
that the shelf life of various foods will

; dispute in the controversy over 
food irradiation are the quality of the 
FDA’s safety assessment, the loss of 
nutritional value that irradiated foods 
undergo, the risk of environmental 
contamination posed by irradiation 
bctlities, and the possible cancer-caus- 
ingnature of irradiated foods. An addi­
tional dispute revolves around the 
motives of the Energy Department, 
which has promoted irradiation and Is 
the potential supplier of cesium 137, a 
waste byproduct of nuclear reactors.

■ Safety. The FDA judged safety 
based on five of 441 available toxicity 
studies. Of the available literature, 
claimed the FDA, only these five ani­
mal studies were “properly conducted, 
frilly adequate by 1980 toxicological 
standards and able to stand alone in 
support of safety."1

But when these studies were re­
viewed at the Department of Preven­
tive Medicine and Community Health 
of the New Jersey Medical School, two 
were found to be methodologically 
flawed, either by poor statistical anal­
yses or because negative data were 
disregarded.4 One of the two also sug­
gested that Irradiated food could have 
adverse effects on older animals. In a
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third FDA-cited study, animals fed a 
diet of irradiated food experienced 
weight loss and miscarriage, almost 
certainly due to irradiation-induced 
vitamin E dietary deficiency.1 This 
study, which used foods that had been 
subjected to large doses of radiation, 
indicated that irradiated food suffered 
nutritional loss.

These three studies do not document 
the safety of food irradiation, and why 
the FDA relied on them is mystifying. 
The two other studies cited by FDA 
appear to be sound, but these studies 
investigated the effects of diets con­
sisting of foods irradiated at doses 
below the current FDA-approved gen­
eral level of 100,000 rad. Therefore 
they cannot be used to justify irradia­
tion of foods at the levels currently 
approved by the FDA. Now, as the 
FDA considers adopting 300.000 rad as 
the general dosage level, the agency 
has notrequested new studies, but is 
relying on some of the older studies it 
failed to include as methodologically 
sound.

Ethical and methodological barriers 
make it nearly impossible to study the 
effects of a diet of irradiated foods in 
human subjects. One small, controver­
sial study carried out in India in the 
mid-1970s looked at the effects of feed­
ing irradiated and unirradiated foods 
to 15 children with severe protein and 
total-calorie malnutrition.* Five chil­
dren were fed unirradiated wheat, five 
freshly irradiated wheat, and five ate 
irradiated wheat that had been stored 
for a minimum of three months. Chil­
dren who had eaten freshly irradiated 
wheat had unusually high rates of chro­
mosomal abnormalities in their blood 
(especially polyploidy). No such 
changes occurred in the group that ate 
irradiated wheat that had been stored. 
Although some animal studies have 
supported the results of this study, it 
has provoked an acerbic debate. Clear­
ly, the study has major flaws: the size 
of the sample is too small, subjects 
were not properly randomized, and 
statistical methods are unclear.

A more recent study of 70 subjects 
was conducted in Chink' In contrast to 
the severely malnourished subjects in 
the Indian study, all the Chinese sub­
jects were healthy young men and 
women. The experimental group ate 
irradiated foods that had been stored 
for an extended period of time. (Also, 
the group's diet was essentially wheat-

free.) Both groups—those receiving 
irradiated foods and the control 
group—showed some increases in 
chromosomal abnormalities during the 
test period. Those given irradiated 
foods appeared to have a slightly 
increased rate of abnormalities. While 
neither of these studies are conclusive, 
they should not be dismissed. If  the 
malnourished are particularly vulner­
able to the dangers of an irradiated 
diet, hundreds of millions of malnour­
ished people could be at risk. More 
studies on chromosomal abnormalities 
are necessary, but there are ethical as 
well as methodological problems in

The redure. bitarrwtionai eymbol 
for Irradiated food.

designing and conducting them.
■ Nutrition. There is impressive evi­

dence that irradiated foods lose vita­
min content, particularly vitamins A, 
C, E , and some of the B complex.' The 
amount of vitamin loss varies from one 
type of food to another, but in general 
there is a direct relationship between 
the amount of irradiation and the 
extent of nutritional value lost Data on 
foods irradiated with 100,000 rad can­
not be relied on to predict vitamin loss­
es in foods irradiated with 300,000 or
1,000,000 rad. Some studies indicste 
that cooking irradiated foods causes an 
additional, inordinate loes of nutrients.' 
In addition, little ia known about the 
nutritional effects of freezing and 
thawing food that has been irradiated.

Those who favor irradiation do not 
deny the loss of vitamin content, but 
often assert that these nutritional loss­
es will not harm people who eat a gen­
erally nutritious and balanced diet. 
Others suggest that Irradiated foods 
should be fortified with vitamins, or 
.h it the public should be urged to take 
vitamin supplements. In less devel­

oped countries, reducing the food sup­
ply’s nutritional value wouJd seem to 
raise a major ethical question. Asking 
the world's 800 million malnourished 
and 2 billion undernourished to make a 
possible trade-off between longer shelf 
life and less nutrition seems harsh, par­
ticularly before more complete infor­
mation on the nutritional value of 
irradiated foods is available.

■ Environmental issues. Opponents 
of food irradiation have raised four 
interrelated environmental issues: the 
dangers of transporting radioactive 
isotopes to hundreds of treatment facil­
ities, the environmental practices of 
those facilities, the danger of worker 
exposure in environments where irra­
diation chambers are frequently 
opened to allow foodstuffs to pass in 
and out rapidly, and potential security 
problems at irradiation plants.

If all the poultry in the United States 
were to be irradiated, hundreds of new 
irradiation plants would be needed. 
There are about forty plants of a size 
suitable for food irradiation already in 
operation. Most of these plants are 
used primarily to irradiate disposable 
medical equipment. In New Jersey, 
which has the highest concentration of 
these facilities, plant safety records are 
not encouraging. Virtually every New 
Jersey plant has a record of environ­
mental contamination, worker overex­
posure, and regulatory failings.

A serious accident occurred at a 
Decatur. Georgia, cesium irradiator in 
June 1988. That facility was shut down 
after a cesium leak exposed 10 workers 
to radiation and contaminated medical 
supplies and consumer products." 
Clean-up costs at the Decatur plant 
have climbed to more than $15 million, 
and no conclusions have been reached 
about the cause of the accident.

Unlike major nuclear facilities, irra­
diation plants will be relatively small 
and are unlikely to be well protected. 
Opponents fear these plants will be 
particularly vulnerable to sabotage or 
terrorist attack and express similar 
concerns about the safety and security 
of large numbers of shipments of high­
ly radioactive materials. If  food irradi­
ation becomes commonplace, hundreds 
of irradiation plants will need to have 
their inventories of cesium 137 or 
cobalt 60 replenished on a regular 
basis.

■ Tbs cancer threat. The irradiation 
process produces unique radiolytic
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products whose chemical and toxic 
properties have not been character­
ized. In-vitro tests in the laboratory 
suggest that some of these products 
may cause mutations, and these tests 
have led critics of irradiation to con­
tend that some irradiated foods may 
prove carcinogenic. But there are no 
substantial data from epidemiological 
studies on either animals or humans to 
suoport that contention. Unless the 
chemical properties of all the radiolytic 
products are identified, and animals 
studies using amplified doses are con­
ducted, there is no way to prove that a 
cancer risk exists and, if so, whether it 
would fall within acceptable limits. 
Adequate evidence for prudent deci­
sions on the cancer risk of food irradia­
tion will not be available for some time.

■ The Energy Department connec­
tion. The Energy Department, through 
its Byproducts Utilization Program, 
tries to develop commercial uses for 
radioactive waste products. Creating a 
commercial demand for cesium, which 
is a waste product of both weapons pro­
duction and civilian nuclear power, has 
been one of its expressed goals since 
the early 1980s. Energy Department 
memoranda indicate that the depart­
ment's plan included pricing cesium so 
low that it would drive Canadian cobalt 
out of the market"

Some critics charge that the Energy 
Department has been even more devi­
ous. They claim that the department 
was less interested in disposing of 
cesium than it was in overturning the 
ban on reprocessing civilian nuclear 
fuel. These critics claim that the 
department calculated that wide­
spread food irradiation would eventu­
ally deplete the available supplies of 
cesium 137. At that point, the irradia­
tion industry would begin to lobby for 
the reprocessing of spent ftiel, and the 
department could use the industry to 
overcome the political and economic 
obstacles to reprocessing nuclear ftieL 
Once reprocessing was permitted, the 
Energy Department could separate 
the plutonium in spent fuel, which it 
could then use in weapons."

Tih e  re is no reason to adopt every 
new technology that is suggested. Ide­
ally, food irradiation should be made to 
compete on a commercial basis with 
other technologies. I f  it had no disad­

vantages or dangers, the marketplace 
alone would decide its fate. Most food 
processors now think that irradiation is 
costly and less effective than other 
methods of preservation, and con­
sumers are resistant to the idea of radi­
ation-treated foods. But the adoption of 
food irradiation technologies raises 
questions of public health. Many local 
authorities have opted for alternative 
technologies. In Florida, the Citrus 
Commission/Department of Agriculture 
has chosen to use two other process­
es—fly-free zones and cold treatment. 
Hawaiian officials rejected federal 
funds offered to build an irradiation 
facility for processing papaya; instead, 
the papaya processor will use non­
chemical treatments such as dry and 
steam heat or double hot water dips. 
Some biotechnological researchers are 
confident that recombinant DNA tech­
nologies will eventually create pest- 
resistant fruits and vegetables with 
extraordinarily long shelf lives.

If  food irradiation is adopted prema­
turely, research on its health effects 
will be hampered. Widespread use of 
the technology will make it impossible 
to detect any but the most obvious of 
adverse effects, because it will be 
impossible to define a control popula­
tion for purposes of study. This prob­
lem will be further complicated if 
irradiation levels are increased to 1 
million rad.

Labeling is currently required to noti­
fy the consumer when whole foods have 
been irradiated. The label includes 
written notice and the international 
irradiation symbol, the “radura"—a 
stylized flower which has caused some 
confusion because of its close resem­
blance to the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s logo. Prepared or packaged 
foods, foods prepared for restaurant or 
school cafeteria use, and foods which 
merely contain some irradiated ingredi­
ents are exempt from labeling.

While the FDA has approved whole­
sale food irradiation, other regulators 
are less eager. More than a dozen state 
legislatures, concerned about the envi­
ronmental and health risks of irradiat­
ed food, have restricted its sale and 
distribution. Maine haa banned both 
irradiation facilities and all irradiated 
food except spices. New York and New 
Jersey recently enacted two-year 
moratoriums on the sale or distribution 
of Irradiated foods, and New Jersey 
has prohibited the “manufacture" of

such food items. Other states contem­
plating restrictive legislation include 
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Min­
nesota, Oregon, and Alaska. Bills have 
been introduced in Congress to place a 
two-year moratorium cn irradiated 
foods while the National Academy of 
Sciences reviews the health, environ­
ment, and worker safety issues. Great 
Britain has banned irradiated food, 
although legislation has been intro­
duced into Parliament to overturn the 
ban. West Germany, Australia, Den­
mark, Sweden, and New Zealand have 
all banned or severely limited the 
implementation of food irradiation. ■

1. William T. McGivney, “Preservation of 
Food Products by Irradiation." Seminan in 
Wuclear Medicine, vol. 18 (Jan. 1988), p. 36.

2. Richard Pictioni. “Food Inadiation: Con­
taminating Our Food." The Ecologist, voL 18. 
no. 2 (April 1988), p. 48.

3. “Irradiation in the Processing and Han­
dling of Food," Federal Register (April 1986), 
p. 13376.

4. J J t  Hickman. LA . McLean, and F J . Ley, 
“Rat Feeding Studies on Wheat ‘fretted  with 
Gamma Radiation," Food and Coemetie Tbx- 
icology, voL 2, no. 2 (1964), pp. (175-180); J J -  
Rsdomald e t si, “Chronic Tbxidty Studies in 
Irradiated Beef Stew and Evaporated Milk." 
'Rmoology and Applied Pharmacology, vol 7, 
no. 1(1966), pp. 113-21.

5  H.W. Renner and D. Relchelt. “Zur Frage 
der gesundheitllchen UnbedenkHchkejt hoher 
Konzentrationen von freien R idikalen in 
beetrahlten Lebesmitteln," Zentralblatt fiir 
Veterina Mtdixi, vol. 20, no. 8 (1973), pp. 
648-60.

6. C. Bhaakaram and G. S adia van. "Effects 
of Feeding Irradiated Wheat to Malnourished 
Children." American Journal of Clinical 
Sutrition, vol. 28. no. 2 (1975), pp. 130-36.

7. Shanghai Institute of Radiation Medicine 
and Shanghai Institute of Nuclear Research. 
“Safety Evaluation of 35 Kinds of Irradiated 
Human Foods," Chineee Medical Journal, vol 
100, no. 9 (1987), pp. 716-18.

8. E . Wlerbicki e t aL, Ionising Energy in 
Food Proeeuing and  P ut Control, Part l. 
(Council for Agricultural Science and Technol­
ogy, Ju ly  1986); A B . K h itt ik  and C.F. 
Klopfensteln, “Effects of Gamma Irradiation 
on the Nutritional Quality of Grains and 
Legumsa," Cereal Chemistry, vol. 66. no. 3 
(1989), pp. 171-72: N. Raica. Jr.. J . Scott, and 
N. Nielson. “Nutritional Quality of Irradiated 
Foods." Radiation Research Review, vol 3. no.
4 (1972), pp. 447-67.

9. Food Chemical Newt (Nov. 10.1986), p.
42.

KXGeaqpe Department of Natural Resources, 
US. Deportment of Energy, Nuclear Regula­
tory Commiaaioa "First Interim Repan. of the 
RSI Incident Evaluation Task Force" (Juna 
1989).

IL K . frrry , “Why is DoE for Food Irradia­
tion!" The Saturn (Feb. 7.1987). rp. 142-66.

12. Pfccionl “Food Irradiation": Terry, "Why 
is DoE tor Food Irradiation?”

30 The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist!



Atlantic
Edutr 

William Whitworth 
HlrH i»tn* Edinr 
James Fallow*

5t*»r EJinn 
Jack BtAT-rr. C. Michael Ccrtis. 

CuBBY Klmmer. B ABBA AA WaLLRAFE 
V « « E i * f  Edinr 

Clllcn Ml army 
An Dtncnr 

Jloy Caalan 
.Verb •«/ Cnrrjp4*dna 

Katie Liismman. Nicholas Lemann 
.Kuxun Edinn 

Petek Davison (poetry),
Sce Pakilla. Martha Sralloi.no 

Suff U'rwrr 
Phoebe, Loc Adams 

Suff Edmn 
Steven Ckamek (poetry). EkicHaas.

Amy Meekea Llcie Pkinz 
An Suff

Robin Gilmore Barnes. Ajmciiu Art Director 
Elizabeth L'bbico. Auuunt An Diiectsr 

Gillian Kahn, Art .Auiiant 
Auuuut n dr Edmn 

Elino* Apbel. Leslie Callowill, 
AvkilCoanel, Ann Leobold,

Kaben Sovtac (irchiviiti, Kathryn Sylvester
Edi/vnsl Prvmine* Mtupr
Sarah Finnie Rockwell 

Cfmttnig Edmn 
Ror Blolvt. Jr., Gregg Easttrbrook, 
Seymolr.M. Hr*sH. Taact Kidder. 

Michael Lenehan. James Alan McPherson. 
Conor Cblise O'Brien. David Owen, 
Thomas Powers, William Schneider. 

SaneordJ. U.ngar

flrrmrt 
Mortimer B. Zlckeaman

IVr CAsirmjr Jtd CJ*i EuntM Offiaf
FreoDrasner 

Pmtdni baJ Ph&luJur 
Ira Elllnthal 

C m U tt#* y  Srm 8  t u r n  fovrUpmnr 
Cindy J. STILL, Associate Publisher 

PETTR Watt. Circulation Buimcri Mr met 
Adrienne IsELHaRT, .Aimunt Promotion ManiECt 
Michael P Pblito, Dukida Reuil MtrReuni 

Adurmng 
JWne Yolno, Associate Piablnher 
James Sheridan. Vice Prendent 

Donna Wehr. Vice President, WestCoasa 
Frances V Broloy. Adveioiirn Director 
MEREDITH Welch. Markeuni Director 

Deborah U FaRnHam, Promotion Oircttot 
Cowin Coorer. M«rtuan| Comulunt 
Matthew Barba, Sarah Benenson. 
Mara Hart Filo, Terry McCaeeaee 

Elizabeth Mlrtagh
ORIMHt

Kimeerly Smith Jensen, Gcnenl Mau(et 
Jan Morris. Production Director 

Joseph O'Connell. Production Director Emennia 
Martha Jevsevar. Buimcsa Manner 

Karen WesOlowari Special Projtcu Manaccr 
Sandra Ciccone. Michael DavaCm. 

Raymond Fobo. Daborah Hoiieniibo, 
Michael Jones Liam O'Malley

EJmngl/BnlnuU Offfn 
U\ B u l l i o n  S i . P o t i o n .  M A  0 2 1 1 6 . 1 6 1 7 1  S 2 6 -4 S O O  

jirm l ir i lAerruisy Offer 
f «  L c a m c i o n  A » t . .  N Y .  N Y  1 0 0 2 2 . 1 2 1 . ' )  J 2 L S 1 W

Ct*ret Dnrui Lai A’fthf
Chnnophei vtiuha Man Hart Fils Oobrb Wehr 

ljlji«2Brw (JIJUJJJOOO 1217

L E T T E R S E D I T O R

F O O D  IR R A D IA T IO N a b o u t a trade-off o f  red u ced  n u tr ie n t

Ih a v c  b e en  so m ew hat involved in th e  
1 d e b a te  re g a rd in g  fo o d  ir ra d ia tio n , 
and w ould like to ex p ress som e c o n ­
cerns th a t w ere c ith e r  ign ored  o r tre a t­
e d  d is m is s iv e ly  in  J a c q u e s  L e s l i e ’s 
" P u b l ic  H e a l th :  F o o d  I r r a d ia t io n "  
(S ep tem b er Atlantic).

1) T h e  Food and D ru g  A dm in istra­
tion has in e sse n c e  d ec la red  food irra­

c o n te n t for longer sh e lf  life. F u rth e r­
m o r e ,  i f  i r r a d i a t e d  fo o d s  a re  s o ld  
a ro u n d  th e  w o rld  an d  g iv e n  to  m a l­
n o u rish ed  p eo p le , th e  issue o f  n u tr ie n t 
loss could  b e  very im p o rtan t.

3) T h e  In d ian  s tu d y  c ite d  by L es lie  
w hich  show s th a t irrad iated  foods d a m ­
ag ed  ch ro m o so m es in m a ln o u rish ed  
c h ild re n  is in d e e d  q u ite  flaw ed  an d  
con troversia l, b u t it has n o t b e en  d is ­

d ia tion  co b e  w ith o u t danger. In  do ing c re d ite d . T h e  C h in e se  s tu d y  th a t  is
so, it c ited  five s tu d ie s  on  ex p e rim en ­ u sed  to  su p p o rt th e  claim  th a t th e  In d i­
tal an im als as m ethodolog ically  sound an s tu d y  sh ou ld  b e  d isc red ited  was no t
and cen tral co th e  decisio n . I w as asked d o n e  on  m alnourished  ch ild ren ; it was
to review  th e se  s tu d ies  an d  su b m itted carried  o u t on  m ostly  young , h ea lth y
th e m  to five s ta tis tic ian s and e p id e m i­ a d u l t s .  T h o s e  g iv e n  th e  i r r a d ia te d
ologists in m y d e p a r tm e n t w ho had  no foods sh ow ed  an increase in ch ro m o ­
in v o lv e m e n t o r p a r tic u la r  in te re s t  in som al abnorm alities chat is o f  b o rd er­
th e  food-irradiacion issue . T h c v  found lin e  sta tistica l significance. T h e  on ly
th a t tw o o f  th e  five s tu d ie s  w ere  re ­ reasonab le  conclusion  is th a t bo th  th e
m arkab ly  flaw ed and d id  no t d o cu m en t C h in e se  s tu dy  on norm al su b jec ts  and
safccy a t all. In  a th ird  s tu d y  th e  very th e  Ind ian  stu d y  on m alnou rish ed  su b ­
large am o u n ts  o f  irrad ia tio n  u sed  re ­ je c ts  n eed  to b e  rep ea ted  before  a final
su lted  in w e ig h t loss an d  rep rodu ctive ju d g m e n t is m ade.
a b n o rm a litie s  u n til th e  in v estig a to rs 4) I f  th e re  arc m anv food-irradiation
fou nd  th a t th e  ir ra d ia te d  gra ins had p lan ts  around th e  U n ited  S ta tes , su re ly
b e e n  m a d e  s e r io u s ly  v i t a m in - d e f i ­ th e  is s u e  o f  t r a n s p o r t  o f  ra d io a c t iv e
c ien t, an d  co rrec ted  th e  defic iency  by m a te ria ls  an d  th e ir  h a n d lin g  a t local
g iv in g  the  a n im a ls  s u p p le m e n ta l v i u
m ins. T h e  o th e r  two s tu d ie s  appeared") 
so u n d , b u t th e  d o sag e  o f  irrad ia tio n  
was q u ite  low. As a c o n seq u en c e  o f  this 
review, I have said th a t alth oug h  food 
irradiation m ay b e  safe, safety  has not 
b e e n  d o c u m e n t e d  b y  th e  s t u d i e s  
q u o ted  by th e  FD A .

2) T h e  m ajor p ro b lem  w ith irrad ia t­
ed  foods, in m y ju d g m e n t, is n u tr ie n t
loss. T h e re  is w id esp read  ag reem e n t 
that foods th a t are  irrad ia ted  lose som e 
o f  th e ir  v itam in  c o n te n t, and th a t th is 
is dose-specific; th e  h ig h e r  th e  irrad ia­
tion  d o sag e , th e  g re a te r  th e  v itam in  
loss. F u rth e rm o re , so m e stu d ies  su g ­
g est th a t irrad ia ted  foods show  acce ler­
a te d  v itam in  loss w h en  s u b je c te d  to  
freezing  and thaw ing  or hea ting . Irra­
d ia tio n  p ro p o n e n ts  tre a t  th is  d ism is- 
sivclv, saving th a t we h ave  red u n d an t 
v itam ins in ou r foods anyway. B u t the  
pub lic  is likely  to  b e  very  co ncern ed

Food irradiation m ay be usefu l to so ­
c ie ty  in th e  fu tu re , bu t p ro p o n en ts  o f  
th e  techno logy  m ust provide answ ers 
to th e  issues raised in this le tte r  before  
food irradiation is ad o p ted  for g en era l 
u se. E v en  if th e y  arc re lu c tan t to sp eak  
to an  issue like nu tritional dam age to 
foods, th e  p u b lic  will d e m an d  it.

D o n a l d  B. L o u r ia .  M.D.
Nets Jersey Medical School 

Netcark, N.J.

A
s a sc ien tis t w ho is still facing th e  
con troversy  over th e  stu d ies c o n ­
d u c te d  a t th e  N a tiona l In s titu te  o f N u ­
t r i t i o n  ( N I N )  in I n d ia ,  I f in d  (h a t  
Jacq u es  L eslie  has re p ea ted  th e  sam e 

old a rg u m e n t u sed  by th e  national in d  
in tern a tio n a l " e x p e fu ” to d iscred it our 
original research . I w ould like to say 
th a t none o f these  ■'experts*' has c riti­
ca lly  e x a m in e d  th e  e x p e rim e n ta l de -
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ta ils  th a t  a p p e a re d  in  o u r  s c ie n tif ic  
pub lica tions and  co m pared  th e m  w ith 
tho se  o f th e  o th ers. A nyone w ho d id  so 
w o u ld  have n o ticed  th e  v a ria tion s in 
th e  rate  a t w hich th e  rad iation do se  was 
d e liv ered  to th e  w h eat, cond itions o f 
s to rag e  a f te r  irrad ia tio n , in g re d ie n ts  
u sed  to p repare  th e  d ie ts , du ratio n  o f 
f e e d in g , an d  so fo r th .  A ny o r a ll o f  
th e se  variations could  have co n tr ib u t­
ed  to  th e  d ifferences in the  final resu lts 
o b ta ined  a t th e  N IN  an d  o th e r  labora- 
'to ries. I t  is standard  p ractice  in science 
th a t d u p lic a te  re se a rc h  is c o n d u c te d  
u n d e r exactly  th e  sam e ex perim en ta l 
cond itions, e ith e r  to prove o r to d is­
prove th e  original research . O bviously  
th is has n o t b een  d o n e  to d isprove or 
d iscred it o u r ob serv a tion s. H e n ce  th e  
co n clu sio n s o f  th e  various " e x p e r ts "

1 seem  to b e  un justified .
VIJAYALAXMI. M .D .  

Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center 
Sew  York, S .Y .

J
acques L es lie  s ta tes  th a t “on ly  a few 
[sc ientis ts] have pu b lic ly  ex p ressed  
o p p o s itio n  to  [food  irra d ia tio n ], and  
th e  several o th e r  sc ien tis ts  w ho are ac­
tively  against food irrad iation  are no t 

ex p erien ced  in th e  fie ld ."  M o st p ropo­
n e n ts  o f  food irrad ia tio n arc in d eed  e x - '  
p e rie n c e d  in th e  fie ld , b e cau se  th e y  
ow e th e ir  livelihood to  it. O p p o n en ts  
in academ ia, how ever, w hose view s arc  
m ore d ispass iona te , arc  n o t w an ting  in 
n u m b e r .  O n  th e  s e v e ra l  o c c a s io n s  
w hen I have co m m e n ted  an d  testified  
b e fo re  c o m m itte e s  o f  th e  U .S . C o n ­
gress and various s ta te  leg isla tu res, I 
have b een  jo in ed  by  a good n u m b e r o f  
d is ting u ish ed  and seasoned  academ i­
c ian s  w h o , l ik e  m y se lf ,  h a v e  n e v e r  
w orked for th e  food-irradiation in d u s­
try  and w hose opposition  to irrad iated  
food is based  no t on  em p lo y m en t or on 
u n re fe re c d  in te rn a l m e m o ran d a  and 
c o m m itte e  re p o rts  by  in d u s try -sp o n ­
sored panels b u t on  sc ien tific  p rin c i­
p les p red ica ted  on da ta  from  th e  pcer- 
re fc reed  scientific lite ra tu re . M y view s 
a rc  b a se d  on  tn c  e x p e r ie n c e  I h av e  
ga ined  since receiv ing  m y doctora te , as 
a sc ien tis t a t C o rne ll M edical C o llege 
an d  R o ckefe lle r U niversity , and , since 
1959. as a can ccr-research  sc ien tis t and  
b io ch em ist a t Rosw ell P ark  C an cer In ­
s ti tu te , in Buffalo, N ew  York.

I am  o p p o sed  to th e  co n su m p tio n  o f 
irrad ia ted  food b e cau se  o f  a b u n d a n t 
arid c o nv incin g  e v id e n c e  in th e  rc fer- 
ccdTscicntific lite ra tu re  tha t free rad i­

c a ls ! ro rm c d d u r in g ^ ^  
s ta tistica lly  significant increases in car­
c in ogen s (for ex am p le , n itrosam incs) 
and  m u tag en s (fo r ex am ple , form alde­
h y d e )  in  th e  fo o d . W h e re a s  th e  u n - 
equivocal d es tru c tio n  o f  v itam ins by ir­
r a d i a t i o n  c a n  b e  o v e r c o m e  b y  
su p p le m en ta tio n  o f  th e  d ie t— b u t is a 
c ru e l  s id e  e f f e c t  in c o u n tr ie s  w h e re  
such su p p le m e n ta tio n  is no t realistic—  
o n e  c a n n o t p ro te c t o n e se lf  from  car­
c in ogen s p laced  in th e  food su pp ly  by 
irrad ia tion . F u rth e rm o re , the  doses o f 
rad ia tio n  allow ed by  the FD A  will no t 
s terilize  th e  food, and th e  rem aining  
o rg an ism s an d  th e ir  p rogeny  are , by  
d e fin itio n , rad ia tion -res is tan t. F inally  
irrad iation  a t th e  p e rm itte d  doses w ilf 
n o t d e s tro y  th e  o rgan ism s th a t cause 
b o tu lism , th e  m o st d a n g ero u s  o f  th e  
p a th o g e n s  c o n ta m in a tin g  food. T h e  
o rg an ism s c a u s in g salm on ello sis and  
trich inosis are easily  killed bv cooking7 
T h u s  th e  benefits  to th e  co n su m er o f 
fo o d  ir ra d ia tio n  arc  q u e s t io n a b le  a t 
b e s t.

G e o r g e  L . T r i t s c h  
Buffalo, S .Y .

Jacques Leslie replies:
A nyone w ho has followed th e  food- 

irradiation d e b a te  for several years will 
recognize th e  nam es o f  th e  le tte r  w rit­
ers above; in d e e d , th e se  sc ien tis ts  arc 
pa rt o f  th e  sm all band  o f  anti-food-irra- 
d ia tion  warriors w ho have b e en  tes tify ­
in g  a g a in s t th e  p ro cess in leg isla tive  
h e a r in g s  e v e r  s in c e  th e  F D A ’s 1986 
p ro -irrad ia tio n  ru ling . U n fo rtu n a te ly  
for th e m , th e ir  a rg um en ts  arc as fam il­
iar as th e ir  id e n titie s , and have b een  
ad d ressed  rep ea ted ly , and to my m ind 
successfully , by p ro pon en ts .

For ex am p le , D onald  L ouria surely 
know s by  now th a t th e  five s tu d ies  he 
c ite s  w ere no t “cen tra l"  to th e  FDA's 
decision , as h e  ind icates. R ather, the  
F D A  rev iew ed  m ore than  400 food-ir- 
rad iation  s tu d ie s , and  from those , s e ­
lec ted  s ix ty -n ine  th a t appeared  to  give 
stro n g  in d ica tio n s— e ith e r  positive or 
n eg a tiv e— o f th e  safety  o f  th e  process.
O f  tho se  s tu d ies , on ly  five w ere  con- ?  
s id crcd  scientifically  im peccab le, and 
th e y  all su p p o rte d  sa lc ty . H ow ever, 
F D A  sc ie n tis ts  b e lie v e d  th a t su ch  a 
sm alt n u m b e r o f  s tu d ies  was no t suffi­
c ie n t to  su p p o rt any so rt o f  sw eep in g  
conclusion . T h e y  the refo re  ex am in ed  
th e  40 0 -p lu s s tu d ie s  to  see  w h e th e r  
any p a tte rn s  o f  toxicity ap peared : if, 
for e x a m p le , o n e  stu d y  sh o w ed  th a t

ra ts  fed  ir ra d ia te d  w h e a t d e v e lo p e d  
k id ney  a ilm en ts , th e  sc ien tis ts  looked 
fo r  p ro b le m s  c a u s e d  by  i i r a d ia te d  
w h eat in th e  o th e r s tu d ies . T h e  sc ien ­
tists found  no p a tte rn  o f  toxicity, whioh 
gave rise to th e  reasonable assum ption  
th a t  th e  ad v erse  effects c ite d  in th e  
s tu d ies  w ere a ttr ib u tab le  to such p h e ­
no m en a as d ie ta ry  restric tions im posed 
by  th e  s tu d ie s .  T o  s u g g e s t ,  as Dr. 
L o u r ia  d o e s ,  th a t  th e  F D A  " d o c u ­
m e n te d "  food irra d ia tio n ’s safe ty  on 
th e  basis o f  five stu d ies is inaccurate.

Sim ilarly , th e  a rg u m e n ts  ad vanced  
by  D rs. L o u ria  an d  V ijayalaxm i c o n ­
c e r n in g  th e  N I N  s t u d i e s  a rc  w e ll 
know n. I t  is hardly  su rpris ing  th a t the 
N I N ’s fo rm e r  d i r e c to r  a n d  h is  c o l­
leag ue . Dr. Vijayalaxm i. w ould d e fend  
a s tu dy  th ey  w ere involved  in; w hat is 
m ore puzzling  is w hy a foo d-inadiation  
o p p o n e n t like Dr. L ouria  w ould con­
tin u e  to d raw  a tte n tio n  to the s tu d y  
e v e n  w h i le  h e  c o n c e d e s  th a t  i t  is 
“q u ite  flaw ed ." In d eed , as Ari Bryn- 
jo l f s s o n , th e  fo rm e r d ir e c to r  o f  th e  
U .S. Arm y's food-irrad iation  stud ies at 
th e  N a tic k  R e sea rc h , D e v e lo p m en t 
and E n g in eerin g  C en ter, in M assachu­
se tts , has p o in ted  o u t, its statistical ba­
sis is ex ceed in g ly  im probab le . It is for 
th a t reason, am ong o th e rs , th a t it h3s 
b een  d isregarded  by  su ch  varied insti­
tu tions as th e  Ind ian  g o v ern m en t, th e  
F D A , th e  W orld H ea lth  O rganization , 
and  th e  Harvard Medical School Health 
Letter, a ll o f  w h ic h  h a v e  e n d o rs e d  
lim ited  applications o f  food irradiation.

TH E C H IN A  M A R K E T

L
ynn C h u  ( ‘T h e  C h im era  o f th e  C hi­
na M a rk e t,"  O c to b e r Atlantic) talks 
ab o u t th e  op en in g  o f  C h ina  to W estern 
b usiness as ju s t a stra tegy  by its leader 
to acq u ire  W estern  technology. I f  tha 

is th e  case, th e n  w h at is the justifies 
tio n  fo r c r e a t in g  s p e c ia l  c c o n o m i 
zones to pe rm it largely free cn tcrprisi 
encourag ing  sm all-scale p n v a te  bus 
nesses, and  p ro m o ting  a general at* 
tu d e  tow ard private  business which 
reflected  in the  slogan “To g e t rich 
g lonous"?  C h u  talks as if  none o f Cl 
n a ’s le a d e rs  i n t e n d e d  to  m o v e  tc 
m ore frcc -cn tc rp risc  system , w hen . 
tu a lly  a large p ro p o rtio n  o f  th e  cl 
very m uch  wonts to  sec  C hina m< 
aw ay from socialism . T h e  fundam er 
p ro b lem  now is th a t (here is an c 
g u a rd  e l i te  (h a t s ti l l  b e lie v e s  in
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FOOD IRRADIATION
A W A R E N E S S

1 9 9 0 'S  W I L L  D E C ID E
NEW YORK-b this decide, 
food safety and environmental 
issues are priorities to consum­
ers. Food tndusTy representa­
tives at tne forefront of pubfcc 
opinion are responding to me 
new consumer iwarenets by 
making envfronmentaHy-con- 
sdous adjustments in meir prod­
ucts. Radaiforvexpoaed bod 
remans among me top issue* 
confronting me iood industry. 
Based on me public outcry over 
Alar and omer substances mat

have adulterated our food In 
recent yesrs, imaging me con­
sumer response to rsaiitfon- 
expoeedfoodl Exposing food 
lo radaoon creates dangerous, 
irique revdun in the food, 
some oi which are known car­
cinogens. And in addton to 
consumers, me anveonment in 
general and ma heaim ot irra­
diation workers, one might 
wonder WHO WANTS FOOO 
TREATED WITH RADIATION 
ANYHOW?

A T  T H E  M A R K E T
NEW YORK -  The Packer's 
Fresh Trends 1990 Ists resi­
dues and (ood irradaton as 
consumers' top tears at ma 
ma/keiptaes. Exposing foods 
to radabon creates dangerous 
residues, some of which are 
know caronogens. The woritfs 
largest consumer group, the 
interna tonal Orgauafron o<
Consumers Unions (IOCU) hu 
catted lor a wcridwids morato­
rium on radiation-exposed 
loods untd safety oonceme in  
addressed. IOCU which repre­
sents 170 member groups (torn 
70 dillsrent nations, hat 
pledged to support only mose
L-. a rt_~ g f r-TKj XumrOOO cwuMjiOfi provujng iAM ,
non-trradialed products.

A Lou Hants pol tatoo tecsnfy 
fndcated mat 78% of American 
con* men believe ratfattdv 
exposed bods are htardxe 
to one’s neatm. Because otsn 
overwhelming rogetrye con-

DOXWIBMWMr
PJJM TKH-DPC5&) FOOC S

HAZMCOUSTOYOURHULlHt

sumer response, mere have 
ony om n nwo wwnpu c  m t
 * - » L . ■ rilw^ ri In n tie L* tti ■miner nw tw a w o i m mi 
UMed Stales —  bom (ailed 
when protestors appeered at 
bolt locations.

Tha Food tradition Network 
tntematbnai (FINO was tame j 
by badng consumer groups n 
He ooranents b work as a 
formal network b oppose sew- 
nettooat trade in kradtotod*— -»- rw ii i - -I  -  ----
xxxjl rm  o p iH i oompe- 
rtee tradbg or sebng frradaled 
bode md h it t t t  worldwide 
consumer adon csmpeigns.

T H E  L A W  A  Y O U
UXA. -  Coneunar respcnee 
b radatcrvexpoaad foods hu 
baan so overwhelmingly nega- 
he mat many legislators have 
takensaonbovemie fie Food 
md Drug AdmfrMrdar's ip- 
prow c# *ooo rnoiion. 
tense consumer opposition
COjpW W i Irooj to troc

evidence showng advene el* 
tects of consuming inidbbd 
bods bd bgWatcrs in Maine, 
New Jersey and New York to
L u A 11^ *A 1 A aJ  Laaj^Mn n  MM 01 ITtfMMO BOOt.
Thus, mora men 90 mtton 
Amerton oontunere ire pro-
* - - • m----------------------Jt.U A — A -MOM rorn Pi fMMlOO-tX* 
pond lood iipmmmL

W H E R E ’S  I T  S A F E ?
EVERYWHERE -  In adddon to me stabs o< Mains. New York and 
New Jersey— which have alroedy adopted togbbibn barring the 
sab and mantfactae oI ndiattoo-exposed bod —  many omtr 
stabs are actively considiring similar bgubtton. These states 
incbde Massachusetts. Psnraytvanit . Mmseouu Abba. Ore­
gon and Rhods Island.

b May 1989. me U.S. Congress, through Senate M^ortly Leader 
George Michel, along wth Rep. OougBoaoo, inaoduced bgts- 
latton mat woUd ban radiation-expoied bod tntt the human 
heaMh,envtronmanti( artwork* satiety ooncame in  adequately 
addrttsrt by the sbentfc community. The bgibation hu me 
supprt ot more than 100 members of congress representing mi- 
lions of consuoers.

Locati governments doubt also me safely otimditod bods. The 
dty ol Lakewood. OH teeemy became me Brat city in me netton b 
ban ridition-expoied bods. The Lakewood precedent has 
sparked an interest m numerous other mutioipafties.

Cly commbsioneri in MUberry, FI a anal community in ms hub 
c< me dtrus region, recenty voted to ban i l  radfeorvexpoaue 
(adbiet. Ths ban was ritfefed when a prtvafe mdbtton com­
pany, Vtndcafors ot Ftakfe. wee lu mping b bub a crus 
irradtbr in MUbeny. Tha uanewous vota to ben such tactbet 
came atfer several opan hearings a rt m* retort of ma otua 
Musty to endorse the consumer-rejected toehnotogy.

Abska Governor Sbve Cowper rejected btbral tatting tor ■ 
soeiood rrsdrton lacfey intended to tract Abdan seafood. 
Governor Cowper sab mat he was •comrfnoed mat me tssooaaon 
ot Alaska with food irradationwil have a drtm errt cited on 
AJrtu seafood tales’.

Hawaii Governor John Wahee sieo rejected bderai taxing tor i 
papaya rradUtor. Instead. Governor Wfemss supported luxlng 
tor a coidwrabr tsanara bebty— a seter, more economeit ai- 
bmative to radatton treatnenL

C A R IN G  C O M P A N IE S
Some ooneuner-conecfous bod oompaniee n  putting meir 
customers'heath art safety btt. These oompanes have votun- 
tarty Issued statements stalng may wfl not use bod exposed to 
radatton n meir products:

UcDonald Corporation H J tM n

QuakarOats Haiaton Purina

Bottian Foods B a a tM M-Waaaon

A bnd sMuis to M nose who have ta r t  pubng me consuner bn 
wti Mao put meir oompaiy irto l if t  me consumer.



A  T R I B U T E  T O  S O M E  A L L I E S  A P P R O V E !
new YORK -  Thou jams ol food nataiers and wholesalers nave 
pledged lo not knowtngry sell radiition-exposed foods. Theywtl 
be featured in Food & Water's Consumer s Guide To Sole Food. 
The Florida CiuS Commission recogrued the intense consuner 
opposition lo food iroduDon and refused to support a citrus 
irradiation facility, instead, ihe Commission recommenced two 
‘safer, more economical alternatives' u  rokaDon.

W H O 'S  IN  C H A R G E ?
WASHINGTON—At a time when the Food & Drug Admnstraoon's 
budget was severely cut and deregulated was meir theme, food 
irradiation was approved. The FDA relied on orxy five scientific 
studies wtsch 'appeared' to support the safety ot consuming ra- 
diaton-exposed food. Moreover, the FDA simply qnored hun­
dreds of s id es  wfkeh showed adverse effects of consulting era­
diated foods. Scientists w the omptoy ot the government and tie 
irradiation industry want tie food industry lo tsnk the proper sci­
ence has been conducted. However, objective soenests who are 
pnmarfy concerned with the health and wet-being ol the pubic 
don't agree:

[Retemng to the five studies (he FOA used to approve undated 
foods | *Taken together, these studies could not possety establish 
the salary of food irradiation. Indeed, two of tie studies suggest 
tie technology is not sale.*

Dr. Donald louria, M.D.
Chairman. Department ol Preventive Medione 
New Jersey Medical School

'Irradiation generaly creates Iv  more free radicals than cooking 
does. Free radicals react vviih chemicals m the lood lo produce 
new chemicals called raddytic products, some ol wnch are 
potential caronogens.*

Wellness letter
Unnrersiry ol California at Berkeley 
Dr. Sheldon Margen, M.D., Chairman

I THE WORLD -  Great Britain, 
i West Germany, Oenmirk, 

Sweden. Australia and New 
Zealand have al banned ratka- 

i Don-exposed loods.
I
1 The IntemiDonal Finance Cor- 
' Dcraooo (IFC), an alttiate ol the 
' World Bank, researched 'all 

economic, finanoaf, enveon- 
1 mental and safely aspects' ot 
1 food irradiation and found that it 
■ did not meet her ‘stringent 
1 standards'for investment
i
• The British Medfcal Assoca- 
1 Don has repeatedly recom- 
i mended that the current ban on

he sale ot rotated loods in 
England be mamtaned due lo 
potential long-lerm adverse 
heath effects ot eatng r o t ­
ated foods.

The European Parliament, he 
legotatv* body ot the Euro­
pean Common Merkel retected 
The general auhonzabon ol 
rockakon as a mehod ol con- 
servmg food*, on he grounds 
hat *„ current adyce ion ura- 
dialed loods) may not suffi­
ciently take aooountot. sal less, 
exclude, possible long-lerm 
medical effects on he popiAr 
Don.'

W H O 'S  T O  B L A M E ?
I WASHINGTON -  The idea tor 
i exposing loods to radiation 
i came Imm within the nuclear 
i industry and is beng promoted 
I by the Department of Energy, 
i The OOE and others h  he 
! nuclear industry cannot even 
; keep heir own nouses dean— 
I now they want to spread their 
i problems to he food ndustry. 
i Recant headlines underscore 
i he devastation he OOE and 

others in the nuclear indusky 
have nftcted upon ha eanh

and its inhatttanis. Govern­
ment oftent predd hat it wil 
cost more han (80 bition to 
dearwp he DOE'S contami- 
nafod facilities — to say noth­
ing ol he ridden heaih care 
cost Can the food industry 
afford to be associated with the 
nudear nghsnansolhe DOE?

00 YOUTH**THE DOE CARES 
ABOUT THE OANOEROUS 
RESCUES CREATED H  IRRA­
DIATED FOOOS7

I __

W H O  W I L L  H E L P ?
‘Al the end ol our AEC |Alomic Eneigy Commission|-sconsored i NEW YORK — For mort Information on radakon-exposed food, 
studies, we concluded hat the radiation of fresh truris and i call 1-800-EAT-3AFE or wrtli to Food 4 Water. Inc. 225 Lafayette 
vegetables was infeasible mostly because ot he availably of i Street Suite 612. New York. NY 10012 
cheaper ailemaDves. fruit injury. oll-Havors and odors, t i s s u e ---------------------------------------------------------------------
soltenmg or aonotmal opening,'

Dr. Noel F. Sommer, Ph D.
Professor. University ot California
Oavis College ol Agncuture & Environmental Studies
Agriculture Experiment Station

*. .tnereiSHde soentficbasis tor accepting mousrys assurances i 
ol safety. Similarly, here rskrte or no basis for aaepong rood 4 i 
Drug AdmmislraDon's approval ot Irradiation as an altematve to I 
ethylene obromide (EDB) luwgaDon. let atone for more large- 
scale use.'

Dr. Samuel Epstan. M.D.
DspemientolPrevenMMedori* 4 Community Heath i 
Unrwrsty ol illnoa Medal Center

Or. John Gottman. M.D.
Dormer laboratory ol Metfcat Physics 
Unrverwyol California

■Having renewed soent&c Wenlur* on (food rokakon|, I reman . 
urmonvmcao ol its salary. In panaiar. I am concerned by he i 
literature suggesang hat undated loods nave deteienoui el- 
iectt inaddfton. udea/hatadequiMloxcofogcstubeshavi i 
not been earned out.*

Or. Robert H. Leman. M.D.. PhD 
Director. Clinical Nutritionu e  even • vne - w  •  *

Boston University Medal Center 

E A T JIN G  H E A L T H Y  IS  E A T IN G  S U A R T I

IS  Y O U R  F O O D  H E A L T H Y ?

R A D IA T IO N
T R E A T M E N T !

EXPOSING FOODS TO RADIATION 
LEAVES

DANGEROUS, UNIQUE RESIDUES -  
SOME OF WHICH ARE 

SUSPECTED CARCINOGENS.
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FULL-TIME 0 0 0 n n n
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TEMPORARY 0 o . n 0 0 0
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F IS C A L  N O TE ATTA CH M EN T i / 2 8 / 9 1

HB 4 5

C u r r e n t l y ,  M ed ica id  r e im b u rs e s  e n r o l l e d  p r o v i d e r s  f o r  d i a g n o s t i c  
mammograms f u r n i s h e d  t o  e l i g i b l e  r e c i p i e n t s .  O f more th an  1 4 , 0 0 0  
mammograms in  A la s k a  in  1 9 9 0 , a p p r o x im a te ly  4 0 0  were p ro v id e d  f o r  
M e d i c a i d - e l i g i b l e  women o v e r  3 5 . Each mammogram c o s t s ,  on a v e ra g e , 
$ 1 0 0 .

I f  HB 4 5  were p a s sed , we do n o t  a n t i c i p a t e  any s u b s t a n t i a l  in c r e a s e  
i n  th e  u se  o f  mammograms f o r  s c r e e n in g ,  i n  p a r t  because 
r a d i o l o g i s t s  r e p o r t  t h e y ‘ do n o t  commonly recommend s c re e n in g  
mammograms. We e s t im a te  t h a t  HB 4 5  wou ld  n o t  add more th an  1 0 0  
new mammograms t o  M ed ica id  d u r in g  FY9 2 , a t  a t o t a l  new c o s t  o f  
$ 1 0 , 0 0 0  ( 1 0 0  X $ 1 0 0  = $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 ) .  Fund ing  f o r  t h i s  s e r v i c e  i s  5 0 % 
F e d e r a l ,  5 0 % S t a t e  G e n e ra l  Funds.
C o s t s  f o r  FY9 3  and f u t u r e  y e a r s  assume a t o t a l  a n nu a l i n c r e a s e  o f  
1 4 . 6 %, which c o n s i s t s  o f  an i n c r e a s e  o f  6 % in  th e  number o f  
r e c i p i e n t s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  mammograms, an annua l i n c r e a s e  o f  4 % in  th e  
r a t e  a t  which e l i g i b l e  p e r s o n s  w i l l  u se  t h i s  s e r v i c e ,  and an annua l 
i n c r e a s e  ( t y p i c a l  o f  p a s t  y e a r s )  o f  4 . 6 % in  th e  c o s t s  p e r  
s c r e e n in g .
No a l low a n c e  has been made i n  t h i s  e s t im a te  f o r  t h e  c o s t s  o f  
p e r i o d i c  mammograms f o r  M e d i c a i d - e l i g i b l e  p e rs o n s  ( p r im a r i l y  th o s e  
who a r e  o v e r  6 5 ) who r e c e i v e  M ed ica re  b e n e f i t s .  R ecen t F e d e r a l  
l e g i s l a t i o n  made s c re e n in g  mammograms a M ed ic a re -c o v e re d  s e r v i c e ,  
and e x i s t i n g  F e d e r a l  law r e q u i r e s  M ed ica id  t o  pay any M ed ica re  
d e d u c t ib le s  o r  c o - in s u r a n c e  c o s t s  in c u r r e d  by anyone who 
p a r t i c i p a t e s  in  b o th  p rog ram s .
The depa rtm en t v iew s s e c t i o n  2  o f  HB 4 5  as s e t t i n g  o n ly  minimum 
c o v e ra g e  l i m i t s ,  n o t  maximum l i m i t s ,  and t h a t  anyone w ith  th e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  f a m i l i a l  a n d / o r  p e r s o n a l  h i s t o r y  may r e c e i v e  payment 
f o r  any number o f  mammograms t h a t  a r e  m e d ic a l ly  j u s t i f i e d .  The 
D i v i s i o n  o f  M ed ica l A s s i s t a n c e  w i l l  in c u r  c o s t s  i n  p ro c e s s in g  
c la im s  f o r  t h i s  new s e r v i c e  and in  r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y  exam in ing  th e s e  
c la im s  t o  in s u r e  t h a t  th e  s e r v i c e  was m e d ic a l l y  n e c e s s a ry ,  
a p p r o p r i a t e ,  and n o t  e x c e s s i v e .  However, th e s e  c o s t s  a re  
a n t i c i p a t e d  t o  be so  m ino r as  t o  be ab so rbed  w i t h in  n o rm a l program  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  and w i th o u t  add ing  new s t a f f .
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STATE OF  ALA SKA  b ill no. HB 45

1991 LEG ISLA T IV E  SE SS IO N

Requester:__________________________________________________  COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (T h o u sa n d s  of Dollars)
O P E R A T I N G F Y  92 F Y  93 F Y  94 F Y  9 5 F Y  96 F Y  97

P e r s o n a l  S e r v i c e s 2 7 0 .0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0
T r a v e l 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
C o n t r a c t u a l 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0

S n O p : :O S 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
E q u i p m e n t 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
L a n d  & S t r u c t u r e s 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0
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2 4 4 .1 2 4 4 .1 2 4 4 .1 2 4 4 . 1 2 4 4 .1 2 4 4 .1
1 2 .4 1 2 . 4 1 2 . 4 1 2 . 4 1 2 . 4 1 2 .4
1 3 .5 1 3 . 5 1 3 .5 1 3 . 5 1 3 . 5 1 3 .5

T O T A L 2 7 0 .0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0 2 7 0 . 0

POSITIONS:
F u l l - T i m e 0 0 0 0 0 0
P a r t - T i m e 0 0 0 0 0 0
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S e e  a t t a c h e d .

P h o n e :  4 6 5 - 4 4 7 0
D a t e :

P r e p a r e J  B y :  G a r y  M .  B a d e r .  D i r e c to r
D i v i s i o n :  R e t i r e m e n t  a n d  B e n e f i t s '  \  /  \ f  , ________________________ ________________

A p p r o v e d  B y  C o m m i s s i o n e r :  k  D a t e :  t\ V * )  (.\ t ]
A g e n c y :  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n

Distribution (by preparer): Legislative Finance, Legislative Sponsor, Requestor. O M B ,  Impacted Agency(les)

Rev 10/90 page 1 o f   2_


