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My name is John Williams and I am here as the Executive Director of the Southern Shrimp Alli-
ance (“SSA”).1  I have over 30 years of experience in the shrimp industry.  After starting as a 
deck hand working aboard shrimp boats in North Carolina, my wife Kathleen and I now operate 
a small shrimping business in Tarpon Springs, Florida.  Like the rest of my industry, shrimping 
is more than a business to me, it is a way of life.  Shrimping is a proud tradition that has defined 
and sustained entire seaside communities throughout the South.  But our way of life is threatened 
by unfair trade and contaminated shrimp imports, particularly from China.  I appreciate the op-
portunity to testify today on the devastating impact that Chinese shrimp imports have had on the 
Gulf Coast shrimp industry, as well as the health risks posed by imported Chinese shrimp, which 
often can be contaminated with banned antibiotics, pesticides, and common filth. 

The SSA, founded in 2002, is a non-profit alliance of the hard-working men and women of the 
U.S. shrimp industry.  We are the national voice for shrimp fishermen and processors in eight 
states: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and 
Texas.  Confronted by unfair trade, our industry united to stop the injury caused by dumped im-
ports and today we remain committed to preserving the integrity of our nation's fair trade laws 
and the safety of our nation’s shrimp supply. 

Wild-caught American shrimp is premium-quality seafood caught by American shrimpers and 
delivered fresh to local docks.  Because they are grown naturally in oceans, there is no need nor 
is there any economic incentive to use antibiotics or pesticides on wild-caught American shrimp.  
People who eat wild-caught American shrimp can be assured that their shrimp meets the stan-
dards for U.S. quality and safety.   

The same cannot be said for imported shrimp.  Farm-raised in crowded and dirty ponds, with al-
most no quality control, imported Chinese shrimp develop in poor sanitary conditions, in ponds 
with high feces concentrations, banned antibiotics, and toxic chemicals.2  As a result, such im-
ported shrimp often contain the same harmful antibiotics, pesticides, salmonella, and filth.   

Domestic shrimp producers do not want to stop free trade nor do we want special treatment, we 
just want a fair deal.  On a level playing field, there is no stopping the hard-work and dedication 
of U.S. shrimp fishermen.  What we cannot effectively compete against is the blatant disregard 
of fair trade principles and food safety standards.   



Southern Shrimp Alliance 
April 25, 2008 

 

- 2 - 

I. China's Unfair Trade Practices Have Devastated the Domestic Shrimp Industry and 
Threatens the Food Safety and Integrity of the U.S. Shrimp Supply 

The flood of cheap Chinese shrimp imports is caused in part by factors related to production, 
which includes (1) subsidies to Chinese shrimp producers; (2) the use of banned pesticides, anti-
biotics, and other harmful substances to artificially increase production yields in over-crowded 
shrimp ponds; and (3) compromising environmental standards for increased shrimp production.   
 

A. Unfair Subsidies to Chinese Shrimp Producers 

Despite claims that China will soon become a net importer of shrimp, China's shrimp aquaculture 
industry remains one of the main beneficiaries of government support.  China's Ministry of Agri-
culture fosters the development of China's shrimp and overall fisheries industry through a variety 
of means, including by setting broad development goals in its five-year plans, and otherwise 
through specific measures issued in support of that plan.  Separately, leading shrimp-producing 
provinces, such as Guangdong, institute their own development programs for the fisheries indus-
try.3 
 
In 2006, China issued the 11th Five-Year Plan for Nationwide Fishery Development, which set 
target growth rates for export-oriented fishery products for the period 2006 to 2010.4  The plan 
highlights the importance of shrimp exports, stating that China "shall further accelerate the de-
velopment of export-oriented farming areas for advantageous varieties including eel, shrimp, ti-
lapia, large yellow croaker . . . ."  5 

 
The 11th Five-Year Plan extols China's fisheries export achievements during the previous plan 
period and sets a goal of 9.3 percent annual increases in exports of aquatic products through 
2010 in terms of volume, and 8.8 percent annual increases in terms of value, bringing Chinese 
fisheries exports to a projected $12 billion in 2010, as against $7.8 billion in 2005.6  Of this, 
China hopes to process 17 million tons for export and to establish 30 zones specifically for the 
purpose of processing aquaculture products for export.7  To achieve these goals, the Chinese cen-
tral government has spent approximately $652 million dollars from 2000 to 2005.   

 
In addition, the 11th Five-Year Plan states that the Chinese government will continue to provide 
individual subsidies on a forward-going basis toward the goal's overall objectives: 

 
Continue to implement subsidy policies to transform offshore fishing activities . 
. . support fleet renovation, adjustments to operating methods; implement import 
tax exemption policies for aquaculture larvae, actively implement a special pro-
jects support policy for better aquaculture larvae and offshore fishing, and in-
crease the competitive capability of industrial development.8 

 
One of aforementioned subsidy policies is a processing trade tariff and value-added tax ("VAT") 
policy.  The government of China is said to view the processing trade as an advantageous indus-
try worthy of support due to its role of generating new employment.9  The government currently 
provides for complete exemption of import tariff and VAT for imported aquatic products in 
China if the end product is then re-exported. 
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B. Use of Banned and Harmful Substances in Shrimp Aquaculture Production 

Many Chinese producers of farm-raised shrimp have an economic incentive to use banned pesti-
cides and antibiotics to artificially increase production yields in over-crowded ponds.  As the As-
sociation of Official Agricultural Chemists found regarding the use of banned antibiotics and 
fungicide in foreign shrimp aquaculture farms: 
 

Small-scale shrimp farming has been in use for centuries, but it only produced 
about 400 pounds per acre. The large current demand has led to development of 
“intensive shrimp cultivation,” which produces huge numbers of shrimp in pens—
up to 89,000 pounds of shrimp per acre. Where traditional shrimp farms were 
self-sustaining, pressures from crowding have caused diseases to threaten entire 
farms of shrimp. 
 
Some of the bacteria that flourish in these tropical pens are E. coli, Vibrio para-
haemolyticus, V. cholerae, and V. vulnificus, reason enough to want to use antibi-
otics.  But human risk is not the only reason; disease frequently wipes out entire 
shrimp farms. Producers react to diseases by treating their pens with antibiotics 
and pesticides, saving the shrimp but leaving residues in the exported product.  
Rampant use of antibiotics, however, ensures that any bacteria remaining in ex-
ported products are likely to be resistant.10 

Beginning in August 2007, shrimp imported from China has been subject to an Import Alert is-
sued by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration ("FDA") because of repeated findings of con-
centrations of prohibited antibiotics and harmful substances in the shrimp exported from China.11   

C. The Environmental Impact of Shrimp Aquaculture Production 

The rampant use of banned substances in foreign shrimp aquaculture production also has had a 
devastating impact on the surrounding environment and the people working in these aquaculture 
farms.  The Environmental Justice Foundation found that the "impacts of shrimp farming range 
from wrecked mangrove forests and decimated wild fish stocks to pollution- and disease-prone 
coastal communities." The group also found that:  

[P]esticides are often highly toxic to aquatic wildlife which can lead to bioac-
cumulation in the food chain.  Antibiotics, which are often heavily and inappro-
priately used due to fears of disease, affect natural bacterial activity and can cause 
development of antibiotic-resistant pathogens . . . .  These impacts are exacerbated 
by the removal of mangroves and other wetlands, which act as filters of pollut-
ants.12 
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II. The Ineffectiveness of the FDA Has Encouraged the Diversion of Contaminated 
Shrimp Imports to the United States  

Compounding the problem of overproduction is the laxity of the FDA’s food safety controls rela-
tive to the stringent imported food safety regimes of other major importing markets, which cre-
ates irresistible incentives for exporters to ship unsafe seafood products to the United States.   
 
The truth is that the FDA's regulatory oversight of imported seafood lags substantially behind 
those employed in other major importing countries (and the oversight of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture).  Simply put, the FDA is broken.  The essence of the FDA’s approach to imported 
food safety is to accept unverified representations of importers who have repeatedly disregarded 
the safety of American consumers.  The FDA does not require foreign government or foreign 
producer equivalence as a condition of entry into the United States.  In the absence of equiva-
lence agreements or certifications, the FDA “relies solely on point-of-entry inspection.”13  Such 
inspections cover approximately 1 percent of all FDA-regulated imports.14   
 

A. Food Safety Regimes of Other Major Importing Countries and the USDA 

In stark contrast to the FDA, Canada, Japan, the European Union (“EU”), and even the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture ("USDA") in its oversight of meat, poultry and egg imports, all do sig-
nificantly more to protect consumers than the FDA does to safeguard the American public.   
 
The EU guarantees equivalence by conducting on-site inspections and certifying exporting coun-
tries and individual exporters prior to importation of a product.  Stringent follow-up inspections 
are conducted both at the EU’s border, currently 20 percent of imported seafood products are in-
spected, and regularly at the exporters’ facilities.15   

Japan has a strict risk-based system that is reinforced by high inspection rates -- currently 25 per-
cent for shrimp imports -- as well as certification requirements and significant penalties for non-
compliance.16   

Canada imposes a minimum standard inspection rate of 15 percent for all imported seafood 
products and strict licensing requirements for importers.17   

For USDA-regulated food imports, equivalence is a prerequisite for import into the United 
States.  Equivalence is verified through foreign on-site inspections and every import is inspected 
at the U.S. port of entry.   

The SSA, in its written comments to the Presidential Interagency Working Group on Import 
Safety, has provided additional in-depth discussion of the import food safety regimes of the EU, 
Japan, Canada, and the USDA.  The SSA's comments can be found at: 
http://www.shrimpalliance.com/Press%20Releases/Comments%20to%20Interagency%20Worki
ng%20Group.pdf. 
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B. Diversion of Contaminated Shrimp Imports to the United States 

As a result of the FDA's relative laxity, there is an incentive for foreign producers to direct clean 
product to those stringent markets and divert contaminated or likely contaminated product to the 
United States, where chances are approximately 1 in 100 that the import will even be inspected. 

The domestic shrimp industry is painfully familiar with the perverse incentives that the FDA’s 
food safety regime has created in this market.   In November 2001, a routine on-site inspection of 
Chinese production facilities by EU officials “revealed serious deficiencies of the Chinese resi-
due control system and problems related to the use of banned substances in the veterinary 
field.”18  In addition, EU border inspection officials found repeated shipments of Chinese shrimp 
imports contaminated with chloramphenicol.19  As a result, the EU banned all shrimp imports 
from China in January 2002.20  Following a 30-month ban of Chinese shrimp imports, in July 
2004, the EU agreed to recertify Chinese shrimp imports only after the Chinese government 
agreed to guarantee 100 percent testing and compliance with EU food safety standards.21    

As a direct result of the EU’s 30-month ban, shrimp exports from China were diverted from the 
EU market and flooded the U.S. market.  As Chinese exports of shrimp to the EU fell, shrimp 
exports to the United States exploded, leading to a 30 percent increase of Chinese shrimp exports 
to the United States from 2002 to 2003.22  The magnitude of this increase overwhelmed the U.S. 
market.  For some perspective, in 2000, Chinese shrimp imports totaled 38.6 million pounds.   In 
2001, this total increased to 59.4 million pounds.  In 2002, total Chinese shrimp imports jumped 
to 105.4 million pounds, and by 2003, total Chinese shrimp imports reached a high of 169.1 mil-
lion pounds.23  At the same time, import prices plunged.  Appendix A shows the impact of the 
EU's ban of Chinese shrimp imports on the U.S. market. 

The influx of Chinese shrimp imports began to abate only when the U.S. domestic shrimp indus-
try filed an antidumping petition to seek relief from these dumped imports.  The domestic shrimp 
industry successfully sought trade relief on dumped shrimp imports and, in consequence, total 
import volumes from China have decreased.  In 2004, total Chinese shrimp imports to the United 
States decreased to 124.8 million pounds, and the total amount of shrimp imports from China 
have since become more stable.   

III. Unfairly Traded, Contaminated Chinese Shrimp Imports Injures the Domestic In-
dustry and Harms Consumers 

Despite the stabilization of import volume from China, the damage to the domestic shrimp indus-
try has already been done.  U.S. shrimpers and processors, no longer able to make ends meet be-
cause of the flood of traded imports, have had to close up shop.  In a domino effect, the families, 
local businesses and the communities that depend on shrimping are also facing serious financial 
difficulties.   

It is the right of informed U.S. consumers to make a choice to purchase shrimp based on the low-
est price and consciously to decide to assume the health risks of consuming imported pond-raised 
shrimp that may well be contaminated with dangerous and banned substances.  However, many 
U.S. consumers are put at risk when they believe they are eating "domestic" shrimp that has been 
unscrupulously substituted with imported, pond-raised shrimp. 
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A. Injury to the Domestic Shrimp Industry 

From the beginning of the flood of Chinese shrimp imports, the domestic shrimp industry has 
pursued self-help strategies to deal with changing market conditions.  The industry sought and 
won relief against dumped imports.  The industry has also established and found funding for an 
organization to develop a niche market for wild-caught domestic shrimp, the Wild American 
Shrimp, Inc.  Although these measures have assisted the industry, they have not entirely removed 
the imminent threat to the industry’s survival.   

The International Trade Commission (“ITC”) found that the vast majority of shrimp fishermen 
incurred net losses in 2004, while a minority of fishermen had posted losses in 2001.  Not sur-
prisingly, employment in the industry declined sharply from 2001 to 2004.  Trade relief came not 
a moment too soon in 2005 when the ITC found that the domestic shrimp industry was materially 
injured by dumped imports and the U.S. Department of Commerce (“Commerce”) issued anti-
dumping duty orders.  After successfully prosecuting the shrimp case, antidumping duties were 
imposed on frozen shrimp from six different countries, including China.   

While the antidumping duties imposed appear to have arrested the sharp increase in import vol-
ume and decline in import prices, the prices received by shrimp fishermen at the docks has not 
reflected the same price recovery seen in shrimp sold on the wholesale market.    

In addition, fuel price increases severely limited the benefit the industry received from the anti-
dumping orders.  In December 2003, when the shrimp industry filed a petition for trade relief, 
diesel prices had fluctuated around $1.50 per gallon going back to 2000.  The ITC found that by 
the first half of 2005, fuel and oil costs accounted for 33.8% of shrimpers’ total costs.  Fuel 
prices, however, have continued to rise.  Prices for fuel in October 2007 ($3.41) were well over 
double what they were in January 2000 ($1.31).  In result, shrimp fishermen are caught in a se-
vere cost-price squeeze where their operational costs continue to spiral upwards and low-priced 
import competition prevents the industry from recovering those increased costs through an in-
crease in sales prices.   

B. Harm to U.S. Consumers 

As the EU ban on Chinese shrimp imports showed, when other major seafood importing markets 
are closed to contaminated seafood exports, those exports are re-routed to the United States.   

The health risks posed by the banned and harmful substances often times found in imported 
shrimp have been well publicized.  For example, one of the contaminants found in imported 
shrimp is the antibiotic chloramphenicol, which has three known potential human health risks 
even if exposure to it is only at low dietary levels:  (1) aplastic anemia, (2) carcinogenicity, and 
(3) reproductive toxicity.24  As the FDA warned, "[c]oncern for these three health risks currently 
exists at all levels of exposure."25  As such, under FDA regulations, chloramphenicol cannot be 
present in any level in food.   

As publicity regarding the harmful effects of chloramphenicol has increased, some aquaculture 
shrimp producers have converted to using nitrofurans, an antibiotic that has long been recognized 
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by the FDA and other organizations as a dangerous carcinogen and is prohibited for use in food-
producing animals, and other banned antibiotics.26 

Compounding these health risks is the problem of species substitution of wild-caught domestic 
shrimp with farmed-raised imported shrimp.  Imported shrimp is frequently passed off as domes-
tic shrimp, meaning that consumers are exposed to the health risks created by imported shrimp 
while believing that they are purchasing a wholesome, domestic wild-caught product.   

Species substitution means that U.S. consumers are exposed to the health risks of imported 
shrimp without any choice.  Instead of obtaining the better taste and health benefits that they 
might otherwise receive from consuming wild-caught American shrimp, consumers obtain bland 
pond-raised shrimp that may be contaminated with harmful substances, all the while thinking 
they are purchasing a domestic product.  Consumers also suffer economic harm because of spe-
cies substitution in that they are sold a low-cost, inferior product -- imported pond-raised shrimp 
-- at prices that reflect the value of the premium product supplied by U.S. shrimp fishermen.   

For the domestic shrimp industry, rampant species substitution at both the retail and restaurant 
level presents a significant obstacle to creating a niche market for domestic wild-caught shrimp.  
The failure to effectively regulate unsafe imported shrimp undermines consumer confidence in 
the entire shrimp market.  Deceptive marketing practices and insufficient country-of-origin label-
ing on seafood products places the burden on consumers to find credible information on the 
sources of their shrimp.   

IV. Challenges to the Effective Enforcement of U.S. Fair Trade and Food Safety Laws 

Just when our industry began the recovery process from the injury caused by dumped Chinese 
shrimp imports, we have had to contend with the repeated efforts of Chinese exporters to cir-
cumvent U.S. fair trade laws by transshipping Chinese-produced shrimp through other countries 
in order to evade antidumping duties.   

A. Transshipment of Chinese Shrimp Imports 

After the imposition of the antidumping orders on shrimp, U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
("Customs") found substantial shifts in import patterns that suggested transshipment of shrimp to 
circumvent high tariffs imposed on shrimp from China.  Customs officials subsequently visited 
plants in Indonesia and confirmed that three Indonesian exporters were labeling Chinese shrimp 
as Indonesian shrimp to circumvent the antidumping orders.  Customs found that 54 different 
importers were responsible for bringing in over $58 million in mislabeled shrimp product to 
avoid payment of $65 million in antidumping duties.27   
 
Now, we are finding similar trends with Malaysia and Mexico.  After imposition of the anti-
dumping orders, Chinese exports of shrimp to Malaysia increased significantly.  Concurrently, 
U.S. imports of “Malaysian” shrimp show a similar increase.  The Malaysian government has 
even acknowledged Chinese transshipment efforts.28  In Mexico, Chinese imports have also in-
creased significantly, and there are unexplained discrepancies between Chinese export data and 
Mexican import data.   
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Transshipment of Chinese shrimp is particularly attractive as it avoids both antidumping duties 
and the FDA's Import Alert regarding contaminated Chinese farm-raised shrimp. 

B. Circumvention of U.S. Antidumping Orders Through the Use of the "Dusted" 
Shrimp Exclusion 

In addition to transshipment concerns, the domestic shrimp industry has had to deal with the 
abuse of an ill-conceived exclusion to the antidumping orders granted by Commerce.  In the first 
of many baffling decisions that Commerce has taken to weaken the trade relief that the U.S. 
shrimp industry is entitled to under our trade laws, Commerce carved so-called “dusted” shrimp 
out of the scope of the orders.29  The definition of “dusted” shrimp was intended as a narrow and 
specific exclusion to the antidumping orders.  

However, foreign shrimp producers and Chinese shrimp producers, in particular, are using this 
exclusion as a means of circumvention by falsely claiming that their products meet all of the cri-
teria for the exclusion.  Shortly after the exclusion was granted, massive volumes of purportedly 
“dusted” shrimp from China flooded the U.S. market.   

C. Undercollection of Antidumping Duties 

The domestic shrimp industry along with other U.S. food production industries has experienced 
significant problems collecting duties on previous antidumping orders on food imports.  While 
the shrimp industry has benefited from an enhanced continuous bonding program implemented 
by Customs on shrimp imports to help guarantee that assessed antidumping duties would be col-
lected, other domestic industries continue to suffer with severe undercollection rates of anti-
dumping duties.  For example, over the last five years, Customs has reported that nearly 95 per-
cent of the antidumping duties, totaling hundreds of millions of dollars, assessed on crawfish im-
ported from China have been uncollected.  A chart of the undercollection rates of antidumping 
duties assessed on several agriculture/aquaculture imports can be found at Appendix B.  

Customs' enhanced continuous bonding program for shrimp imports, however, has been criti-
cized by the World Trade Organization and may be eliminated by the United States.  Termina-
tion of the program, however, will likely lead to massive under collection problems on antidump-
ing duties assessed on shrimp imports. 

D. Ineffectiveness of the FDA's Memorandum of Agreement with China  

On December 11, 2007, the FDA and China’s General Administration of Quality Supervision, 
Inspection and Quarantine (“AQSIQ”) entered into a memorandum of agreement (“MOA”), 
which, among other provisions, required the AQSIQ to certify whether export shipments of 
aquaculture products, including shrimp, is in compliance with U.S. food safety standards.30 

Despite the promises of positive reform, the MOA is essentially toothless.  Fundamentally, the 
MOA lacks transparency to allow the public, including domestic industries, to evaluate whether 
U.S. food safety is actually improved by the MOA. 
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In addition, certification by AQSIQ is not a prerequisite for entry into the United States nor does 
it appear to be a prerequisite for export from China.  The United States has only committed to 
“explore finding a mechanism to notify AQSIQ" about certain Chinese products not accompa-
nied by an export certificate.31  As of April 2008, four months after the signing of the MOA, the 
FDA is still awaiting final approval from the Chinese government on the opening of U.S. FDA's 
office there.  FDA officials expect to "begin work" on such offices in May 2008, although the 
official opening of a FDA office in China is not expected until October 2008.32 

E. Port Shopping of Contaminated Imports  

Another example of the FDA's ineffectiveness to safeguard our nation's food supply is its blatant 
refusal to prevent unscrupulous importers from "port-shopping" contaminated food imports into 
the U.S. market. 

The FDA does not require imports to be physically quarantined for inspection or testing prior to 
entry into the United States, which allows “importers to take possession of even highly suspect 
goods and arrange for their testing by private laboratories.”33  Even imports subject to an FDA 
import alert are not physically quarantined and may be delivered straight to importers.34  In the 
interim, there is ample time for product to slip into the U.S. market.  Reviewing the FDA’s ad-
ministration of its food safety program, the U.S. Government Accountability Office found that it 
takes an average of 348 days for the FDA to notify port-of-entry officials of a rejected import 
shipment.35 

While the USDA clearly marks all rejected shipments “United States Refused Entry” and tracks 
all shipments through its database system, the FDA does not have any marking requirements nor 
does it otherwise have any procedures to prevent importers from sending rejected shipments to 
other U.S. ports, or “port-shopping” rejected imports.  Congress explicitly gave the FDA the au-
thority “to require the marking of refused food” in the Bioterrorism Act of 2002, 36 but to date, 
the FDA has yet to use this authority or issue final regulations.37   

In the absence of effective FDA enforcement, there is nothing to stop shippers, like the company 
advertising in SeaFood Business (Appendix C), from importing rejected products through other 
ports -- in this country or elsewhere -- with no disclosure of the harmful nature of the product. 

F. Unequal Enforcement of U.S. Food Law between Domestic and Foreign Shrimp 
Producers 

In further proof of the inability of the FDA to effectively ensure the food safety of our nation, the 
FDA has imposed an inspection rate on domestic shrimp producers that is significantly higher 
than that imposed on foreign shrimp producers, despite the fact that imported shrimp accounts 
for 90 percent of the shrimp consumed in the United States. 

Fundamentally, U.S. producers and foreign producers are required to demonstrate Hazard Analy-
sis and Critical Control Point ("HACCP") compliance and adherence to U.S. food safety stan-
dards.  But, while the FDA conducts frequent and systematic on-site inspections of domestic 
production facilities, foreign facilities are rarely inspected.   
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According to the FDA’s budget summary for fiscal year (“FY”) 2006, the FDA conducted ap-
proximately 2,480 inspections of domestic fish and fishery products facilities for HACCP com-
pliance.38  The FDA has regulatory responsibility over “approximately 210,000 food establish-
ments.” 39  Even though the same number of foreign establishments -- 210,000 foreign food es-
tablishments -- are registered to export food to the United States, the FDA made only about 200 
inspections for FY 2006 for all foreign food production facilities, from vegetable growers to sea-
food producers, and estimates that it will make approximately 100 foreign inspections in FY 
2007.40   

G. Ineffective Enforcement of U.S. Fair Trade Laws 

In addition to challenges from foreign producers and the FDA, perhaps the greatest threat to the 
U.S. shrimp industry is the refusal of Commerce to effectively enforce the trade relief obtained 
by our industry.  For example, Commerce has made a series of inexplicable and faulty decisions 
– including decisions on multinational corporations, non-market economies, and respondent se-
lection – that have favored foreign shrimp exporters to the severe detriment of the domestic 
shrimp industry. 

V. SSA Recommendations to Improve the Food Safety of Chinese Shrimp Imports 

The implication that the SSA seeks more stringent regulations on imported shrimp than on wild-
caught domestic shrimp is a fundamental misrepresentation of our position.  As the materials 
posted on our Web-site (www.shrimpalliance.com) make clear, one of the SSA's basic proposals 
is the principle of equivalence, meaning that the regulatory controls applied to domestic produc-
tion should be applied equally to imported shrimp.   
 
The SSA has created an 11-point proposal for legislative reform that would bring the FDA in line 
with our international counterparts and significantly improve the safety of imported seafood in 
the United States.  The proposal incorporates the following four fundamental principles: 

Demonstrated Equivalence:  Exporting countries and foreign producers must be subject 
to certification of equivalence with U.S. food safety standards, foreign on-site inspections 
and revocation of exporting privileges for repeated food safety violations;  

Inspection and Testing:  Mandatory minimum inspection testing rates must be imposed 
at U.S. borders, with testing increased as problems are detected;  

Enforcement:  The FDA must impose significant penalties for noncompliance with U.S. 
food safety standards; and   

Multilateral Cooperation:  Increased multilateral cooperation with other major seafood 
importing countries. 

For additional information, please visit http://www.shrimpalliance.com/Press%20Releases/10-
16-07%20FDA%20Reform%20Proposals.pdf.  

 

Thank you for allowing me to testify today.  
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1  For additional information about the SSA’s food safety efforts and other issues, please visit 

http://www.shrimpalliance.com/.  
2  See Global and Local: Food Safety Around the World, Center for Science in the Public Interest, pp. 14-16 

(June 2005); “Chicken from China?,” BOSTON.COM (May 9, 2007) (“In China, some farmers try to maxi-
mize the output from their small plots by flooding produce with unapproved pesticides, pumping livestock 
with antibiotics banned in the United States, and using human feces as fertilizer to boost soil productivity. 
But the questionable practices don't end there: Chicken pens are frequently suspended over ponds where 
seafood is raised, recycling chicken waste as a food source for seafood, according to a leading food safety 
expert who served as a federal adviser to the Food and Drug Administration.”) (emphasis added). 

3  "The 11th Five-year Plan for Fishery Development in Guangdong Province," Guangdong Province Gov-
ernment, December 20, 2006. 

4  "11th Five-Year Plan for Nationwide Fishery Development (2006-2010)," Ministry of Agriculture Nong 
Yu Fa [2006] No. 37, November 7, 2006.  The 11th Five-Plan states: 

First: To continue to accelerate advantageous regional allocation of aquatic farming for export.  Fully util-
ize regional, industrial and scientific and technological superiority to develop regional allocation for farm-
ing large amounts of superior aquaculture products; give priority to develop farmed aquaculture products 
superior for export, and build and strengthen large and strong industrial belts appropriate for export.   

Second: To actively promote healthy farming technology and develop ecological fishery and facility fish-
ery.  Promote transforming the traditional farming methods, heavily advance standards building in farming 
regions, promote healthy farming technology and ecological farming models, decrease the density of farm-
ing seaside, develop wind and wave-resistant deep water cage farming, expand deep water farming terri-
tory, and heavily promote facility fishery.   

Third: To solidify and upgrade industrial belt [areas] for processing.  Reform and upgrade the processing 
industry in accordance with international standards, support a group of leading processors, encourage re-
search and develop intensive processing technology of aquaculture products with IPR, and create indige-
nous brands.   

Four: To strengthen measures protecting aquaculture species resource.  Improve all systems and law en-
forcement means for fleet management and fishing management, accelerate promoting energy-saving tech-
nology for fleets, guide fishermen fishing seaside to transform their activities, and actively develop off-
shore fishing. 

5  Id. at 16. 
6  Id. at 14. 
7  Id. at 13. 
8  Id. at 32. 
9  US Department of Agriculture, China People's Republic of China, Fishery Products Annual 2007, Decem-

ber 31, 2007, p. 14. 
10  “The Seafood Initiative: Doing the Right Thing,” Association of Official Agricultural Chemists available at 

http://www.aoac.org/ILM/may_june_07/seafood.htm (emphasis added).  
11  In September 2007, Chinese seafood exporter Zhanjiang Guolian Aquatics Products Inc. (“Guolian”) be-

came the first Chinese exporter to seek and gain exemption from the FDA’s import alert on farm-raised 
seafood products from China.  Guolian’s exemption has been touted as a roadmap from which future Chi-
nese exporters may gain unrestricted and unchecked access to the U.S. market.  Such trust in exporter certi-
fication and unaccredited testing results without adequate U.S. oversight is completely misplaced. 
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