PERCEPTION IN FRANCE of ECONOMIC ACTORS and NGO
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v'After analyzing the changes and investments needed to It POGM arrived on the market:

organize a chain for GM Fish  (control of escapes, closed farming Also there are potential risks cited: v'need of a regulatory framework at European scale or larger, and
systems, segregation of supply chains between orciinar and ¥ negative impact on the market and the environment a necessary communication
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GMO), some interviewees questioned the economic balance
that would result given the costs involved, and the interest of GM
Fish.

v impact on consumer health

Perception by economic actors in the fish supply ch ain
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A market ?

v'Today: impossible to bring GM Fish to the market, "not ripe", it would cause a crisis, an outcry.

v'Tomorrow: possible only after a long time period (5, 10, 20, 30 years...), after an extensive communication AND within a European or international regulatory framework
v'Concern among some players, because of: their responsibility vis-a-vis their clients concerning the risk of accidental imports, their inability to pay additional costs (SMES) or even
an obligation to trade GM Fish imposed by a low prize.

The price of POGM ? For most respondents, a low price  would be needed to find a market
Another perspective: imagine a PoGM with benefits that justify a higher price

Perception by NGO

The GM Fish : "it's not our priority! * Positions of NGO about GMO How to act if PoGM arrived ? |
v"It's not a hot topic" (5 NGOs). UFC Not against GMO a priori, under 3 conditions : v'Trust the current control system, but expose its flaws
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Methods of action are identical to those already

WwF Againstall GMO implemented for GMO plants ... But:
GMO issues vary according to NGO: IUCN No official position about GMO. Unofficially "p P o
e . . v"You could not pull them out as GM plants®;
v Greenpeace, WWF and IUCN: risk of release of GMOs in the environment unfavourable. v"We would monitor processors and distributors. but the
v'Greenpeace: food safety for the consumer (GM animals would have ATTAC Againstall GMO P ’ y

would not have fun and play that game with fish "(regarded as a
natural product for the consumer).

v"A GM animal, it would necessarily be more visible than a GM
plant”

Increased effects compared to GM plants)

v'UFC: The right of consumers to information, the labeling of GMO products
Including the products made out animals fed with GMOs

v ATTAC: the marketization of the commons (knowledge, life ...)

Conclusion

If summarized to a practical viewpoint, the perception of GM Fish by economic actors, both in the fish farming sector and in the aquatic food products chain, clearly
show that transgenetic fish have no possible place today in the farms or in the markets in France or in Europe, because of a global idea of public non-acceptance,
especially by consumers. Obviously, those results are linked with the French and European context, where GMO is an issue largely discussed, raising questions and
unfavourable reactions.

It can be recalled that our consumers focus groups showed very elaborated perceptions of the GM Fish, through a real ability to build argumentations including
various aspects related to GM Fish and transgenesis : relation man — nature and environment, relation to science and techniques, economics and politics, etc.

In fact, apart from their viewpoint linked to their professional function, a number of interviewees also showed such ability to consider GM Fish under various
approaches.

As for NGO, there is no time today for a special treatment concerning GM Fish, which is treated mostly as one GMO amoung others. All interviewed NGO declared a
position clearly against any GMO, except UFC (consumers union) which showed a possible open attitude but under very restricted conditions.

Our findings reinforce the conclusion that transgenesis applied to fish cannot be simply considered as a technigue and a source of potential new food product.
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