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AbStraCt Table 1. The species identification of fish samples.

The red snapper fish, it would seem, that one may buy at his or her local 2 e Alisnmen E Val
market, may not be the fish that customer intends to spend their money on. Species |dentified Number of e Gl
In this study, we examine the possibility of this mischance occurring by Samples Length (bp)

extracting DNA from limited samples of fish that have been purported to be . N

red snappers, sending the samples out for sequencing, and using the BLAST Lutianus Campechanus 2 655-660 0
system to match the DNA sequences of our samples to that of the database. (Red Snapper)

Through that process we identified some of the purported red snappers were . ¥ N

in fact fake. There may be many reasons as to why a local shop would Lutjianus Peru 1 265657 0 0-10
display false fish to be a red snapper, but we contend that the fish replacing 649-654 0 0
the red snapper in stores are cheaper to buy than the red snapper.

ntrod u Ctl on Table 2. The profiles of mislabeled red snapper fish

ad misidentification is a common issue in multiple categories of food
ts. Waffles branded as “gluten-free” have recently been recalled
hey contained wheat (USFDA, 2018). There have been many cases

ification of seafood as well, including red snapper (Marko 2014). Mislabeled Fishes
ame red snapper is classified as the species Lutjanus X )
the FDA (USFDA, 2002). Accordingly, fish sold in Lutjanus Synagris 21.40%
ppers need to comply with the FDA's classification. In .

e shown that fish sold under the name red snapper in Figure 1. Morphology
ave been mislabeled fish closely related to this campechanus.
5; Jackson et al., 2017; Wong & Hanner, 2008). We
by collecting samples of alleged red snapper
nd identifying the species of these fish using
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Lutjanus Peru 78.60%
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