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by M.E.A. McNEIL

Salvation Jane and Patterson’s 
Curse are the same plant, with 
names that express the love and 

hate for it from beekeepers and the 
rest of Australians. That divide can 
often enough be found where there 
are honey bees because they are by 
nature generalists — ecumenical for-
agers pollinating without prejudice, 
spreading the spreadable, partners 
to invasives and natives alike. They 
will forage on what’s available, and 
available can mean plants classified 
as noxious weeds that are harm-
ful to the environment. Honey bees 
would be just as glad for ecologically 
friendly food sources, but across our 
nation, forage is declining signifi-
cantly. That is perhaps the most criti-
cal aspect of this story for beekeepers. 
 An invasive species, according to 
University of Florida Professor of 
Entomology Jim Cuda, “usually gets 
here without its natural enemies that 
normally keep it in balance in its na-
tive range. It then starts to displace 
native species.” When those invasives 
are important bloom for our bees and 
also need to be controlled, we arrive at 
the interface of Salvation and Curse. 
  Simply put, the federal government 
is mandated to control invasive spe-
cies. Thus far, control by cutting and 
poisoning is both ineffective and 
problematic, both economically and 
environmentally. An additional third 
solution is what is called classical or 
importation biocontrol, which is in-
troducing a natural enemy of an inva-
sive. Biocontrols are being used and 
proposed anew for plants that bee-
keepers value as forage — some with 
little notice, some with impact on a 

varietal, some with strong opposition 
and mistrust. A biologist advising 
Texas beekeepers, Denis Herbert, said 
a proposed tallow biocontrol “will get 
away and cause untold millions in 
damage that can’t be stopped.” Cor-
nell Professor of Natural Resources 
and Environment Bernd Blossey said, 
“Weed biocontrol is a mature science 
with a 100-plus-year proven record.” 
With the aim of untangling the dis-
parate threads of fact and opinion 
on this subject, twelve scientists and 
beekeepers have been interviewed for 
this article.

Lincoln Smith, a weed biocontrol 
researcher with the USDA Agricultur-
al Research Service (ARS), answered a 
request for an interview about eradi-

cation with the first piece of educa-
tion: He said that he is “not an expert 
on eradication; however, I do conduct 
research on biological control. … 
When successful, biological control 
helps to reduce the abundance of the 
target plant, but it generally does not 
cause eradication.”

The second piece of education was 
his use of the word “generally,” which 
is science-speak for “this is what we 
know so far.” Note that “so far” is 
summed up by Cuda: “There is no 
case where a biological control elimi-
nated the plant.” This was echoed in 
multiple research surveys and inter-
views with scientists. But for beekeep-
ers, there can be a significant matter 
of degree. 

Prized Honeys,

 Invasive Species 

and Biocontrols

Lincoln Smith, a 
weed biocontrol 
researcher with 
the USDA-ARS 

in California, has 
just been permit-
ted to release the 

rosette weevil as a 
biocontrol against 
yellow star thistle 
after 20 years of 

trials. In this photo, 
he is working in 
Turkey at one of 
several selection 
and testing loca-
tions in Eurasia, 

the thistle’s  
natural habitat.
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Some background on beekeeper-
valued invasive plants that are subject 
to biocontrols:

Japanese knotweed (Reynoutria ja-
ponica, Reynoutria sachalinensis, and 
their hybrid Reynoutria X bohemica), 
from Japan via the U.K., is also called 
Hancock’s curse, or Japanese or Amer-
ican bamboo. It is found across most 
of temperate North America, forming 
thickets up to four meters tall that can 
eliminate native vegetation and im-
pede Northwest salmon restoration 
efforts. It is listed by the World Con-
servation Union as one of the world’s 
worst invasive species. A biocontrol 

insect native to Japan, the two-milli-
meter-long knotweed psyllid (Aphalara 
itadori) was introduced last year in sev-
en states, a project of Cornell entomol-
ogy professor Bernd Blossey. Research 
and permitting took 16 years.

Beekeepers value the plant’s late 
bloom. Bamboo honey, described by 
Amina Harris, head of the UC Da-
vis Honey and Pollination Center, is 
“Dark amber, aromatic. Buttery, like 
melted brown sugar, rich and sugary 
front, a floral hint at the back and a 
little astringent on the tongue.”

Purple loostrife (Lythrum salicaria), 
a perennial native to Eurasia, was un-

intentionally introduced in cargo ship 
ballast and discovered in Lake Ontar-
io in 1869. Its spikes of flowers grow 
up to six feet tall in broad clumps. It is 
found in wetlands across the country, 
clogging waterways and irrigation 
systems, impacting habitat for water-
fowl. It is widely classified as a pro-
hibited noxious weed. Several biocon-
trols, including a root-boring weevil, 
Hylobius transversovittatus, have been 
used for well over a decade in several 
affected states. Blossey says that in 
places it has gone “from an ecological 
menace to a roadside attraction.”

Late-season flowering is so val-
ued for bees that it was once recom-
mended that “every good beekeeper 
should have a pocket full of seeds.” 
The honey is rarely sold as a varietal. 

Tamarisk (Tamarix species), also 
called saltcedar, is native to Eurasia 
and Africa and has spread along the 
drainage areas of Southwestern riv-
ers, with dense monotypic thickets 
estimated to invade over two million 
acres. It has deep roots and a high 
evapotranspiration rate, which alters 
streambed hydrology. It increases soil 
salinity and displaces native riparian 
habitat. The tamarisk leaf beetle (Dio-
rhabda elongate) was released in the late 
1980s to control its spread, with a posi-
tive effect reported on return of native 
vegetation in the Grand Canyon. 

Beekeepers welcome the long 
bloom. The honey, once welcomed pri-
marily as bee feed, can now be found 
as a molasses-dark desert varietal.

Yellow starthistle (Centaurea solsti-
tialis), native to Eurasia, has spread 
to over 15 million acres in the West 
and has become one of the most se-
rious rangeland and wildland weeds 
in North America; its spiny heads 
are disruptive to cattle grazing and 
lethally toxic to horses. In a drought- 
and fire-prone area, it consumes di-
minished groundwater with its long 
taproot and contributes to the dry bio-
mass in the late fire season.

An intriguing history was recount-
ed by the late Robyn Thorpe, the na-
tive bee authority, to Joe DiTomaso, 
a UC Davis weed specialist who 
worked on yellow starthistle. Thorpe 
told him that starthistle came from 
Spain to Chile, and from there the 
seeds arrived in alfalfa to San Francis-
co during the Gold Rush. Starthistle 
grew in patches in the Marysville area 
for some 50 years and did not spread 
because its native pollinators were all 
in Europe. As told to him by Thorpe, 
DiTomaso said, “Honey bees didn’t 
go to it because there wasn’t much 

A patch of purple loosestrife, an invasive exotic, under biocontrol in the Hudson River 
Valley in 2019. Cornell Professor Bern Blossey said, “The plant is present in lower 
abundance but still occurs everywhere in New York.”
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The rapid expansion of yellow star thistle, which has an extremely long root, has im-
pacted the water table during the California drought. It also contributes to late-season 
fire danger. Credit: M.J. Pitcairn
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nectar. It was pollinated occasionally 
by a generalist, and there was some 
seed production, but over time the 
selection was for plants that started 
to produce nectar — more and more 
nectar and the fecundity of the plant 
went from just a few seeds per plant 
to 75 seeds per head, which is a huge 
amount, even more than it produces 
in its native range. So now it became a 
huge reward for bees because it start-
ed putting all its energy into nectar.”

Some researchers have concluded 
that honey bees and yellow starthistle 
act as invasive mutualists, each in-
creasing the survivorship of the other. 
As DiTomaso put it, “One hundred 
years ago you couldn’t make yellow 
starthistle honey. Today it is one of 
the best honeys in the state.” Or any-
where, many say.

Harris describes it as “straw yellow, 
with a hint of green, even as it ages. 
It is delicate, perfectly sweet as op-
posed to being heavy and dramatic. 
Food and Wine Magazine called it 
‘the champagne of honeys.’” And, for 
complex reasons, there is now very 
little to be had.

As biocontrols, six species of in-
sects and one rust fungus have been 
released to control yellow starthistle 
in California, beginning in 1984. Two, 
the hairy weevil Eustenopus villosus 
and the false peacock fly Chaetorellia 
succinea, are the most efficient. In a 
new foray, Smith’s team was permit-
ted to release in 2020 the rosette wee-
vil Ceratapion basicorne, a biocontrol 
that feeds on starthistle roots.

Brazilian Peppertree, Schinus ter-
ebinthifolia Raddi Anacardiaceae, also 
called Christmasberry, is native to 
Brazil. It is considered Florida’s most 
invasive weed. Once established, it 
displaces the native vegetation, re-
ducing the biological diversity of 
plants and animals. Its dense mono-
cultures currently dominate entire 
ecosystems in south-central Florida 
and pose a significant threat to on-
going Everglades restoration. Con-
trol has cost conservation agencies 
$4.7 million a year. A biocontrol, the 
Brazilian peppertree thrip, Pseudophi-
lothrips ichini, was introduced in 2019, 
and another, the yellow Brazilian 
peppertree leaf galler, Calophya lati-
forceps, will follow.

The value of the plant for beekeepers 
is the late and copious nectar flow that 
bolsters bees going into winter. Harris 
defines the honey as “bakers’ grade,” 
meaning that it is used to blend.

Tallow (Triadica sebifera), native to 
China, has been in the country long 

enough to have acquired a string of 
names: Chinese tallow, candleberry 
tree, chicken tree, popcorn tree. The 
waxy coatings of the seeds can be 
used for candle and soap making, 
hence the name sebifera, which means 
"wax-bearing," as well as “tallow” and 
“candle.” “Popcorn” describes the ap-
pearance of its white seeds. “Chick-
en” refers to the fact that chickens like 
to eat the seeds, although, ironically, 
the endangered status of Attwater’s 
prarie chicken is attributed in large 
part to the incursion of tallow on its 
prairie habitat. In the U.S., tallow in-
vades coastal prairies, riparian areas, 
flood plains, forestlands, lake margins 
and other natural areas, from south-
ern Texas to Jacksonville, Florida and 
north to Savannah, Georgia. It has no 
natural predators, and produces seeds 
prolifically (100,000 annually per tree) 
that are spread rapidly by birds and 
water, creating monospecific forests. 
Less visible is the effect of tallow leaf 
toxins on nematodes and small ar-
thropods that are hampered in break-
ing down the litter, altering the eco-
system processes of native habitats. 
The biodiversity of coastal prairies in 
Texas is said to have been replaced by 
tallow in a decade. Note that tallow 
also outcompetes a long list of nectar 
and pollen sources such as tupelos 
and willows, posted on the cited Uni-
versity of Florida blog.

Its history begins with good inten-
tions. Tallow has been cultivated in 
China for at least 14 centuries. It is 
first documented as arriving in this 
country in a 1772 letter by Benjamin 
Franklin to the Georgia colony send-
ing the seeds for “a most useful plant.” 

It was introduced into South Carolina 
in 1776 by the French botanist Francois 
Michaux. In 1905, the Foreign Plant 
Introduction Division of the USDA 
promoted tallow tree planting in Gulf 
Coast states to establish a local soap 
industry, and other entrepreneurial 
and ornamental projects followed.

Chemical, physical, and mechanical 
control of the spread have proven to 
be costly, ineffective, temporary and 
in some cases hazardous. In excess of 
ten million dollars per year is spent 
on control in the western range of the 
plant, but roots readily develop shoots, 
and the effects of chemicals on non-
target species is a problem familiar to 
beekeepers. Among control efforts, the 
Texas Department of Agriculture bans 
the sale of tallow plants and the Mis-
sissippi Forestry Commission calls on 
citizens to remove the trees in a pro-
gram called Help Stop the Pop (pop-
corn tree). Currently biocontrols pro-
posed by the USDA are the flea beetle 
Bikasha collaris and the small moth 
Gadirtha fusca — a program opposed 
by a cohort of Southern beekeepers.

Tallow is highly valued for bee for-
age. Beekeeper Blake Shook estimates 
that it produces 90% of Texas honey. 
Tallow honey, long considered to be 
baking grade, has been promoted by 
the Texas Beekeepers Association in a 
creative way. They’d had a string of 
hard years and were recovering from 
hurricane loss when they found un-
identifiable honey marketed as local. 
Frustrated by fruitless attempts to 
establish federal standards for honey, 
they created their own vetting process 
and label, Real Texas Honey, through 
a Specialty Crop Block Grant from the 

Thickets of tallow plants invade natural areas in the Gulf states. The biodiversity of 
coastal prairies in Texas is said to have been replaced by tallow in a decade. Tallow is 
an important forage plant for beekeepers, but it is known to overtake native nectar-
producing plants in the area such as tupelo and willow.
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USDA. Tallow honey is now blended 
with clover and sold as local honey. 
Shook describes it as amber with “ro-
bust flavor, one of the few darker hon-
eys that I would say still has a won-
derful taste to it.” 

Currently, a proposal coordinated 
by four USDA agencies is being re-
viewed to issue permits to release the 
beetle and moth mentioned above to 
control further spread of tallow. The 
goal, said project leader Greg Wheel-
er, is “to decrease the competitive-
ness of Triadica sebifera populations 
throughout the southeastern U.S. so 
that it no longer overwhelms native 
habitats. To decrease human exposure 
and the expenses of herbicide used to 
control the invasive tallow.” 

Juliana Rangell, an entomologist 
at Texas A&M who guided the Texas 
beekeepers through their grant pro-
cess, said, “It is a valid concern that 
[tallow] is an invasive species, one of 
those that has a conservation biology 
impact because it outcompetes local 
wild plants. Honey bees are also an 
invasive species, and we depend on 
them for crop production. It’s difficult 
to convey the message of what the ac-
tual control is trying to achieve to the 
beekeepers when they depend upon 
the very tree that is to be controlled.”

Some Southern beekeepers — al-
ready in a world of grief over mites, 
extreme weather and illegally im-
ported honey — are alarmed by the 
proposed biocontrols. Shook, an 
affable guy, is frightened by what 
might happen to the business he has 
built. He started beekeeping when he 
was 12 and “I absolutely fell in love 
with it and just moved into beekeep-
ing right out of high school. Now we 
package and sell our honey to major 
grocery stores, package other honeys 
and have a commercial migratory 
beekeeping operation in Texas, Cali-
fornia and North Dakota. We also 
now have a chain of beekeeping sup-
ply companies.” 

A message titled "Critical Beekeep-
er Alert" from the American Honey 
Producers Association (AHPA) states 
that “APHIS plans to release two non-
native pests (a moth & a beetle from 
China) to eventually eradicate the Tal-
low tree from the USA. … Operations 
will go out of business.” Blake joined 
an impromptu committee between 
members of AHPA and ABF (Ameri-
can Beekeeping Federation) that was 
formed to oppose the biocontrols for 
tallow. He said, “Eventually we will 
go from one of the top honey produc-
tion states to one of the bottom states 
and that’s true for my business and 
most of my friends in Texas.”

Amy Vu, University of Florida Ex-
tension coordinator for the Honey 
Bee Research and Extension Lab, ac-
knowledged the importance of the 
tallow honey crop. She reviewed the 
lengthy USDA documents and con-
cluded: “Here is what beekeepers 
need to know. The release of these in-
sects is an attempt to reduce, but not 
eliminate, Chinese tallow. We antici-
pate no major change to honey pro-
duction in the near term. Tallow will 
not be eliminated as a nectar/pollen 
source for beekeepers, even in the 
long term, because biological control 
agents have never completely elimi-
nated their target.”

The USDA Environmental Assess-
ment (EA) says, “It is expected that 
the biocontrol will reduce aboveg-
round biomass of tallow seedlings.” 
It is the new growth that is attacked 
by the moth and beetle, not the ma-
ture plants. The trees live, by various 
estimates, 25 to 100 years. In tests of 
the biocontrols, Wheeler reported as 
much as 80 percent mortality in seed-
lings. To hazard an extrapolation from 
that: 20 percent of the old growth 
could decline and be replaced by sap-
lings, keeping the nectar source rela-
tively stable and satisfying the need 
to halt the spread. 

When Vu started her job, it was at a 
time of similarly intense anxiety from 
beekeepers about controls for Brazil-
ian peppertree that had been released. 
Since then, she said, “I have not heard 
from a single beekeeper that they 
were not able to have Brazilian pep-
per honey.”

The AHPA alert message says that 
the biocontrols have “the potential 
to jump hosts.” The Texas Beekeep-
ers Association is concerned that, al-
though the EA states that the biologi-
cal control agents are monophagous 
[relying on a single plant], it cites a 
“rare” chance that they will feed on 
other plants, and that, they write in 
their response, is not enough certainty. 

That skepticism is understandable. 
We beekeepers are well aware of how 
an exotic insect can run amok; we 
have created our own Franken-mite 
through repeated chemical selection 

Amy Vu is the University of Florida Ex-
tension coordinator for the Honey Bee 
Research and Extension Lab. She has 
worked through the Environmental As-
sessment for a USDA program to control 
the spread of the invasive tallow tree in 
order to explain it to beekeepers.

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f F
lo

rid
a

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f F
lo

rid
a

Proposed biocontrols for the invasive tal-
low plant, the flea beetle Bikasha collaris, 
above, and the small moth Gadirtha fus-
ca, are expected to impact tallow seed-
lings only, not established plants.
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This jar of Blake Shook’s Desert Creek 
Honey, a blend of tallow and clover, is 
representative of an innovative program 
to certify bona fide local producers as 
Real Texas Honey. Blake runs a commer-
cial beekeeping operation and a chain 
of supply stores in Texas, and is among 
beekeepers with deep concerns over the 
possible impacts of a proposed USDA 
biocontrol program.
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in our hives. The AHPA calls the pro-
posed biocontrol release against the 
spread of tallow “reckless.” Herbert 
advises the Texas beekeepers, “There 
hasn’t been anything, I say anything 
that’s been introduced into the U.S. 
that didn’t get out of control.” He cites 
kudzu and Africanized bees, among 
other plants and animals. Called the 
hydra effect, after the mythical Greek 
serpent that grew two heads for ev-
ery one severed, that fear comes from 
runaway exotics.  

Cornell Professor Blossey points 
out that Herbert’s examples are plant 
and other animal incursions, not bio-
controls against weeds. He said, “Bio-
control of insects is a very different 
beast. I have reviewed the evidence 
and in more than 1,200 programs con-
ducted worldwide, using over 300 
different insect species. A few insects 
occasionally nibble at other plants, 
but no populations of other plants 
have even been threatened by biologi-
cal control agents. No weed biological 
control agent has ever eradicated its 
host plant. Period. Not every program 
is successful, but non-target effects are 
basically non-existing.”

It could be fair to say that “rare” 
and “generally assumed” are science-
speak for the continual correction 
that is the scientific process. As to 
the history of biocontrols jumping 
to non-targeted species, often cited 
as an example is an early thistle con-
trol, Rhinocyllus conicus, introduced 
in the West without regard to native 
thistles. DiTomaso said, “At the time 
they thought all thistles are bad. Now 
our attitude has changed, and a lot of 
things get rejected.” 

Wheeler writes of the USDA/ARS/
IPRL (Invasive Plant Research Labora-
tories) in Fort Lauderdale and Gaines-
ville, Florida: “We work on biological 
control of weeds and have been doing 
this safely since the 1950s. In the south-

eastern U.S., we currently work on 
about 15 weeds and have worked his-
torically on about twice that number. 
Other labs in other parts of the coun-
try do much the same. There are many 
examples in the southeastern U.S. To 
name a few, water hyacinth, alligator 
weed, melaleuca, and air potato.”

Work on the proposed tallow con-
trols began in 2006. Various insect 
candidates were tempted with a 
menu presented in no-choice, dual-
choice and multigeneration tests 
on North American, Caribbean and 
Mexican flora. The plants included 
genetic types of tallow, other species 
in the same genus, species in other 
genera in the same family, threatened 
and endangered species in the same 
family, species in other families in the 
same order, species in other orders, 
and any plant on which the proposed 
biological control agent or its close 
relatives have been found. On these 
plants, neither the flea beetle Bikasha 
collaris nor the moth Gadirtha fusca 
was able to maintain a population on 
any target except the tallow tree.

“It has been over 15 years that they 
have studied these two insects,” said 
Vu. “What the general public will hear 
is that this insect is being released into 
who knows where. But that’s just not 
the reality. The reality is that they 
have been doing research on this in-
sect for years.”

Rangell said that such a project 
could be explained in a virtual town 
hall. “From the beekeepers’ perspec-
tive, they hear the words tallow and 
biocontrol and those are the two 
words that they hear. They don’t have 

the time to understand all the nuanc-
es.” She suggested “a one-hour we-
binar followed by a Q&A, compared 
to reading the whole hundred-page 
document, to get a simple explana-
tion of what’s going on and what the 
plans ahead are.

Yellow starthistle is another story. 
The 1959 California State Chamber of 
Commerce Yellow Star Thistle Con-
ference minutes lists participants as 
beekeepers, ranchers and various 
state and university representatives: 
“The net result of this meeting was 
a consensus agreement to recommend 
biological control of yellow star thistle 
and investigation of plants useful to 
both the livestock and beekeeping in-
dustries in order to replace controlled 
weeds [emphasis added].” 

It took until 1991, when the first of 
what would eventually be six biocon-
trol agents against yellow starthistle 
was released. By the time DiTomasi 
arrived at the University of Califor-
nia in 1995, the plant had continued 
to proliferate, and ranchers were the 
driving force for his work on further 
control. Smith was hired in 2000 at the 
USDA in Albany, California, also to 
work on thistle biocontrol. It took un-
til 2005 for him to complete research 
on the root-eating rosette weevil. His 
proposal was rejected, and it took an-
other 15 years with nine more trials, 
in Turkey, Italy and France, to prove 
that the insect would not feed on non-
targeted plants. The permit was is-
sued for release last year.

In the meantime, the hardy starthis-
tle was losing flowerheads to the in-
sects, but, reduced to a quarter of its 

Cornell Professor of Natural Resources 
and Environment Bernd Blossey worked 
16 years on the efficacy of a tiny psyllid 
as a biocontrol for the invasive Japanese 
knotweed. He said that “restoration is the 
one link we have missed.”
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Joe DiTomaso, a UC Davis weed specialist, is surrounded with yellow starthistle. He 
worked throughout his career on safe biocontrols, primarily for the invasive thistle.
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M.E.A. McNeil is a jour-
nalist, Master Beekeeper 
and Northern California 
organic farmer. She can 
be reached at: mea@
meamcneil.com. 

seed production, Di Tomaso said, “it 
could still produce 25 million seeds 
per acre, still way too much. In attack-
ing starthistle, the biocontrol agents 
are very effective, but in controlling 
starthistle, not that effective.”

Because vast swaths of the flower-
ing plant were still standing, Smith 
was surprised to read Harris’ note on 
a jar of starthistle honey that called it 
“increasingly rare.” He said, “It oc-
cupies ten million acres in California 
alone, and I asked her, ‘Why would 
you say this?’” Her answer is that the 
honey is indeed increasingly rare. 

“I have not seen a decrease in star 
thistle plants, but the plants don’t 
produce nectar for me,” said Frank 
Pendell. He is a highly respected bee 
breeder, producing Cordovan bees 
with his family on a third-generation 
ranch in remote Stonyford, California. 
“I get a little in late August because 
there are fewer weevils at the end of 
the season. I can’t even sort out star 
thistle honey anymore, I get so little. 
It was a big impact for me.” 

Pat Heitkam is a major Northern 
California queen breeder with his son 
Russell. He is on the board of Project 
Apis m, currently vice president of 
Bee Informed Partnership (BIP) and 
a participant in honey bee breed-
ing and research projects. He recalls 
beekeepers’ concerns about yellow 
starthistle controls in the 1980s. The 
problem, he said, was, in finding lo-
cations for their bees, “we are guests 
on big ranches,” and reluctant to 
“oppose landowners who will allow 
us to be on their land.” He’d heard 
reports of 120 pounds per hive on 
starthistle in the 1930s and 40s. “It’s 
been on the decline for a long time. 
We don’t know if it’s drought, beetle 
or land-use. The bee business is be-
coming more difficult every day.”

As for the role of climate, Pendell 
said, “Starthistle is very sensitive 
to rainfall so year-to-year it varies a 
lot. We average 17 inches a year, and 
we are just past three to five inches.” 
California is two decades into what 
hydrologists call a megadrought, and 
climate change is considered to effect 
nectar sources.

“It is very difficult to understand 
which decline comes from a biocon-
trol and which comes from the change 
in temperature,” said Arathi Seshadri, 
a resource entomologist at the new 
USDA-ARS lab at U.C. Davis.

If, for a moment, the complexities 
with or without biocontrols are set 
aside, what is left is the salient need 
for forage. It’s a place where the bee-

keepers and scientists can agree. The 
Texas beekeepers’ response to the EA 
cites a “lack of mitigation strategies.” 
Blossey said, “Restoration is the one 
link that we have missed — a window 
of opportunity.” 

George Hansen is a past president 
of the ABF, a producer-representative 
on the National Honey Board, on the 
boards of BIP and Project Apis m., 
and a commercial beekeeper with 
his sons in Oregon. He summed it 
up: “We really have a problem with 
invasive species. You can’t blame the 
bee, and I don’t want to question the 
scientists about the need to control. 
A lot of people in the bee industry 
would say keep your hands off our 
stuff, but eradication is unlikely. It’s 
going to take work to establish alter-
natives. My main problem is that we 
are losing forage for all pollinators 
because of urbanization and agricul-
tural use — millions of acres every 
year.”

The NGOs (non-governmental or-
ganizations) with forage programs 
have neither the resources nor the 
access to land to address the size of 
the need. Hansen said, “CRP (Conser-
vation Reserve Program of the Farm 
Service Agency) is back to where it 
was a decade ago. The total acreage 
has been cut significantly. Urban ar-
eas have also spread. If we are tak-
ing forage away, we need to create at 
least as much to replace it. It’s up to 
the USDA to decide what to do. How 
could it not be a responsibility to put 
something in that is appropriate? We 
need a comprehensive and meaning-
ful program to create appropriate for-
age that is not causing problems like 
invasive species.”

Seshadri said that she sees a cul-
tural change taking place. Her new 
USDA-ARS lab was created to col-
laborate with federal, university, non-
governmental and industry partners. 
“No one was talking with everyone; 
they were working in silos. Now we 
have people talking to all of us, and 
now I think a lot of agencies are try-
ing to work together and understand 
where the problems and benefits lie. 
We can look at it as a system-level 
problem. It’s a big thing, everything 
fits together, it’s not on its own. Right? 
It’s taking us a while, and I think 
we’re still building it, but we are talk-
ing to each other.”

Blake Shook said, “It is obviously 
a controversial topic, and there are 
always folks on both sides of those. 
I appreciate that you are listening to 
both sides. As we all should.”
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