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IOBC-NRS NEWSLETTER  

A  REPLY  TO  VAN  DR IE S CHE  
ET  AL .  

We thank Van Driesche, Hoddle, and Center for their response to our brief, invited article, 

“Releasing Biocontrol Agents: Risk Assessment and Overdue Reform,” published in the Summer 2007 

IOBC-NRS Newsletter. The intent of this article was to stimulate analysis and discussion of current deci-

sion-making practices and the wider regulatory environment associated with classical biological control. 

We therefore welcome and encourage this type of exchange and hope that it leads to additional discussion. 

We would like to make only a few points here in response. 

Although both of us have active research in biological control, we believe there is substantial value in 

novel perspectives on biocontrol risks and benefits from those who are not specialists. The history of sci-

ence is replete with examples of how this type of “hybrid vigor” advances disciplines and contributes sig-

nificantly to the greater good.  
Continued page 3 
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For many biocontrol scientists, a recent article in the IOBC NRS newsletter by Peterson and Sing 
struck a false cord, prompting this reply. The Peterson and Sing article projected the view that biologi-
cal control is risky (i.e., low success rate), uncertain (lottery approach), and unregulated (practitioners 
are blinded by vested interests).  The authors used such characterizations to argue for formalized risk 
assessment of natural enemy introductions.  While seemingly reasonable, if implemented the rigid 
approach advocated would likely steer outcomes toward less rather than safer biological control ac-
tivity in the future.  We, in contrast, believe there is an increasing need for biological control, while 

enhancing safety to reasonable levels.  

Things NOT said: Things NOT said: Things NOT said: Things NOT said:     

(1) Risk assessments are already widely used for 
introductions of agents attacking invasive weeds.  TAG 
assessments in the U.S.A. (and via NAPPO, for North 
America) have been in place for decades and involve 
extensive consideration of possible risks from herbivore 
introductions.  Many agents are rejected. Others are 
never brought to the review stage because researchers 
conclude agents pose unacceptable risks.  While no such 
system exists for parasitoids and predators targeted 
against invasive arthropods, voluntary systems of review 
are now being used, through the production of Environ-
mental Assessments.  The recent review of parasitoids 
released against the massively damaging emerald ash 
borer is a good example of this process.  What is missing 
in the U.S.A. is a “Biological Control Act” providing clear 
jurisdiction for a single federal agency for all aspects of 
biological control, including risk assessments for all cate-
gories of agents. 
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This fall IOBC-NRS members have a choice as to where they may attend an IOBC supported meeting 
in North America.  As many members know, our regional section is jointly sponsoring the conference 
“Biological Control without Borders” in association with the IOBC-Neotropical Section and the Mexican 
Society for Biological Control.  The meeting will be held in Merida, Mexico, (13-15 November) and will 
focus on ecological interactions of GM crops and biological control, the use of biological control in green-
houses, and biological control of weeds.  IOBC-NRS Past-President Robert Wiedenmann has contributed 
significantly to developing and organizing this meeting.  For those individuals interested in the archae-

ology of Mexico’s Yucatan peninsula, this is a must-do opportunity. 

Various aspects of augmentative biological control will be the focus of the upcoming meeting 
“Maintaining Worldwide Connections for Quality Assurance in Arthropod and Nematode Rearing” in Mont-
real, Canada, from 28 October to 1 November.  This meeting is being supported by several groups includ-
ing the IOBC Global Working Group on Arthropod Mass Rearing & Quality Control and the Association of 
Natural Bio-control Producers.  Several IOBC-NRS members will be presenting information at the meet-
ing.  Symposia will focus on partnerships in biological control, the state of the biological control industry, 
use of artificial diets for production of entomophagous arthropods, production of sterile insects, future 
concepts for mass production of phytoseiid mites, education and training in arthropod rearing, optimum 
use of cold storage for storing natural enemies, and quality assurance of commercially produced natural 
enemies.  This is an excellent venue for those interested in the production of natural enemies.  There is 

still time to register at:  http://www.anbp.org/joint_meeting.htm 

Please take advantage of these meeting opportunities to hear about new developments in biological 
control research and the practical benefits that our science provides to society.  Additionally, use these 

conferences to meet and interact with fellow biological control enthusiasts from Mexico and Canada. 

Marshall W. Johnson 
Department of Entomology 

University of California 
Rivserside, CA 

The IOBC-Nearctic and Neotropical 
Regional Sections and the Mexi-
can Society for Biological Control 
would like to invite you to partici-
pate in an upcoming event. The 
collaborative symposium, entitled 
"Biological Control Without Bor-
ders" will happen on November 
13-15, in Merida (Yucatan), Mex-
ico.  The venue is the Hyatt Re-
gency Merida.  The meeting will be 
held in conjunction with the Mexi-
can Society's 30th Annual Con-
gress of Biological Control, and 
immediately following the Mexican 

Society's National Short Course on 
Biological Control (Nov 11-13).  In 
addition, the NCERA-125 regional 
Biological Control committee will 
meet (Nov 12-13) in conjunction 

with the Merida meeting. 

The meeting will begin the 
evening of the 13th with an open-
ing ceremony, special presenta-
tions, and a social.  The meeting 
itself will run for two full days, 
concluded by a banquet the eve-
ning of the 15th.  Three symposia 
sponsored by the IOBC-NRS are 
Ecological interactions of GM 

Crops and Biological Control; Bio-
control in Greenhouses; and Bio-
logical Control of Weeds. A num-
ber of other symposia will be or-

ganized by the Mexican Society.   

Please feel free to contact me 
for any questions or suggestions 
(even suggestions for guest pro-
gram and tours) you may have.  I 
truly hope to see you in Merida. 

Robert Wiedenmann 
Department of Entomology 

University of Arkansas 
Fayetteville, AR 
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Message From the President: Mexico or 

Canada?  IOBC Members Have a Choice 

IOBC -NRS  TEAMS  UP  WITH  MEX I CAN  
B I O CONTROL  SOC I ETY  I N  MER IDA ,  MEX ICO  
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The IOBC-NRS 

increases its relevancy 

outside the United 

States 

More information on 

the meeting can be 

found at  

http://

entomology.uark.edu/

iobcsymp.html 

Over the past 2-3 years, the gov-
erning board of the NRS-IOBC has 
been discussing the development 
of a 'best practices' certificate 
process that would be mediated by 
the NRS IOBC.  The purpose is to 
provide an optional service by 
which the IOBC could led support 
to biological control scientists that 
are in the process of doing classi-
cal biological control releases.  The 

ideas outlined below were publi-
cized and discussed at the most 
recent NRS-IOBC symposium at 
the ESA meeting in Indianapo-
lis.  Here we are polling our mem-
bership to gauge support for the 
idea.  Please look over the outline 
below and send in a ballot reflect-
ing whether you support the crea-
tion of a best-practices certificate 
process at NRS-IOBC.  Thanks for  

your help in this matter. 
 

George Heimpel 
Department of Entomology 

University of Minnesota 

BALLOT ISSUE 

BEST 

PRACTICES 

CERTIFICATE 

(see insert) 
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(2) Biological control projects on 
the whole are successful.  Re-
views of success rates for classi-
cal biological control (Hall et al., 
1980; Julien et al., 1984; Great-
head, 1986; Waage, 1990; Hoff-
mann, 1996; McFadyen, 1998; 
Page & Lacey, 2006) show that 
60% of projects have a positive 60% of projects have a positive 60% of projects have a positive 60% of projects have a positive 
effecteffecteffecteffect.... In 17% of projects, natural 
enemy introductions against 
arthropods and weeds provide 
complete control (invader no 
longer considered a pest) and in 
43% of cases, the extent of eco-
logical damage or the amount of 
pesticide used are reduced.  
(3) Most damage from invasive 
species has nothing to do with 
the importation of biological con-
trol agents. Better control of the 
largely unregulated commerce in 
exotic organisms would provide 
greater reductions in non-target 
impacts than  would stricter con-
trols on biological control agents. 
Indeed, excessive restriction on 
importation of biological control 
agents is likely to make invasive 
species problems worse, by de-
laying or preventing needed sup-
pression of high impact invasive 
insects and weeds. 

Things that were said:Things that were said:Things that were said:Things that were said:    

“Classical biological control 
is best viewed as a tactic within 
IPM.”    Typically, classical biologi-
cal control projects operate re-
gionally and are independent of 
IPM tactics applied on specific 
blocks of land. Some successful 
IPM programs do not even in-
clude natural enemies as a man-

agement tactic. 

“Risk assessment is cur-
rently lacking in biological con-
trol.” Weed biological control is 

well regulated and voluntary 
codes of good practice are being 
used for arthropod natural ene-
mies and are promoted by FAO 

and NAPPO. 

“A formal risk assessment 
system, legalistic and adversar-
ial, would be the best.” Any new 
biological control laws should 
contain mandates to both en-
hance the safety of natural en-
emy releases ANDANDANDAND promote the 
use of biological control to re-
solve problems caused by high 

impact invasive species.  

“Current practice is guess 
work (a “lottery” approach).” The 
selection procedure for biologi-
cal control agents is an informa-
tion-based process that involves 
thoughtful decision making.  
Biological control practitioners 
know that finding, collecting, 
studying, releasing, and estab-
lishing natural enemies is a 
challenging task. They have 
every interest in determining as 
early as possible which species 

are likely to be most effective. 

“In all cases, only the ‘most 
effective’ agent should be intro-
duced”. This is a naïve goal that 
has no ecological basis. The 
biological control literature has 
clear examples of projects that 
have required multiple agents to 
provide control (e.g., MacPhee 
et al., 1976; Hoffmann & 

Moran, 1998). 

“Risk assessments written 
by biological control researchers 
would be inherently biased.”  
Biological control scientists seek 
to reduce impacts of damaging 
pests, improving productivity or 
protecting nature. Since specific 

vanced with respect to risk assessment 
than others associated with the release of 
biocontrol agents. However, we assert that 
TAG reports more accurately present hazard 
assessments, rarely providing a formal ex-
posure assessment, risk characterization, 
or associated uncertainty analysis. The 
value of risk assessment (and by extension, 
benefits assessment) lies in its unbiased, 
logical, stepwise process—value that is not 

The term “risk assessment” is frequently 
used as a catch-all label to describe activities 
covering a broad range of investigative ap-
proach and rigor. Risk assessment is a for-
malized, systematic process in which as-
sumptions and uncertainties are objectively 
considered and clearly presented. Technical 
Advisory Group (TAG) documents and Environ-
mental Assessments seldom meet this stan-
dard. The TAG process is generally more ad-

being advantageously leveraged by 
biocontrol researchers. 

We maintain that: (1) comprehensive 

risk and benefit assessments must be a 

standardized part of the process, and (2) 

assessments must be conducted or veri-

fied by those who have no vested interest 

in the outcome of the regulatory decision. 

Bob Peterson 

& Sharlene Sing 

Montana State University 
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RESPONSE  TO  PETERSON  AND  S ING ,  CONT .  

RE S PONSE  TO  VAN  DR IE S CHE  ET  AL . ,  CONT .  

A widely successful, and environ-A widely successful, and environ-A widely successful, and environ-A widely successful, and environ-
mentally safe, classical biological mentally safe, classical biological mentally safe, classical biological mentally safe, classical biological 
control program currently targets control program currently targets control program currently targets control program currently targets 
purple loosestrife using purple loosestrife using purple loosestrife using purple loosestrife using 

GalerucellaGalerucellaGalerucellaGalerucella beetles. beetles. beetles. beetles.    

World. Pps. 77-89 
Hoffman & Moran 1998. 

Oecologia 114: 343-348 
Julien et al 1984. Prot Ecol 7: 

3-25 
MacPhee et al 1976. In Huf-

faker & Messenger (eds.). The-
ory and Practice of Biological 
Control. Pps. 337-358 
McFayden 1998. Ann Rev. 

Entomol. 43: 369-393 
Page & Lacey 2006. Eco-

nomic Impact Assessment of 
Australian Weed Biological Con-
trol. 
Waage 1990. In Mackauer & 

Ehler (eds). Critical Issues in 
Biological Control. Pps. 135-157 

individuals make natural enemy 
introductions, they know their 
professional credibility will be 
judged by project outcomes. In 
contrast, assessments written 
by relatively anonymous regula-
tors would likely be biased 
against action because they 
would not be held accountable 
for failure to control the invader 
but would be judged harshly for 
even moderate non-target dam-

age.  

In conclusion, we endorse 
careful risk assessment but we 
say that IOBC should remain a 
positive spokes-organization 
promoting the benefits of bio-
logical control. We believe  more 
and safer projects can be real-
ized in an environment in which 
biological control scientists are 
respected partners and the legal 
framework is balanced and 
transparent. Simply creating a 
cadre of Risk Analysis Special-
ists within APHIS (an agency 
already severely challenged to 
carry out its current responsibili-
ties) is likely to lead to fewer 
rather than safer biological con-
trol introductions. 

Roy Van Driesche 
University of Maryland 

Mark Hoddle 
University of California 

Ted Center 
USDA, Fort Lauderdale 
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Biological control of pests, weeds and 
diseases represents a proven and safe alter-
native to synthetic pesticides and herbi-
cides. Despite its success in a number of 
areas (agriculture, forestry, recreation, ur-
ban dwellings, etc.), only 2-3% of money 
spent on pest management is devoted to  
biological control, and this strategy has not 
been adopted to any significant extent. The 
success of biological control is strongly influ-

enced by socio-economic factors that 
have little do with biological control sci-
ence. This symposium analyzes the con-
text in which biocontrol researchers con-
duct their work to help them understand 
what non-biological factors need to be 
addressed for individual projects to suc-
ceed, and for the kinds of public and in-
dustry support that is necessary to 
achieve the potential of this science. This 

symposium will examine the interplay of 
economic, business, policy, and ethical 
factors shaping the adoption and develop-
ment of biological control, and will discuss 
how the IOBC-NRS could foster public trust 
in it. 

Jean-Louis Schwartz  
University de Montreal 

Montreal, Quebec 

 

IOBC-NRS Symposium at the ESA Meeting in San Diego, Dec. 9-12, 2007: 
"Biocontrol: Economic, Social and Ethical Factors Shaping its Success"  

ESA National Meeting 
San Diego, CA 
December 9-12 

http://www.entsoc.org/annual_meeting/index.htm 

Meetings for the Datebook 

Theoretical Population Ecology & Practical Biocontrol - Bridg-
ing the Gap  
Warwickshire, UK 
December 5-6 

www.aab.org.uk/contentok.php?id=46&basket=wwsshowconfdets  

sis, a fungal parasite of the garden fungi.  In one 
study, colonies of Acromyrmex ants from which the 
actinomycetes were experimentally removed pro-
duced smaller fungus gardens that had higher levels 
of parasite infection.  This system has all of the ele-
ments of a biological control interaction: a pest 
(Escovopsis), an organism that is damaged by the 
pest (the garden fungus, and thus indirectly, the ant), 
and a natural enemy (the actinomycete).   

 
George Heimpel 

Department of Entomology 
University of Minnesota 

St. Paul, MN 
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BIOCONTROL MUSINGS  
Biological control by ants- for ants 

JOB ANNOUNCEMENTS 
PostPostPostPost----doc in Biological Controldoc in Biological Controldoc in Biological Controldoc in Biological Control                   

The North Central Agricultural Research Laboratory 
(USDA-ARS) in Brookings, SD, is seeking a POST-
DOCTORAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATE (Research Ento-
mologist) for a TWO-YEAR APPOINTMENT. A recent 
Ph.D. is required. Salary is commensurate with 
experience ($45,239–$54,221 per annum) plus 
benefits. Citizenship restrictions apply. The incum-
bent will study the feeding behavior of natural ene-
mies and how biodiversity within cropland influ-
ences the biological control of insects. Closing date: 
NOVEMBER 30, 2007. Please contact Dr. Jonathan 
Lundgren for more information 
(jlundgren@ngirl.ars.usda.gov). USDA-ARS is an 
equal opportunity provider and employer.  

To increase the relevance of  the 
newsletter to our members, we will 
include biocontrol-related job an-
nouncements in future newsletters. 
Please send any notices to the news-

letter editor 

We might think that as humans we are 
the only ones that engage in biological 
control.  Not so!  There are cases of 
‘biological control’ by non-human animals, 
and as you might expect at least one of 
them involves ants.  A number of species 
of leaf-cutter ants that cultivate mutualis-
tic ‘garden’ fungi as food carry antibiotic-
producing actinomycete bacteria on their 
bodies that inhibit the growth of Escovop- 

A leafA leafA leafA leaf----cutter ant in action.cutter ant in action.cutter ant in action.cutter ant in action.    
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For decades, biological control special-
ists have recognized that many natural 
enemies benefit from pollen and nectar 
resources in their environment.  Manipulat-
ing these resources to enhance biological 
control is known as habitat management 
and is an established part of conservation 
biological control.  Similarly, providing di-
verse plant resources in agricultural land-
scapes can support populations of native 
pollinators.  However, we were struck with 
how frequently these practices rely on ma-
nipulation of plants exotic to the area of 
study and so we set out to determine the 
attractiveness of Michigan native plants to 

natural enemies and pollinators. 

We contrasted the attractiveness of 
43 Michigan native prairie and savanna 
plants with five of the most commonly rec-
ommended non-native plant species.  From 
this we have developed a list of 26 native 
plants that are broadly attractive to a wide 
diversity of predators, parasitoids, and 
bees.  Many of these plants are native to 
large areas of the northeastern and Mid-
west US, they establish well in this region, 
and they can provide overlapping blooms 
through the growing season.  Floral area 
was the most significant predictor of overall 
attractiveness to natural enemies and polli-
nators, suggesting that the search for at-
tractive native plants in other locations 
may be aided by a focus on species with 

large floral areas during their bloom period.      

Research results are available to the 
public though a web site entitled: Enhanc-
ing Beneficial Insects with Native Plants 
http://www.nativeplants.msu.edu/.  The 
site addresses both natural enemies and 
pollinators and now contains Power Point 
presentations and Extension Bulletins in 
PDF format that may be of interest to bio-
control specialists, Extension educators, 
Master Gardeners etc.  
Doug Landis, Anna Fiedler,  
Julianna Tuell &  Rufus Isaacs,  
Department of Entomology 
Michigan State University  

ReferencesReferencesReferencesReferences    
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additional economic and procedural hoops 
are likely to prohibit many future biocontrol 
efforts. Whether the increased biosafety of 
released agents that result from more for-
malized risk assessment procedures would 
outweigh the associated costs is an interest-
ing question worthy of discussion. 

A question can be raised as to what the 
role of the IOBC is in supporting scientists 
who wish to release classical biological con-
trol agents. After several years of develop-
ment, a group of IOBC members (led by 
George Heimpel) has created a framework 
whereby the IOBC can endorse biological 
control projects that are deemed environ-

The ethics of classical biological con-
trol is at the forefront of yet another IOBC 
newsletter. Roy Van Driesche and col-
leagues point out many of the benefits pro-
vided by classical biological control pro-
grams, as perceived by our discipline. We 
have all learned and taught these tenets in 
the classroom on our way to becoming bio-
control scientists and educators.  

The prospect of increased regulation of 
biocontrol agent releases as proposed by 
Peterson and Sing is understandably unset-
tling to many biological control scientists. 
After all, classical biocontrol programs are 
often funded on a shoestring budget, and 

mentally safe. Now is the time for the 
membership of the IOBC to determine 
whether this is something that they want 
their society to support.  

Regardless of whether you specialize 
on classical biological control, your voice 
and decisions on this issue matter, and I 
hope that you will take the time to re-
spond to the ballot, either through regular 
mail or e-mail. 

 
Jonathan Lundgren 

IOBC-NRS Newsletter Editor 
jonathan.lundgren@ars.usda.gov 
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Native Plants to Attract Beneficial Insects 

NEWSLETTER  WRAP -UP  

RESEARCH  BRIEFS  

A prairie strip neighboring cropland.A prairie strip neighboring cropland.A prairie strip neighboring cropland.A prairie strip neighboring cropland.    

A syrphid feeding at a native flower speciesA syrphid feeding at a native flower speciesA syrphid feeding at a native flower speciesA syrphid feeding at a native flower species    
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Send items for the IOBC-NRS Newsletter 

to: 

Jonathan Lundgren 

North Central Agricultural Research 

Laboratory 

USDA-ARS 

2923 Medary Avenue 

Brookings, SD, 57006 

E-mail: jlundgren@ngirl.ars.usda.gov 

The International Organization for Bio-

logical Control—Nearctic Regional Sec-
tion Newsletter is published 3 times a 

year in February, June, and October to 
provide information  and further commu-

nication among members of the Region 
(Bermuda, Canada, and the United 

States). 

International Organization for Biological Control International Organization for Biological Control International Organization for Biological Control International Organization for Biological Control    

Nearctic Regional Section Nearctic Regional Section Nearctic Regional Section Nearctic Regional Section    

c/o Jonathan Lundgren  

NCARL, USDA-ARS 

2923 Medary Avenue 

Brookings, SD, 57006 


