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is it formulated on a gel and con-
sidered safer, but actually does not
have the essential oil as an ingre-
dient.

Ozxalic Acid

Another likely product is oxalic
acid, being actively used in Canada.
Dr. Marion Ellis at the University
of Nebraska provided some informa-
tion on this material. It currently
does not have a label, but no doubt
we can expect an increase in inter-
est rather like we've seen for for-
mic acid. Oxalic acid appears to be
much safer in general than its for-
mic acid cousin.

Food Grade Mineral Qil (FMGOQ)
and Sucrocide. Neither of these
products were discussed at the ses-
sion, but deserve consideration,

A recent article in American Bee
Journal (November 2004) states: “I
conclude fogging with mineral oil can
work to repress some of the popu-
lations of Varroa mites in some of
the hives, to a limited extent, but
the results of this experiment cau-
tion one not to put too much trust
in fogged mineral oil as the only
method in reducing populations lev-
els of Varroa mites.” Representa-
tives of the Weslaco, TX bee labo-
ratory reported in Reno that FGMO
results did not seem impressive,
but more importantly experience
with the fogger indicates it can be a
danger to both bees and beeckeep-
ers.

According to Dr. Eric Mussen at
the University of California, Davis,
“Sucrocide contains an ester of su-
crose and octanoic acid (sucrose
octanoate) that acts as a detergent
and dissolves the cuticle of the
mites, allowing them to dehydrate.
Thus, Sucrocide must contact each

mite in order to kill it. That requires
three consecutive treatments, at
weekly intervals, to contact most of
the mites as they leave the cells
with emerging adult bees. Sucrose
octanoate is not poisonous to bees
or humans, but it does have a color
and flavor that might taint honey
{tests have not been conducted,

yet).”

Biological Control

Unfortunately, Dr. Lambert
Kanga, now Chairman of Entomol-
ogy, Florida A & M University was
not present at the Reno meeting,
but his research on a fungus
(Metarhizium anisopliae) as a biologi-
cal control for Varroa is certainly of
interest to many. Dr. Kanga did give
a presentation at the recent meet-
ing of the Florida State Beekeepers
Association in Chipley, FL (Novem-
ber 12, 2004). The development was
also written up in the October 2004
Agricultural Research Magazine and
The Speedy Bee (September 2004)
provided a series of questions and
answers on the product. The Agri-
cultural Research Service (ARS) is
currentlyworking with a fungus-pro-
ducing company to fine tune the
technology. A product that beekeep-
ers can use is expected to be in the
pipeline fairly soon, The initial re-
port on this material was made a
year ago. Dr. Patti Elzen, reporting
for Dr. Kanga at the AHPA meeting
last year, gave essentially the same
report. Little has happened in that
year.

Warning: Any of the materials
mentioned in this article may or
may not be registered and/or la-
beled at certain times or in specific
places. The Federal law is clear that
using any material with intent to
control any organism, requires reg-
istration and a label to be in hand.

That label is the law! Thus, for avail-
ability of any of these products, one
must be in contact with bee supply
providers.

Physical Control: Screened Bottom
Board

Most of the above technologies
would be employed in conjunction
with the best-known device used to
physically remove mites from a
colony, the screened bottom board.
There is more and more evidence
that this will become a standard
beekeeping technology in the future.

Genetic Tolerance

Though not identified in this
section of the program, there was a
lot of information at the Reno meet-
ing on Varroa tolerance in bees,
There is no question that it exists
and there are several breeding pro-
grams that emphasize it with good
success, especially using Russian
stock introduced by the Baton Rouge
Bee Laboratory (See Bob Harrison’s
anlysis in the January 2005 Bee
Culture). The exciting part is infor-
mation at the Reno meeting provid-
ing a link between two known tech-
nologies thought to be responsible
for tolerance. These are hygienic
behavior identified by Dr. Walter
Rothenbuhler and associates, and
suppressed mite reproduction
(SMR), pioneered by Dr. John Harbo
and his colleagues at the Baton
Rouge Bee Laboratory.

Using any and/or all of the
above mentioned products or tech-
niques provide a potent combination
of possibilities for beekeepers as
they search for successful IPM so-
Iutions to mite control. This should
aid them considerably in their at-
tempt to gracefully exit the pesti-
cide treadmill. EX®
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