Biotechnology, both means for producing sterile wide-hybrids and triploids, and via  transgenics, clearly offer a great deal of potential for reducing fertility markedly (in many cases to virtual zero).  Why is this not a major topic of discussion in the debate of how to manage introductions of invasive species?  Why are biotech approaches to reduce fertility/spread for all new introductions not strongly encouraged where there is a significant risk (due to lack of knowledge/familiarity, or due to a congeneric relation to known invaders)?

It is clear from the literature on invasions that frequency and intensity of introductions are correlated with probability of spread.  For example, a reduction of fertility of as little as 75% was projected to limit the spread of scotch broom (Cytisus scoparius L), based on insect-protection assays and simulations (Rees and Paynter 1997). Spread of feral oilseed rape was hypothesized to be limited by seed input based on patterns of establishment along shipping (i.e., dispersal) routes (Crawley and Brown 1995).  In a review of the literature, Sakai et al. (2001) concluded that the number of times that species are inserted into novel environments increases their chance of spread.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that, in general, reduced fertility will be an effective tool for minimizing risk of spread.  

The main reason that biotech approaches are not more widely discussed is likely that the required methods are too slow and costly for wide use by the nursery industry.  For transgenics, the costs of regulatory and intellectual property authorizations are too high and uncertain to enable companies and the private sector to invest in this area—especially early in the process of plant introduction, when the ultimate value of a new variety is unknown.  However, both of these obstacles can ultimately be overcome via research, and if appropriate organizational and institutional permissions are obtained by companies and public sector researchers as part of research and variety development.  
Regulatory changes are also needed.  APHIS is the regulatory agency that deals with biotech varieties; modifications to streamline applications that reduce environmental risk via induced sterility of exotic plants should be made an explicit part of an improved, tiered regulatory scheme (such a scheme now under discussion at APHIS).  Instead, we today have the perverse effect that any form of transgenic faces huge barriers and uncertainties as a result of federal regulations—discouraging this risk reduction method from being a part of the solution.    
The key research needs for transgenic approaches, which I know best, are

1 / Improved methods for gene transfer and regeneration, so that the diversity of germplasm in the nursery industry can be more completely addressed

2 / Improved methods for induction of sterility that do not have unintended side-effects, and that work in diverse species (i.e., study of more gene based options in more species)

3/ Improved methods for speeding the onset of flowering in woody plants, so the long evaluation period to assess sterility is shortened as much as possible.  
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