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2 N Q& ¢
& near arisruhe at the test locatian \\A‘t{c\g\éﬁ\,@%erg. The test substance
Q &ﬁ\ﬁ')@ﬁﬂg@r@\ﬁ 200 was testego%l;ﬁ \\a?p olication rate of 0.105 kg a.s./ha in

O
PN 0L water/ha (the amount of wat § adapted to the height and the
¢ & S00d wa LT wellarwas adap g
Rey \QOQ O{@%m%@h stage of the trg& Oa%’c@?” ing \}to@ Good Agricultural Practice). The
00% @&\ AO@% ication was pe:@&rr&é‘%ﬁ ebasﬁ*louse—ear stage of the apple trees
@é\ 0\@ (;\%.&(‘BBCH—code 10) \\cmsh mﬁ@%& An untreated orchard of apple trees
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&0 & field & O
6O(J . Q\b \Q\QQ/ Y o (Q(\ {}OQ RN
N K ¥ Mortali(g?fgﬁagiﬁq\ cgéity, behaviour, and condition of the colonies, the
| Q/ﬁq’ @5(\ develbo']:)\g@%nt ofthe:Bee brood and the weight changes of the colonies
\\(}0’“\ wg()@\ a/s?sess,c@cl\o@y@r a period of 7 days.
\
Q$0 \ﬁwe influ%jg%é(? the test substance Confidor SL 200 was evaluated by

\Q
A comparing gﬁe bees in the pesticide-treated field to those in the control

field \l\'@ﬁ@@ng the following observations:
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»  Flight intensity in front of the hives g ﬂk@ber QT@ bees leaving/
entering the hive/minute) O ° &
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. Development of the bee brood &\ \8\ N 3 Q
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In the Confidor SL O-freated:group as well as in the control group the

mean mortalgy?’ '@%p’ﬁs\@éﬁ >m ED 2 unti t@é gr‘rd@&f\ 0e@@})ser\/ation
period (E%‘ﬁ.$ﬁ1@w%ﬁoﬁality rose upOtS gﬁ}ngﬁnqﬁl um of 25.3
dead bqgé\s&@wgr@q\@f'oﬁday in the C@%f@b&@k@ﬁ\ﬂ@btreated group
compgj%c{o‘toé& {\mgq{%\ maximum of 4@}.%\ egd lgéeg’?%olony/day In the
con§&lbg?oo®,éﬁbgb°obsewed on E@"?@@@e\éé?y ssessment day the
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& & 6\[3%;%%\&?1(9 entire exposyr%(;@‘é{@d ﬁ?e@gmean flight intensity in the test

@Qb \Qﬁ\ 006 %gfb&&nce treated gro@%&w\agggig@qg&%r on a higher level compared to

o @5‘ N ¢ \iﬁﬁg he o‘?{e@il mean of flight intensity a value of

@?h@\ control. By comﬁgr 1
@ X0 O _ O Q.G
N BN .0 bees/tree/m@@‘}e?&%as [@QJ In the test substance treated group

O A .
] @&\@Q compared to %@@}b\i&i@‘hﬁ@ﬁ%} e flowers in the control group.

» 3  The mean {L@’l{‘i‘??t@eﬁ%iﬁ?o@g\erved In front of the hives increased during
\® the first t@?e@@%§&§s%\@%t days (ED 1 to 3) in both treatment groups
X & and ren igbe‘\d &l&gﬁfl(i)gﬁ level from ED 3 to 5. On day 6 and 7 after start
& of e@% re theimean flight intensity observed at the front of the hives
w%e on a IQ\@%r@@vel compared to the previous days. Only a slight
.gﬁ‘ference\b%t{agen the test substance treated group and the control
’\\Qgroup o@r@é‘d concerning the mean flight intensity in front of the hives
over tgé .@}?tire test period (33.62 bees leaving/entering the hive per
mintite i the treated group and 37.32 bees leaving/entering the hive
p@f?minute In the control group).
&
QO
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4 Material and Methods L

4.1 Test Substance O
& &
0\ N Q}Q}
Name: Confldor@l\g‘ﬁ)o K\
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Amount of a.s. (noml )g ¥ Qg/lg? @g &
Density: SAPANS & “g/mL O S L,
Appearance/c%ochr&\& ,\5@ @?@ﬁd /transparent‘gﬁ 0’[{@‘8\!\@00 N
Date of analyg& 0) A<>Q §@4SEP2000 0\‘\ 6(’0 Q/é Q.0
\\° @\ < 04SEP2001 ¥ ¢ OO

ol AN &
Storage Qgﬁ\‘ﬁ@lﬁ % dry and dark@ (”\\ bo &Q’ @60

O

U)S \?F et(s):  inse
@ﬁcg@ é/ﬁﬁhls study: 0. ‘g@?c Kﬁq;\s\/bg QSOO L water/ha

\Q’AQ’ 6 &
\,&Q}\bo &c\ \\Qo\\

0>
Q Q
&@@Luﬁt)\(\@rbd Composition 60 & AS\O \\c)\

@
60 Qo ,@Wlo)nge%ssary specmc@ Qf° p@rlw and composition of the test

\
A AOO \g&%(g&%nce were pr?\zagedy\b{ Ldgro éﬁt}g{nﬁor
O

@ tability and Haﬁao tg}lons\tﬁe Spraying Solution

(Q
£ 6400 The test sub @se WaQsO d¢$uted under field conditions and applied
.&0""@& Immediatel %Qew o&ﬂ% the plant surface. The stability under test

P cond|t|on@’\w\@t§“ %@ér@%r@of no relevance for this type of experiment and

& is therefbr hot reported
C 6\(’ \(;,\
4.2 CQﬁtl‘Ol \}0 Q§®
\\@ A
’\\the con@q égiot was untreated.
0(\\\$\

N}
X
O

40
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N Q
SN
& L
O O
X Q
4.3  Test Organism & & {é‘\
0 \(’\&' 6@
As test organism the honey bee, A@;s &ré‘relln‘e @ymenoptera
Apoidea) was used. (\}\ 0\\ Q} \(;o
N\
The honey bee is an important berleﬁc@ mse@f gﬁe to its polllnat@n &

activity in fruit, berry and seed %@o @% go the specific ugé of X
a
honey bees in the crops to be@ Qﬁa&e |gs*\atory beekeepm\g? they .©
Q
are an irreplaceable product:v ‘tog@n addition to this, they «fbntrlbute & <
to the preservation of a muFtl e\&f &Ic@\ﬁowermg plants&ecgéuse 6@‘1‘9 &

their high constancy in flgxﬁs \ﬁgqu?\a\t%n@ctlwty s\o‘é\ GQ \@\6 ‘\(@
@0’ O’é\@ @ O & &\&\
4.4 Principles of the §.ﬁ1¢¥ \@ RO \0) @°> &\ &

The test subst@ﬁ Q}C@%Q@br@\i 200 was appl{gsél @? an apblgs‘a@tlon rate
of 0.105 k%gé %&@1@ \\\\‘50@&_ water/ha at tla,@ %L@% g%raé?age of the
apple tre Qe?% &QXO) The amoun{&bf@%@ g/és&dapted to the

height @ﬁ’d Jﬁe@@rom stage of the tre%a% e ‘to\&%@ood Agricultural
Pract{be J\n&) a;éﬁ orchard with a@qpls}ﬁ%é‘s sé%fd as control.

B@@ %glosue gPe placed betwe@ 5&%@0@%6 apple trees in the
dﬁs& |e$ﬁs gt sgsrt of full flowerlr@ BS%;K cét:ie@k84 65) of the trees.

\(\& & qﬁ @%thﬁes or plant pr%té\\ctjo W|th side-effects on bees

40‘\ %oﬁ\s durlng the exp 5@@ e\%fqtﬂe bees.
%t

606\ & &\, Qctshg rial the effect, of ngﬁstance was examined on bee
&

@%Iqﬁles used for hon@(y pPogtﬁ n.o’
O
M’ortallty foragm%é\cm\it 5%@¢$qv§%ur and condition of the colonies, the
@ QédeveIOpment o@hs\)‘ib é:é\ bséogbshnd the weight changes of the colonies
&6‘&@ were assess @r&@ p@’log\of / days.

\0@*\ The mflue&g\%f{tﬁe\o‘i‘ég@substance was evaluated by comparing the
bees ofﬁ@e‘ té‘st u{@tance treatment to the bees of the control
treatngéntz, & (;,\0
o(’\\ &S Q@ﬂé\

&
4.5 /\@escrlpt@\n @? the Test Method

4.5.1 Test\\l\.\@cqﬁon and Crop
TQ@Q trial was conducted in Germany near Karlsruhe at the location
Aligustenberg (see Figure 1 and Table 1).

s°°
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6‘2’0 N

3
Q%Q/&Q]\:Q‘O. A3 N Q 0
. tion of the test site &r v

bigure & Loca sitedn G 0@3&

RN

O \
C/& .{\Q . QQ/ Q& 5 O
& @ L QA P oY O &
N . 7 O L SR
& & Q@Ie@@. »* Description of &h‘é& g\\@t%;o @0\\

Q, \ Q L‘é’ é‘\
T TR A ST
| o 9. <

0O @&\ N Q&\Zéﬁcode 5\5‘9@ & O ()Q. - 16227

o7« '‘Region NN Baden-Wdrttemberg
¢ A2 L
&L A &3\ Germany

¢ o7le

000: K > | Meters abo &&g{@g l O@':lg,Q 0@\ | 150
N o Slope <" AN @Q’ 0-2%

& FTFT TS
& O 0 O

¥ &
ThecSize' of the' test substance treated orchard was 2600.5 m* with
approx. 925&p@e trees. The size of the untreated control field was

3400 m* @ﬁﬁ‘k\épprox. 940 apple trees. The distance between the test

) .
field aq@\\tb% control field was about 600 m. Both test fields were

sSurro ctéﬁ by different varieties of apple trees which were in flowering

dug?\ﬁ the test period. Details about the crop used see in Table 2.

)
O\
5

@°°
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Table 2:  Description of the crop at

\9(\0) t}@
& &
& O

S @\Q

the test gfteo@\ @

6@
oy \p
Variety Q\Q %E B}aebw den Delicious
Date of planting & & Spnm%@% Spring 1997 @Q&‘?
Distance between rows &* NN 3.5m @50 {(é
H_{g @S 59 N O
Distance between trees in the é&v@ &0) F Q* 1.0m @@ é{»
Height of trees at start of be in O \&& approx. 2.5 rg\ NS
’ A \Q% O\
> é\ & 5@\ 6@& é\y‘ N SN
\ NN N
452 Design and Lay-out of gb% {E&sé& 5\ 0‘ o\& 56‘

The study was carng@f’@f &ﬁfh ﬁeqﬁ’eatments given i \Féb

0>
Table 3: Dlﬁerqaﬁ t@é (@e ggﬁs ;\& & &\o‘\ ,\Q,
Treat@el@,tO &}lount per ha No. of
@0) ‘0‘ ™ colonies
% \ N
Confldg?: l’,& <z,° 1 0.105kg a. . 4
\»\Q f’é’ & & o 1
Cc»rt;&‘E O%QF K @ & S \;0 RS g 4
*th 5 \?escﬁas adapted to theh ﬁ Q{Qé' tg grg\vtl'g@?’age of the trees according to

\
&0?02 {(@ulq't@ﬁ’a I@ factice (9 6@« Q‘,\O
\. Qf\ 60 &()\ \Q *Q O QQ 0)
& I}:? 0 e & \Q
e{dﬁw% al Bee Colonle§ B N \\c,

0(\

) i AO g@%@ent Each colo

4
60@\\0&0&\*@;5" h%rmally develo%e?j &ﬁ“ bee colonies were used per
0 t@ern@@

e brood and one honey body with

(\é\o’ @QQ #}%tal 20 framess\%% %obrgﬁd frames). The colonies were provided
60)@@600‘ é\qf\ sfrom a beekeep@k i Qh'rsa\h%\\‘ﬂerthold Nengel, Dahlheim, Rheinland-
AR Voo Pfalz. < N Q&
NERS N O N O @
& R O oY In front of tI@& Q@Oeg’\‘% @thﬁps were fixed to record the number of dead
& S bees. & & N
S 2 (‘ Q
Q™ Q/@Q \(,\Q(\Q’ The bqe° %éPIo ?‘é placed in each apple orchard at start of fuli
L& flowqﬁng%f th%érqpo(ZQAPR01)
& N &
\\(; O(' {}O Q,\
R O
R 454 \@uppllcatlg@l Qﬁ‘t%e Test Substance

The a@ﬁl @%tlon of the spray suspension was carried out with a spraying
equ@ment used for commercial applications (see Table 4).

'Bﬁe test substance was weighed
&

out in the laboratory and then

*\transported to the test site. Transport conditions were recorded. The
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appropriate amount of spray solution was prepa[)é}:l Imme

application.

Final Report 20011099/01-BFEU
A >
& &
diately before

6\

Q'
\'QJ

The actual applied amount/volume of dslutlo(p \Q@\% detgﬁ‘m@%d after the
treatment and recorded in the raw data. \00) &

6@
The following conditions were met for ggbpl\c%tlon &tl@@ test substance
 Mouse-ear stage of the apple trg@s@&@%@od@ 10) @o .
« Wind speed was below 2 m/ @*\ NI @@ @‘Q 0&
The environmental condltlonsﬁ@ @n@ér@re relative humﬂﬁlty and é\ o
wind speed) were recordeg(\ ’ (ﬁbpﬁ&a‘ n. ) RS &y\\q,‘v 600}0§
\ NN ¥ 6
Table 4:  Detalls of tre@t(y%rat@ @Q ,\(‘\\0&&\@(2 5\'@%5\@
S A i Q’, o
| O \\@ N ' Test Stibstance .0 "
Date R 0MAR2001 0 o~
Time & & L0 9 IS o ' ~£9:52" .0
| OO NS N Device 6@ L & D
Spra er \ & 0% ¢ - Spra F mou @-., a tractor
Trade ﬁ’a € -n- St t}O \O o‘ ‘-
No@‘tegﬂ\l@a?t@)é ) ‘ 06 P ' &IQQ A&&JZ ATR red
F@%séﬁr fZ\"Q bar ,"‘ N\ N (\\\ Q,\Q 9.5
"H QIQ’QGd km/ky \Q ¥ Q & 6.0
& |Fochnical fatits S ol e® 5 ho
A&\Q& (\ O > "A o '&' \p -
o e e e 00 26005
5 R tﬁ/e ingredient/ha . .2 m 0.105
NN Pl
’ @ Vater volume/ha 3\%\@. RN 500
o o poredengfi” ¥ Jig
| @Q Water volu ‘ 547.97 _]
Q\P‘QQ/ actually appl Qd (& Y\\O&\‘ N
M A\ (\ Environment/Crop ]
Teg@l ' 8.7 - 10.6 ]
gmidit 64 - 72 |
Q ‘?/Ig\/ind sgegﬁ N ___|[m/s] _ 1.0 |
IE.a_mfall ?1 day/next da mm 0.9%/0.0
Clou 5 @g L IE%] 90
Tafget area conditions d
Distance to target area cm 20 - 30

O Remark: No rainfall from the end of the application until 6:00 p.m. in the evening
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&
O Q
& O
00 .Q°>
o &
4.5.5 Recording of the Meteorological Data & & & @
G 3
During the test period, the following cllmat@odai‘% wer@@r Qrded:
’0 \,Q/ 66 \\Q’ 5
« temperature o & &
. rainfall & & S o &
e degree of cloud formation est t\éd\aQ t@e@? evaluation) @Qf\ 6
Q 2 \
8 A « O
Q& \

,\ °> X &
\
The meteorological data (&em@ér \ gnqd rainfall) wera\‘re;:ordedoé\e &
approximately 9 km fronaoqfr@ tg@t @‘ﬁe@ﬂ%ugustenberg R& ‘\Neathér

station in Karlsruhe (Mthegém?é gs%etz) \(;\\oa O\ 5\
Q°§ P & @Q o O\&. & & &
0@&“4@ Lo & Y O
4.6 Mode of Assess@%g@ Q/q 6<” oQ &@6\\{\6)(.\00&@0000@@@
o .
4.6.1 Mortality in Fr (&l{o& t@g\ B@eo&? Iives and in the [&é@ﬁo@é\é\&l\o\&
In order t@or@? @m]mber of dead <1s?o ?/ b%eﬁQHache test and

control g{:ﬁoﬁiég\ gt%r@ermeable linen ghegfs Q c§ m.QWIdth and about

3m Ign r\éad out in front gﬁth\@ Q@?e @QBgé traps with gauze
on @%Q&moﬁn@\% 50 % of the top W%r aE@chﬁ%J% the entrance of the

@m @rd@? t@ reg|ster those de‘ﬁd@% gcﬁlc@ were carried out of the

\
g»%\\ 600\ &\q, \Qe RO &\6
e
OQ $ atlons of morta&t? \@é\re@e\gﬁeg\out according to the scheme
{@ 0 \gvaﬁ In‘Table 5. N \Q&" @ QY &
Ko O ¥ @ & L&
S & \QQ C&‘Q,Q\Oé\
& &0 0 & C & O
F OO L I P RN
™ &V > O 0 & X
IO NS
S Fable5:  Evalugtiol of foft:
&) o ﬁ o)
R\Z @40 | Time of the test EDC §Q§ Evaluation of mortality*
\ Q
.&00’ Q}\b ,3\‘2/ ) Q} 0 Test substance Control treatment
\ AR RN treatment
0 NS I reatmen
1 to Y&%d after (' 1,02,.... 7/ 1 Once a day at about the same time of day
the (gé}l(lpof thez>\‘° &
hives at the test' <
fidlds O &
\Qﬁemark Wassessment day the number of dead bees was counted and removed.
A O\}= Evaluation days
& \&Q
O
o>
O
O\
Q
%)
o
Q}O
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8@

& &
462 Flight Intensity of the Bees in the Field and in Fropt of the Hives

0 \
The observations of the flight intensity In thgq‘zﬁe@iﬂ‘, whjgﬁ\ started one
. A . K nq@
day after the bee hives were set-up, took@lz\c‘e at 3@66 arked trees
distributed over the test and control field,;@k@‘ach @seﬁment time the
number of bees that were both foragzg‘\m\ﬁhe n@%kg@ trees and flying
over the trees were counted for onegminu e. At?%@éqh assessment tyme (90
bees leaving/entering the hive.'\@v%{*é’ \\c%gﬁﬁec@ (bees/minute). o The 3%
. . NICZEOPHMPRS ) &
observations were carried out géc@eﬁnag ta‘thé scheme given 1) able &

6. Th t jed\appro%: at the same tim® in both <& ..
e assessments were pg([f};g@%@\\ @ti g& me I & g
Q

\
. | o N
fields. QQQQ/&Q @%&@@Q@ @@0 & s
. ¢ O .o o
Table 6: Evaluatlon@? htbeng\@ @é\,@\

)
0;2/@ 1 <§° @Q @§ treatment

N\ 7O

1and 2 day o kaid 2] Three times a day atdighiight activity of the
after the §'ét—up\o£@ o @@Q bees SIS \@\" &
I )

& AN
the tes%@g@%é\ 0.)0‘2’0 | & SRy &

‘k o. \}. \ é . - .
Time of the test |1 (@é Ol g“@ Evaluation of f%ﬂm@g&i
QIR ,\@Q & Test substance Q \\° ,
3R
N\

: o .
3" angt 43?1%&\. & Q*B\and 4 | Two tim%g% gﬁ%&f)h&@(h I@@ht activity of the
after the' set-up of ot bees 07 7§ & o8
thie test lopies® R NI
® 5”@%() c{é%/ gﬁer 5,..1 |0 %e@%@gag gn‘ﬁ‘\the same time of day at
& fhe Set-uip abthe higt&ﬂigtﬁ activity of the bees
o taxégf Q&O@és d N RO N
SR S e
Q o emark; 0§D =  Evaluatio a&)(é &R 6&
o &6 O x¥ RO
O & P NIONRIORNS
O é&\}s&\q@e“ 2 ’&Oqgg\ o
o « 6. X g%@ndmons of the %\&%@g@ Deve \L@Bment of the Bee Brood

é\ef\ $The condition Q@ﬂ’é\\o@}%@g%\gnd the development of the bee brood

& ¢ was checkedQ@ d\»a\?/%\f:) re\@?he set-up of the test colonies and 8 days
R ‘Q@Q’ as well as g\wvgéi@‘gﬁé% g@ set-up of the colonies in the orchards. After
e P the period 0§¢% "es@%&i‘hs the hives were placed to a location were no

pestici@e%w?/ere.gé%q)dn flowering crops.
In @ﬁ%@@ to r‘é\c effects of the test substance, the following
%ﬁv‘émeters @Sr@} ssessed.

O
,\\&3’ Strerg@fhﬁf“ the colony (number of combs covered with bees)

+  Pregence of a healthy queen

. \5\%@%6 of the pollen storage area and area with nectar
,LEstimate of the area containing eggs, larvae and capped cells.
\

Q(,a"he amount of eggs, larvae and capped brood was given in percent of
(" total brood population for each type of brood.
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4.6.4

4.6.5

&@(ﬁy%ﬁ%f{éqr &hqé set-up of the\\&gsgv\cg{g |

- & .
&3
& L
00 .\Qo)
.. O\ o) .
In addition to the assessments of mortallt)()xp‘za\rg\dQ fllg@@lr@ens;ty, the

behaviour of the bees returning to the entraﬁrcc?%f thegdm@g and during
foraging in the crop was observed on t\r&\)&e@d&@)}s be@?%@a\% well as after
C &K

application once a day. W AR
Q;(Q 0\ . o ¢ . o3
Bees with pollen loads were couptedtand idenfified in front of dwo

colonies. The assessment was Q@\tfgﬁ@@tw‘c@nting the total r\{u‘ﬁ"lber

Observations at the Entrance of the Hives

<
O
of bees returning to the hive \g‘i}hép(bllén \\té\\agé and in paraliel Qtﬁe bees &

ag@,. The assessment,gvé%cﬁarrieg)%@'

\

g)% test and for o g@hute g\ér%o
. A\
and Table 13\@ g\@e Apg\@w%@

x5

entering the hive with apple@qﬁ len Q/l@,

out two times (ED 2 andQE:‘DQg riggg\

hive and assessment d@te\gﬁe@\eraé\leoﬂ
A2) L& LS A @

' Q Q}é‘ O \\(Q Q}Q’ O O\@Q’ O (\)S

<N LY * & O QO

VAT NN S SO\ O & @7 @

SR &Q & o L OO
. Q

Flowering St 9%5059@% \ngé @Srﬁd Fruit Buds &\\S\& OQ\\ C”\O &\O \6&

g 3 Q. Q e %* &O 6(» O\'Q/ \é{g A.\Q

Q O
The stag@%@@lg@r@%@@? the apple trees; tdécg@e}&/as recorded

Q

every sgé\ogﬁ %téy and,were documenteod‘?g@eié&{@@d@% (see Table 19

. ¢ .o \ 0O
in thq}xﬁppﬁg&qﬁx&@ N SO @e@@

AQ@?&@?@J@ gﬁ\yé fruit buds in thegﬁ%é\?qm\\ g\é%izf?elds were assessed
@ﬂgrrge @Q‘gﬁo@% marked trees @fftgp\ﬂa@ %%ifh%ﬁ of the test colonies, ©

d 15 days as well as 6

r&e

Q\\Q’ &Y‘Ngé after the set-up of bﬁ\e\}é\ol@\wig’sﬁ ‘the orchards (see Table 20
40’ \{ - O 4.5 ﬁ‘- A\ :
PN \@?\d@ able 21 in the Apgéneﬂx)@ he assessments were carried out at
SR n@‘&a\ﬁue areas as fo tﬁeé\ﬁ@ﬁ 'Wﬂi ht intensity in the field
3 \QAOO& » & Q,B SRS 3 > X ! |
O ™ \ A O
o’ & > O & &
& 0‘6\ (\@ ¥ S C\O\Q/' ¥ & &

¢
¢
& j?f&

, 5
6 & Weight of the 'gé%\toé’oléqﬁi O

N X

Q
& 4 AT N S S
0@@ R O ng The wmghtﬁﬁ!&@‘hg&% &dﬁngsk%ase or decrease) of three colonies per
XS @6\ \6& treatmené{»\?/ Q&%fﬁé@zcontinuously by means of a beam scale during
< S the entiré test period (see Table 22 and Table 23 in the Appendix).
S Q/(\’(\ Q,& Q,b '\‘7& (;\O
N & Q QRS
¢ N NN
\\(; O(’ {}O Q}
N O &
\ N Q\@\&v&
N $§o
O
Q
K
o
(7
Q
(}0
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4.7 Evaluation of the Test Results oQ
O Q/(\’(\ & &
The influence of the test substance Con(@o QQL ZC@W@‘% evaluated by
comparing the bees of the test subst@?c%étreat@bn{\\%vnth the bees of X

the control hives in view of the followm% serv@‘og@ " &

Qo \
o Mortality in front of the bee hlvq§~ Q/&\ \\@ & ¥ Q
& 40 40(\ 6\&
e Development of the bee bro\gﬁ é@ \Q% @\ <

e Flight intensity in the orchba‘?dG@%Q\\(%@%n@Of the hives & & 4 &
& O 0O

3 S
%of the hi '
e Behaviour of the bees @ the %UYFQ& ) enives & ¢ \,@ A
0 O

e Weight changes of {b% @@Qf th» 400 (‘\\0 @

Data on mortality ng a Qﬁluated one mdqd%@’ue\@qi r@yse
for differences be@ve@% ﬁe&ftgteaé;‘nent group and c@%t@ g@wgf

Since the mo geﬂ@@ d@‘fa &d@d\é bee trap andodx‘h @téo)\ﬁﬁ the test

substance t @*as\%n a lower Iev%ﬁ” on q{P a@é@%ment days
compareg{\\'fo tﬁe@o@?oqureatment no stat(@f gsi @@%Ig&tég?\ of the results
{&

o0 <z, Q
was c;@‘i’eq@o yt: &e I > \Q&o S &
\0\ 5@ > & @0’ \\('0 ‘OQ’Q
o Q@v@Qf qf?ocﬁi the Study Plar@@ O & &
0> 0 \Qf N > é O~ KO

dx\ was performe@ accgr‘&@@ 16 the study plan dated

ZQ@M gﬁm and with the{\&ollje\?v@b gew@‘ﬁbns

0

.\0%0 \$ \@?’ & Observatlons @Lf@%@ %ntb @f the Hives (item 2.6.4 of the study
® & )
\0> " & o LP%@? Ny

@Q}\ & Deviation: @{”\\ o 'g éssessment of bees with (apple) pollen
& SN o K\ @0 s returning to the hive was performed onl
» & @ @ 0 P y
R & Q} o times on ED 2 and 4.
o Re@o\@ ((x'“ QO \(\On ED 6 the weather conditions were cool
Q\‘° 0" g»‘\ ,\Oo and windy and no bees with pollen loads
& /\\0@ 0\5\ & could be observed.
60(’ Effect gzﬁ tgzéstudy: Data of only two assessment dates are
& NN available.
A Q\} &
N
Q
Thlgggps\T reflects the conduct of this study.
N
¢
@0?
(7
Q
Q}O
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\.%\QQ 6@
& §
6 Dates of the Test \00& O
3 3
Q
The important dates of the trial are given in T@BI@\% V&‘Q 3
0" & &
Table 7:  Dates of the field trial .\\@ N &zf‘ oo
| - 8 O
| Activity @Q \P> ED AVOEF Q_}&Q Date &
Application of the test substance {e\\& @Q@ é\'—{gc? " 30MAR2001 @ef‘
1% brood assessment &N \{\\Q’-AOQ 27APR20Q{" &O&
' ¥ S ) 2965 &
Set-up of test hives & X 29APR 1 & g
1% evaluation of mortality an@‘th )
intensit N O $ K .
1% assessment of fruit bild ¥ &Q &N 6 ‘OSMEA Y2001>\ O
. &
Last evaluation ofowsﬁbo(ﬁ\ge fhght \(@BWY@OJ& |
Intensity N 9 2 3 Q
2" brood asse ép _63_* \\ @7 AY 2001
2" assessm S t C it b s o o"‘ w A?2001
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Q
&F K
& O
A \
& &
7.1 Mortality O X KO
O (& & O

O
Figure 2 shows the average mortality&@@%er ohngﬁd bees/colony/

day) in the test substance and in the %n{ﬁgl tre@s?%@ﬁt (see also Table
9 and Table 10 in the Appendix Azl@r

O . . "
he evaluation period of 7 d?(s is

dentified by ED (evaluation day) 1o @ ¢ &8
\

) O
X
SRAINIRN 3 -

VA = S - =
& & O NI
Q/\ Q}\ 40 (,0 \\,{\ .QS’ C ) 6
NN O P ORI IROIRG
IR\ NS P 60 O Q
& 0(’ Q/(\ &&' ’é XY NS _
. .@ Q}@ o Figure 2: Aver%gé \\mﬁr@l&egﬁif@@ad bees (xSTD) collected in the dead
NS N 6@“ be@ ra@%gﬁd@h the water permeable linen sheet in front of
Q&Q\QQ}\ the Qe%@v,%s‘ i&d%e test substance and control treatment from
¢ & ey ﬁqﬁ‘qg&\ja& 1 to 7 after the start of bee exposure
N Q’»\% AT
& Thedesh mortality per day was 0.5 and 8.8 dead bees/colony in the

t%ét substarbc% @éatment group and 3.0 and 17.5 dead bees/colony in
,\\Q'fhe contrgix\(g{&p on ED 1 and 2, respectively. In the Confidor SL 200
treated .gr as well as in the control group the mean mortality
increg%oeds\ rom ED 2 until the end of the observation period (ED 7). The
me: mortality rose up to a mean maximum of 25.3 dead bees per

calony/day in the Confidor SL 200 treated group compared to a mean
QOQ?naximum of 43.5 dead bees/colony/day in the control group, both

observed on ED 7. The mean values of mortality observed in the test
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N\ Q
\& 006
substance treatment group were lower than |Q)o%e contrgb group on
&
every assessment day. oQ ,&o @

The average dailly mortality during the° gﬁcflre gﬁs@vatlon days
(ED 1to ED 7) was 12.6 dead bees/c@%’@'} in t@e @onﬁdor SL 200

<
treatment group and 21.5 dead beeslﬁolgﬁ\y In gﬁe &Bntrol group (see &
Table 9 and Table 10 in the Appendbjé Q\O & (,o°
I \@° 6@ & N
\ &Q/ 0, . ¢ &\
&. YN ™ \ O
& &0 \Q S N Q
7.2  Flight Intensity NS RNIN & ¢
& & & \\0 N % C}@ &
. NI IR IR F &P
In the crop Q0 .\0;6 & 4\6 ¥ N bQO & &
O \
Figure 3 shows the ave ? g?e E@Qt\y‘lr’g\té sity (average 0 or of f&‘;\Q r
bees/tree/minute) intthe tg@% s‘ﬁlgé%ance treatment@g e’ q@ﬁtrol

(see also Table 51;\1 %&13&&? Qﬁ'\ the Append| &3\ T\ﬁ v@“ruatlon
period of 7 daygﬁs@eeﬁﬂeﬁ W%ED 1to 7 (evalg‘a‘tlgﬁ% \g@

& O

. - Q& &O . 0) \$ 60 i _é,o’ § QS -Q\O\ A\
O d Q/é Ks Q Q% oF K\
T \\& N @0’ Q& @ C\ Qv OQ’ @0

ad L O Q&_Qg B L O QT

Q\
N\ o \°
QC\O .Eﬁ’gure 3: Ay r@% flight intensity (number of forager bees/tree/minute)
Q@S@D) In the test substance and control treatment from

@ﬁaluanon day 1 to 7 after the start of bee exposure

\\\
Dgz? Ing the entire exposure period the mean flight intensity in the test

&?]bstance treated group was similar or on a higher level compared to
(9 the control. On ED 1 and 2 the mean flight intensity was 9.9 to 10.4
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N
O
& &
\
bees/tree/minute in the Confidor SL 200 treatme@?group and 7.3 10 8.7
bees/tree/minute in the control group. A decrease g¢ould Qé\observed on

the days ED 3 to 7. On ED 3 to 5, 7.7 -O%P. c‘%ees/&é%@ﬁ‘iinute were
. SR .
observed in the test substance treatment @1%@.0 - %@é) %@%s/tree/mmute
were counted in the control group. A@%sg&\no b s@bre counted per
tree and minute on the last two eval@ﬁtigﬁl day@ 9@(6 and 7 which ¢can
be attributed to the high cloud cox\z\g& %@@;}i\b\e&i@\g@mperatures on &b%se

X : N
days. QN O N

\
By comparing the overall meg @%ﬁoafcl)@h@ﬁntensity a value® of 5.0 & .
¢

bees/tree/minute was found,%(‘\rl\ %&eﬁs@ﬁstance treated group whg%b) O
was higher than that of tlg\é(\%@%lt&oﬁ %ﬁ&én@(:}ﬁ bees/tree/%@@%t@. &\s ,{5,0
In front of the hive o & & & ¢ PORN PRI
. SNSRI . NI
Figure 4 shows t@;i% @e{@bQﬁlgp\% intensity in front of@ﬁQfﬁlxe% @umber
of bees entg}d% ‘eg@i 6@% hive/minute) .in the:‘test . &libstance
ng ! ive/minute) 4n 4 & test \sUbs
treatment a@‘d ity {\k& \&&oqﬁ%l (see also T%a‘%(@t?s o Ja 14 in the

Appendixgg@Th@ gvalgation period of 7 d{g@s é{soggi@g\tﬁ‘i%@ yED 1to 7

O
KRR > &I
SR, M @ N ¢ &S
O 6\0 Q,é' Q/G’ I
Q/Q 70 ‘ - \g an - v - - &—A—é—_@—%————t - -
O . .
C“% N & & & &
» @O C ‘ \\\ 50 S
S S O T B
v ol P
K “(\ K A \
R4 MR\ Y | — -
G2 X &
& Pk \O S
S &% N
R o Lo
0" @£
=
£ .
= : .
®© = R it
o = ST £ o
o
<
\\(S : B
60(’ 4 5
&\{‘\\‘9 Evaluation day
:_“ o COI‘ItI’OlF o ‘
o>
» L . . .
(;PIgure 4: Average flight intensity (number of bees leaving/entering the
@0‘\ hive/minute) in the test substance and control treatment from

evaluation day 1 to 7 after the start of bee exposure
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C&? Q;roko‘g@@p@see Table 15 6@%&\%&
X
\(\Qz

LCPpefio .@@ the number of co

® \(J . Q \
& &8 and® jn the colonies Ofﬁo{b"}fgg\t@r&t@roups. The number of combs

Final Report 20011099/01-BFEU

N 2
& N
\
The mean flight intensity observed in front of theoﬁ}ves increased during

the first three assessment days (ED 1 to 3) 6 both treatment groups

and remained on a high level from ED 3 15 59(42.31"061.25 bees
leaving/entering the hive per minute in ﬂ\}& E@éated gfoé@@and 56.94 to
61.13 bees leaving/entering the hive R >
6 and 7 after start of exposure the mg%r\c}light intenSity observed at the
Q . >
front of the hives was on a Iower,{@vQIQ%\QmRa?egﬁ%o the previous \ggys.
In the Confidor SL 200 treatme@\\ u&a@‘axﬁrage of 22.88 t§3@11.75

mean of the control hives" (¢ ¢ & ¢ & e

O
& O
Only a slight diﬁerencg)@%@ﬁ@%@\ng@ming the mean\qﬁ?&%b@ intergéﬁx
front of the hives® over{ the ‘entire test pe i%do‘\(%&@é@, es
%6 Q7 7 LW (g PN
leaving/entering téme @‘vg@f@p n&iﬁute In the treated G§TQ 0&}@&’37.32

. . X, : . ¢" N Q)
bees Ieavmg/eg@g@&\ 3“& ((tw er minute in thg\s\éo&i\?oé\@rgq&b&e

N\
O & O ¢ SESIE2RNIRY
O NEVINIIA® SR SOOI
Bee Brood® & &8 & € FFLLR
IR AFOIRSININ
v O M0 Lo O

N
Duringotﬁa?&@b@%mﬁtlgﬁo period chang &Qa(m?eﬂ\el%tggt@ﬁs in the relative

amookjﬁtéd? gab%@%fb@?c\ént pre-imagina&e%t@%§6‘?.@§e@\§ stage, larval and

pw@&%@@@c\g&rmd in every co \?I{Q%f&tﬁe(\\\fgs&gubstance group and
. «(‘\Igﬂn\o‘fhe Appendix A2). The
Ygﬁeg@?h&ﬁfﬁe colonies was.on @ c@n%@r{@f“evel over the observation

\;\le\% @vﬁ\eg\%ith bees ranged between 7

@&O@\Q o‘@%&\e@% with brood d&l’g&@sgﬂ bgﬂ the hives of the Confidor SL 200

O & AOQ&Q g@%ment group angin @W@ﬂ%o t)aﬁﬁd 4 of the control group. At the last

& & (O @ssessment no eggs and-larval stages could be assessed in hive No. 1

. @0{&60 &@Q’ (\6\ and No. 3 of the" (Trdng&U@\Nhich Is the evidence that the queens of
& Qb\ \*@ Q}O these hives q?@% éﬁ@ g “setond brood assessment.

O}é\ O \&& Q@ The contirﬁeg{\g@begheeé eggs in all other colonies showed that the
.@O Q@ @0\0 gueens Q@%@I *bqgs\% Oq%ndition. No differences in the condition of the
QO &2}6 C(\’:S\ colonl\e’% g@(’ the (;{iigogﬁ development between the colonies of the test

&;\@‘ & su%@fakﬁé gr%@b&\gﬁd hive No. 2 and No. 4 of the control group were

SQ\\Q | (l;@%lced. .(,6‘\0 @Q@

Q SR

7.4 Behavioyrof the Bees
o ©

TI’&éé bees visiting the treated apple flowers showed normal and
&n\fensive pollen and nectar collection with no differences to the control.

(Jo&On all evaluation days no abnormal behaviour of the bees in the
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ute g@\?lgé\control). On day

)

In

\
O
bees leaving/entering the hiv@éf)@@ I;\r\l?%l(.)@ ,{@*ére counted anQthQ.BB to Q/& |
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A a&
& &
Contidor SL 200 treated orchard and around theoo%lonles V\(& observed
| Qo
compared to the control treatment. oQ Q,@ ,&@ @
O & & &
O ¥ P
7.5  Pollen Collection of the Bees \(»\ & O
\o 5@ \\ <
The results of the observation of bg&s ret rmgﬁ t@\he hive with pqﬂfén ")(JOQ
loads are summarised in Table 15§ED§T§%I QQﬁh Appendix. @6 05‘

The number of bees with p%&n&qﬁoa@s g.?nt@?’lng the hive pes?mlnute &
<

ranged between 11 and 19 mt tg@t @?bgftance group and doe&ween g Q@ﬁ

and 20 in the control ggou&bomﬁ“t tw% assessment ﬁ(&%é In tbPe N

Confidor SL 200 treatnl\eﬁt g cgljb a‘\\l Ien which was ed \(ﬁa\é(9

bees derived from thgoa %@% gﬁthe first asses e{%\ ED 25 At
the second assess&m?e o@b(E 4 the bees of hive No c@ g@lqﬁe@only

11.1 % apple pou,\#'l wgﬁe@entage of applegp%lkénog‘f@tgé otfier two
hives observeg)z‘?\ r@@ })glwgén 78.9 and 100. \\s\ OQ\\ X &\

In the contrgf‘ t@%t\@%r& th@ main part of pgﬁen@b %édéé\erlved from
the applecﬁ'eeé aassessment days angd’ m’esoxGB 5 t6"100.0 %).

The high mﬁ)n@ capple pollen coa%cted&xx %@a@& that the bees
wsﬂe;& tla gbpp ﬁhts and that an @xg&s\l&e@ @Bssmle residues of

Cg\ﬁ?g@qf St 2@‘0 ﬁas guaranteed ng“ﬁ\lgﬁeg% s@%a%ce treated group.

& N R\ &
C&O) (\40 (;0(0 '.\Q'Q/ \QQ’Q Q c)\Q 6%& 00 .&QSJ\O
7.6 & Fruitbuds® IR 00 \Q\@ .
& X QS 0\\$\ WV

& & .Theresiits of the evaluatior

eQ ryit buds in the test substance and

O 5
@06&\%0200‘&&5}0 control field are wﬁr@a@@eéﬁ n Table 20 and Table 21 in the
{\é\g’ 6‘@0 Q& endix. From th\‘ﬁ\qﬂng‘t %%Luﬁtloﬂ to the second evaluation a similar
0)@@ o"\\ v\éeveIOpment cqgee[ﬁﬂ tt@ r@atlve number of fruit buds could be
OO @ﬂ*\ 0(\ observed in th Q}esfsghsgé%q@ and in the control field. The high amount
@@Q OQE} | 0)\* 6‘2} of fruit buds {fl Q&Me@@m@ﬁts Is the result of a good pollination activity
& & @ of the bees aﬁ‘d,gﬁth@r isects in the field, which is comparable in the
> &c,Q‘ @50 Conﬂdqﬁél@@ tr@%trﬁent group and in the control group.
Q
\@ﬁ \@& ‘LQ @ 6\(’ (o"\o
S
\io\& 7.7 Vgﬁlght of 3@8 T&st Colonies
R O

& The conﬁ\hlébusly recorded weights per day of the colonies No. 5, 6 and
7 of the g@@t substance treated group and of the colonies No. 1, 2 and 3
IN t@% control group are presented in Table 22 and Table 23 in the
@pendlx The weight of these colonies was measured during the

O"exposure period from ED 0 to ED 7. The weight gain or loss of all six

~ hives observed was comparable. In the Confidor SL 200 treatment
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O
\
o>

QO
° QQ

AN . \
@&‘t@e %én%(i&%&y comparing thQ\@é _ \I 198,
@Cgs%‘gg\éé e/minute was J@JQ, i the test substance treated group
mpar
9 O &F O
& T[cﬁ\e ﬁean flight inteng@ @s@g@i@ﬂont of the hives increased during

?

20011099/01-BFEU
— %
& a&
& &
group a relative weight gain/loss between the firsgo%nd the last weighing
of +1.5 %, -1.6 % and -2.0 % occurred. The re@i\l\@Wengd\%ifference

observed in the control group was -4.5 %, +16 % and ﬁ?@@%l

No remarkable observations were made Q@Ey‘éing gb\g <3&&-:-ight changes

of the Confidor SL 200 treated hives co\@m\gééd to the.gontrol hives. G
R \0 N .
RPN & e B
. . i N Q \\Qz 40‘ t}Q’
Discussion and Conclusions & & & o
e QR
Mortality Q$Q/ @5& @00)0\)6 \.Q’Q ¢ .
¢ X SO
0

& P& O
In the Confidor SL 200 traegt@Q Y l@roup\tﬁ%o

& O A
C . N
e sswell as In the cog«?
O

o
mean mortality increa@ @%r@‘%@ dntil the end ofgﬂ%;\‘gbsergﬁiﬁﬁ

period (ED 7). The @a@%@ Hﬁ/@se up to a max'rﬁut& , @2%.;8, ad
bees per colony/dqyr% \\%h&go%@%ﬁ@i%r SL 200 treated® @%R@&@@g to
a maximum of g@.&'\%aﬁd zﬁ‘e@g%olony/day In t@g Q%%ﬂ%l\ogrqﬁp, both
observed on ED Y. 6§n§§yoeﬁ/ assessment ,g@ c?ﬁ@“nié&ar@%alues of

e .
mortality Qbﬁ%@@éd@ﬁi &ﬂ\#e@l%st substance ct}g@aﬁt&ﬁeﬁ°g$g@“were lower
»

than In th@%@[ﬁr@ﬂ &ug‘?@ & & 55‘ X
R A A A & R QA
Flightintensity . 1 SNE LS
O 7 W\ NN
D@gﬁ%&@@r@éxposum period@&\?\@%@%\ﬁig&Qintensity In the test
@ngam&e@%aﬁéd group was s@aﬂ%@%@&or@% @gher level compared to
of flight intensity a value of

to 3.6 bees Vi\%ﬁ‘l‘ﬂ%&ﬁ@@%&&%{ In the control group.

Q

Q}e‘first three assess to@ay%\, gE?D 1 to 3) In both treatment groups

AV
Sk
Q}\\o’&@nd remained or'@aO iﬁ%v@q‘r@% ED 3 to 5. On day 6 and 7 after start

é\@(\ of exposure th@ﬂ@&@ﬁigﬁ? '@?ensity observed at the front of the hives

was on a Ic&@ey\r@exﬁl @%@ﬁared to the previous days. Only a slight
diﬁerenceoy\ﬁ%éweg& the test substance treatment and the control group
occurredcon e@liﬂ@é‘ the mean flight intensity in front of the hives over

the egﬁ\reﬁ%st %@5!\990?33.62 bees leaving/entering the hive per minute
In gﬁ% ‘t}\eategwgq&m and 37.32 bees leaving/entering the hive per
ute in tg\@"\%@ﬁgfrol group).

N

N\
/\\%rood d&g}&;‘pment

DurlQQOth§ observation period changes and fluctuations in the relative
amgyhnt of the different pre-imaginal stages, i.e. egg stage, larval and
gﬁ)al stage, occurred Iin every colony of the test substance group and

@o‘\control. The strength of the colonies was on a constant level over the

observation in both treatment groups. The number of combs covered
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SThe hig ncémdunt of fruit buds,ih bithitr
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O

@8&\ 006@
with brood increased in the hives of the Con\g@)r SL ZQ\Q&reatment
group and in hive No. 2 and 4 of the cogﬁg&&ogrouQ@At the last
assessment no egg of larval stages could e assessed in‘hive No. 1
and No. 3 of the control group which is th@é@@ence@tﬁ%ﬁhe queens of
these hives died after the second brooc{\ @"s%é%sm%@f} é&\

The continued presence of eggs in \éﬁ? éﬁ:\er ca?ggiie@s showed that the
. ” Q QO -

queens were in good condition. No gﬁ%%ﬁén@és(\bqi the condition gf&the

colonies or the brood develop@&%@t‘?b@;\rg&émﬂwe colonies of &ﬁe test

g
substance group and hive N N C

_ 0 O o QAN
noticed. O X SRS 0

i d ,¥ Y O O o . \
Behaviour of the Bees! ¢ &P O

© NN | 6
No abnormal diffege?fc@° igb% QéT]@@lQour of the bq@ &qa\@ qbqé%fv&ed
\ QR X2 \
between the testoﬁ.lg\é}a@ﬁcéé,\&?%g‘%ments and the@@%r{l&?olq&?égﬁt i ts at
. . \ . \
any time durln%@me@@%@d@\f assessment. C\\* D &® g

> @ e’ xO .
Pollen Collectioh of the Bées o 0@"&0’:&\& 3
: ' W\ Q Q Q
The hig@t\ﬁ@ om@ @@O @&Q’ple pollen colles?e@’él%d‘l%@tqéq&hat the bees

visited&%%%gpq%\ﬁa@% and that an %@%@Sag*tgeﬁgs%&ible residues of
. v P
Contﬁ%@ék&o\@%gs guaranteed In {Be tes éh@agﬂe treated group.
OO (O O > & @ QU
X 0O .6@ N\ & ™ e
thettedt: hts is the result of a good

& .
<" spolfination activity of the bees, which is'comparable in the Confidor SL

o« . S \

N @Ocﬁe@tment group and i Q@?\t@\l up.
606\ QQQ/ 5 . O ’&\% 6)0 O Q &Q %
0%0 ,\\Q AOO‘ \g@%ggﬁt of the coloniq;éé ,\o‘ §@ {\6\0 C}é\
> & N & O . .
@@o@ 0@‘& {.\\oﬁ NG remarkable obgﬁé”r\(éfigm‘?(é.\ggv%\geémade regarding the weight changes
&0 &60“ &(& Q&“of the Confidor @@\gﬁb tre Y”tilgﬁ‘ives compared to the control hives.
S gt Q@%@ PO
xS @ QIRSURSISAY
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9 Archiving 00 O

For the periods demanded by the prmmplgﬁ' @F GLP@?\Qe following

documents and materials will be archived: ,&o @ ,\o@(j\Q@Q

Q
o Study plan, raw data, comments of&ﬁ \\ponsgir Q{@the draft report N
and final report. &Q \ | K&
Qz X2 o™
e All data generated by the Qu Q urag&%@hﬂnlt @@0 .@0
\
e A sample of the test substa@tﬁ{(& R\ \}\& ,\o‘

\(\ \
All other materials and docurpé f@v@@@e sté\red In the archm@s of the@ ¢
Arbeitsgemeinschaft GAB &%Io@\ﬁe mbH & |FU Un:@e{&n Iygtk» §@
GmbH. The premises fof &r@@ the Mocuments and éﬁhg@rlals ares’
settled according to tQé\ pg@ngtﬁeé%f«%ood Laborato;\y\ ctlce @&tﬁe
2
organisation of the testing ng fadi qu\ & 'S

The study dlrectcgﬁ‘/ 0@@060 receive the do@ﬁr{\@nt@ g{%q\ln the

¢ o ¢
study plan. 0)@ &z} é\ @Q @\} O&\\‘\ QoQ\\ N Y\&\o o\&
O \O (\0) 60 Qv O O\' \O\ N\
& O \\ F X F & QO
10 Refere@ée§“ O & N Q/{\ ° @QQ Oﬁ\\b Q}O .@&
X A\ ’& \Q
EPF\;@@(&@Q Ui hne in test metlgo?d Qo&\ex&ua‘tmg the side-effects
S n@)r‘cﬁectlon productsb ogéy @e@@ EPPO Bulletin 22,
§ &2 91@ &5 O O
& EN Q o" & & &
Q&\ @T ?E@ﬁz Q@OCK K.-D. BR@% Qﬁoég HER, W., DUSTMANN, J.-H.,
4 R\ @0 Qoﬁ)lﬂqtj*rz D., PINSDO@%,& @ Qﬁ‘z A VORWOHL G. (1991)

& QQ &\fv 009 @ swwkungen vq R‘ﬁfa ggcﬁtzmltteln auf die Honigbiene.-
7 \* 40 \6\ @ Blologlsche u Qé%%ﬁs CTur Land- und Forstwirtschaft

Q/(\ 0@ \0) 60“ Bundesrepub@k @e@s@ ar\qﬁ Richtlinien fir die Prifung von

.60)6 60@ @ N Pflanzens%hﬁtgmlqﬁ’lg(\%guIassungsverfahren Teil VI, 23-1.
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11 Distribution

11.1  Study Plan

Original: Testing facility (1 x) N
Sponsor (1 x) N

11.2  Final Report & o

Original: Testing facility (j@'r &
(9
Sponsor (1 x)@@o &)@@ O X N
11.3 Raw Data S & &
Original: Testing Q§@C| N Q&

Sgﬁy Q,&&( )ZJQ Q \\ \\,
S{S ,@ -~ »
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12 Appendix O O
0 \
N o™ {Q@
A1 General Information O & &
O (@ & O
O &N P
N @ Q
Table 8: Weather conditions during the iab: X N
QQ}Q O\ ,\/OQ Q}Q/(J \S’) .
o (to be continued) & N & oV Q}\ {{é
Date ED @ Temperature ‘ E:\r@ ipitation* | Cloud fort|on O
min/max [:@5‘] \g\ ’&{mm] at tipme of &
\
I 30MAR2001
3TMAR2001
01APR2001
02APR2001
03APR2001
04APR2001
05AF’R2001
m T 047131
| 0BAPRZOOICT & 0" of 26/154
mm:r 00 6.2/9.8

NS p
& & 40 mem
N @ APR2001 -MW;-‘I_
& O N I N T Y
60,0 & o[ 21APR2001 102
NS ¥ [T22APR2001 |C @ oy \ % 0.0
Q/ Q \ Q, 1\ . X - .
0}0 Q .&@ O 23APR20032[ " & ¢ 511/16.3 0.0 -
O & \Q\o@ 24APR206 4.4/19.3 0.1 :
\ &K ¥ 25APR 01& 9.4/12.9 7.8
N\ & 76/145 0.7
&\@‘ \ ‘ m 6.3/17.4 1.0
&0\\0 E&D—- Evaluatlorg&ayg
R /\\\*tempera Q’é\prempltatlon was recorded 9 km from the test site Augustenberg by
a weath %Q%&}Jn in Karlsruhe (Meteo-Media-Messnetz)
,&\
&
A
Q
(9
o
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Table 8:  Weather conditions during the trial o O
(continued) 0% & ARG

. Date l ED

L LY "l L I * e

| @ Temperature* I%géc@t"ation* &0 GCloud formation

min/max [°C] QO &Qﬁ'lm] &6@ Q\P at time of
o° gb C& evaiuation
R %

a
e L L L T L ——————eee e L " L A TR T T S —— e

28APR2001
29APR2001
30APR2001
01MAY2001
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Table 9. Individual results of the evaluations of mq&a{!@?/ (nurgbeg@ of dead
bees in the dead bee traps and linen 3@8’%& in frcngf \(@\?he hives) in .
the test substance treatment ROAPEFONN &
& o o ¢ 2 &
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Table 10: Individual results of the evaluations of mortahtgo?‘numbers@f dead
bees In the dead bee traps and linen sheet%q?\ front of(tﬁ\e hives) In
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Table 11: Average flight intensity (number of forager beegtree/minute) in the
test substance treatment & & &
B &0 ’ | ¢ 6@
Date |ED Time Clouding (%)* | Mean flight | N \Q‘OQMean flight
' intensity" ¥ & intensity/d
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Table 13: Average flight activity in front of the hives (num@er of bee§>>
entering/leaving the hive/minute) of the test \%gtance gﬁéatment
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Table 14: Average flight activity in front of the hives (num@ér of beegb)
entering/leaving the hive/minute) of the contgﬂ & {Q
¢

I I

Final Report 2001 1099/01-BFEU
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Table 15: Brood development of the colonies in the test Qp‘bstance I\tgaatment

1*! evaluation: 27APR2001

Strenath (No. of combs covered with bees
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Strength (No. of combs covered with be mmm 3
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Table 16: Brood development of the colonies in the contr@f &
B L
______ o | Hivet |.Hive2 | HWed | Hived
1* evaluation: 27APR2001 o & O
Strength (No. of combs covered with bees Q’ / ,v' 7 8 Q\,‘v
No. of combs covered with brood - " O&Q’
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Average amount of larval stage in % 22.86 2571 )
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Table 17: Number of bees with apple pollen Ioaq)soentenng t\®e hives of

the test substance treatment NP @
QQ \.
Date ED | Time | Hive Total er of | g&%ntage of bees
number of \ wﬂlﬁ} h apple pollen O
bees wﬂ&b O appl loads )
n » . ™
pollen" polk o\ &‘9 (,00
loads . ¢ | O | v '_ Q &
13:00 | 7 Mol ¢ @& @\ 10000 S
vmayor | o 8 | &Y 48 .87 [0 M8 1000 @@Q .
15:10 5 o128 O, 12 100.6° $0Q’
| 1 A1 11 9180.0 .0 |O
11:00 | V60| & 48 O 2 oM &4
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1350 ¢ 0" 016 13 20 @ g3
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Table 19: Results of recording of the flowering \Qsﬁges In t,Q@inelds

Q

P
Date ED BBCH code of the:apple ;qllgﬁﬂg\ﬁ

S
Test substance fi%@ %&c’_ 6@& %omtrol field

N\
64—65@5(\‘\0\‘ @ & 64-65
A < e4-65 O &
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¥ 65 &é\ i
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Table 20: Results of the evaluation of the frg&b%@gxﬁps in ttféQ test
substance treated field QQ} & O
\ 5 %‘\ -
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- No. % A /o I - I N v O
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Table 21: Results of the evaluation of the@‘ut buds n 550ontrol field
| 0) .&‘9 N0
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Table 22: Total weights of the test colonies Qct% Zin th

Final Report

200 treatment recorded once ana &é‘ﬁ
>

2001 1099/01-BFEU

Qq

@\Q@fldor SL
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olon

Weights of the Confidor SI02
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0 Q& Q/ N
y O L. Q, N\ Weights of t .. m k
& gedagr ol ED e 1 _____;__ Hive2 | Hive3
& D9APRO% 0 {3}0 3356 &\ 433 39.3
& @ % 30ARRO1 1 7.0° ’~ 41.8 38.5
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A3 Certificates .
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Certificate of analysis of Confidor SL 200
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