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BACKGROUND – SHB OUTBREAK IN ITALY 
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TOR1: RISK OF SURVIVAL, SPREAD, ESTABLISHMENT 

TOR1: the risk of survival, spread and 
establishment of SHB in and from Calabria and 
Sicily into other parts of Italy and the EU under 
various scenarios: 

a) by natural movements of live bees (Apis mellifera), 
including feral colonies and of the SHB, under currently 
applicable emergency conditions, taking into account 
especially relevant geographical and meteorological 
conditions;  

b) by natural movements of live bees and of the SHB and by 
intra-EU movement of bee colonies, queens and apiculture 
products and by-products from infected areas, under 
identified risk mitigation measures; 

c) by natural movements of live bees and of the SHB and by 
intra-EU movement of bee colonies, queens and other 
products and by-products in absence of EU rules (i.e. 
similar as applicable to Varroa mites) 
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METHOD 

 2 separate but similar mathematical models to simulate 
the SHB spread from infested to non-infested apiaries 

a) Due to proximity to infested apiaries (distance-only 
model)  

b) due to proximity and through beekeepers infesting their 
other apiaries through ‘unintentional transfer’ of the 
beetle (distance and ownership model).  

 
CONCLUSIONS 

 Movement of an infested hive could spread SHB 
rapidly over large distances 

 with natural spread alone, the beetle alone will take 
more than 100 years to reach Abruzzo from Calabria 
(around 250 km northwards) 

 model considering the ownership of multiple apiaries per 
beekeeper indicated a 10-times-faster spread 

 

TOR1: MODELLING SHB SPREAD 
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TOR1: ONCE INTRODUCED, SHB COULD COMPLETE ITS 
LIFE CYCLE IN ALL MS BETWEEN MAY AND SEPTEMBER 
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TOR1: PROBABILITY SHB INTRODUCTION VIA EU-TRADE 

The probability of SHB 
introduction is mainly 

dependent on the 
sensitivity of the test to 

detect SHB in traded 
consignments and the 
number of shipments 

arriving in a country in a 
given time period.  
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TOR1: PROBABILITY SHB INTRODUCTION VIA EU-TRADE 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 Perform detailed epidemiological studies on 
the Italian outbreak to improve knowledge on 
introduction, survival, spread and establishment 
of SHB in Europe. 
 

 A register of the location of apiaries, 
ownership and number of hives within an 
apiary/area, together with tracking 
information on the travel route of shipments, 
is essential to facilitate epidemiological 
investigations in the event of an outbreak. 

 

 

TOR1: RISK OF SURVIVAL, SPREAD, ESTABLISHMENT 
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TOR2: RISK MITIGATION FOR INTRA-EU TRADE 

TOR2: risk mitigating factors that could potentially be 
effective in ensuring safe intra-EU trade of live bees (both 
colonies and queens) and apiculture products and by-products 
as regards the transmission of SHB 
 

RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 The assessment assumed perfect implementation of 
visual inspection, although this might not always be 
the case in practice. Therefore, it is recommended 
that the SHB status of the area of origin of 
consignments be taken into consideration 
when issuing health certificates for intra-EU 
movement of bee consignments, as is already 
done in the case of import from third countries. 
 

 It is recommended that movement restrictions 
on the movements of honey bees, bumblebees and 
commodities from infested to non-infested areas be 
maintained until SHB is eradicated, to prevent 
spread of the pest. 

 

 

TOR2: RISK MITIGATION FOR INTRA-EU TRADE 
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TOR3: RISK MITIGATION WHERE ERADICATION 
IS NO LONGER THE OBJECTIVE 

TOR3: risk mitigating factors and methods in 
apiaries, including quick diagnosis and potential 
treatment(s), alternative to currently employed 
complete destruction of the apiary and additional risk 
mitigating factors that may be applied in controlled 
environments for queen producing;  

 
CONCLUSIONS 

 No specific control measures are available to keep 
honey bee queen production free from SHB in an 
infested area where eradication is no longer the 
objective. 

 There is no EU legislation in place regarding 
movement control of honey bees, bumblebees or 
commodities within an SHB-infested area where 
eradication is no longer the objective. 
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TOR3: IMPLEMENTING VISUAL INSPECTION, TRAPS, GOOD 
BEEKEEPING PRACTICES, HYGIENE AND SOIL TREATMENT 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 Strengthening good honey house hygiene 
standards and good beekeeping practices 
are the most important measures to keep SHB 
infestation at low level in an infested area 
where eradication is no longer the objective. 
 

 Soil treatment with pyrethroids to control 
SHB should be applied only in case of comb 
damage in an area where eradication is no 
longer the objective. 

 

TOR3: RISK MITIGATION WHERE ERADICATION 
IS NO LONGER THE OBJECTIVE 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

 The OIE requirement to implement a 5-year 
monitoring to substantiate SHB freedom is based on 
the current knowledge of the biological characteristics 
of the pest. The 5-year period could be used until 
data become available as basis for a more 
detailed assessment. 

 

TOR4: SHB SURVEILLANCE 

TOR4: surveillance (active and passive) in assessing 
freedom of areas from SHB including the size (radius 
of) of the areas to be surveyed in order to provide 
solid bases for regionalisation policy; 
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TOR4: SHB SURVEILLANCE 

 According to modelling that took into 
account implementation of inspection and 
mitigation measures as done by Italy 
including a protection zone of 20 km, 
reducing the surveillance zone from 
100 km to 50 km will at least double 
the probability of SHB escaping 
undetected from the surveillance 
zone, from 0.027 to 0.053. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

 A field experiment showed natural infestation of 
commercial bumblebee B. impatiens colonies 
placed next to SHB-infested honey bee hives. 
However, no data on SHB infestation in natural 
bumblebee colonies have been published. 
 

 Food resources and conditions in bumblebee 
colonies are attractive to SHB and suitable for 
its development. Therefore, bumblebee 
colonies acting as a reservoir for SHB 
cannot be excluded. 

 

TOR5: KEPT BUMBLEBEES AS A RESERVOIR FOR SHB 

TOR5: susceptibility of kept bumblebees 
(Bombus terrestris) to SHB or their capability 
to spread SHB as vectors.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 Studies are needed on the capacity of B. 
terrestris occurring in Europe to act as SHB 
host. 

 

 Kept bumblebee boxes should be 
destroyed after the pollination service 

TOR5: KEPT BUMBLEBEES AS A RESERVOIR FOR SHB 
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