STDP PROGRESS REPORT

Project Number:  R8-2001-05

Project Title:  Development of trap-out methods for southern pine beetles from individual trees or small infestations

Project Status:  Continuing (funds are being requested for the next fiscal year to continue the project)

Expected Project Duration:  3 years

Original Expected Completion Date:  FY 2004
Expected Completion Date of the Project:  FY 2005

Subject:  Semiochemicals 1, biological control 2, Dendroctonus frontalis Zimmermann, the southern pine beetle (SPB) 2 

Status of Subject Species:  Native.

Project Objectives:  Develop techniques to trap emerging bark beetles from individual infested pines, preventing loss of additional trees, leading to a reduction in area-wide impacts and preservation of natural enemy populations.  Develop alternative tactic to protect high-value, individual pines at risk of attack from southern pine beetles.

Brief Description of Project:  Baited Lindgren funnel traps will be hung on infested, individual pines to collect SPB emerging or reemerging from the tree.  Small emergence traps on the tree will be used to calculate the percentage of emerging SPB collected.  Additional funnel traps will be hung at ca. 30 m from the infested tree to capture dispersing beetles and determine if beetles are eluding the traps on the trees.  The goal is to reduce area-wide SPB populations and/or prevent infestation of at-risk pines in the vicinity of infested trees, without the need for felling and removal.

Year 1:  Test the efficacy of the method and the efficiency of the traps for the collection of the emerging beetles.  Test two trap heights.

Year 2:  Refine technique based on year one results, e.g. increase number of traps, change trap height.

Year 3:  Continue technique refinement if necessary.  If technique has proven successful on individual trees infested by SPB, check expanding its applicability to small SPB infestations (<5 infested trees) or to Ips bark beetle infestations.

Changes to the Original Project Scope or Objectives:  None

Additions to the Original Project Scope or Objectives:  Identification of the correct combination of inexpensive, commercially available lures for Ips avulsus.  Use of non-host volatiles to exclude predators from traps.  Study of trap placement and baiting to assist in data analysis and maximize trap catch of beetles.

FHP Lead Contact and Principal Investigator:  Stephen Clarke

R8, FHP Forest Entomologist, Lufkin, TX

Phone:  936-639-8646

Fax:  936-639-8588

E-mail:  sclarke@fs.fed.us

FHP Lead Contact and Principal Investigator Involvement:  

    50 person-days annually

Cooperators:  

Roger Menard, William Bruce, Chris Steiner;  FHP Technicians, Pineville, LA

Phone:  318-473-7286

Fax:  318-473-7117

E-mail:  rmenard or bbruce01 or csteiner@fs.fed.us
Ron Billings and Bill Upton; Forest Pest Management, Texas Forest Service 

Phone:  936-639-8170

Fax:  936-639-8175

E-mail:  rbillings@tfs.tamu.edu

Kier Klepzig and Brian Strom; FIR-4501, Southern Research Station 

Phone:  318-473-7238

Fax:  318-473-7222

E-mail:  kklepzig or bstrom@fs.fed.us
National Forests in Texas

Phone:  936-639-8501

Fax:  936-639-8588

Kisatchie National Forest

Phone:  318-473-7160

Fax:  318-473-7117

Homochitto Ranger District, National Forests in Mississippi

Phone: 601-384-5876

Seminole Ranger District, National Forests in Florida

Phone: 352-669-3153

Florida Div. Of Forestry

Phone: 352-372-3505

Cooperator Involvement:

	Cooperator
	Role
	Time Commitment

	FHP technicians
	Assist in treatment application, monitoring. Help count beetles collected in traps.
	30 person-days annually

	Southern Research Sta.
	Assist in treatment application, monitoring in Louisiana
	20 person-days annually

	Texas Forest Service
	Assist in treatment application, monitoring in Texas
	20 person-days annually

	National Forests

Florida Div. Of For.
	Provide field sites, report individual infested trees
	Incorporated in SPB suppression and prevention activities


Products and Due Dates:  The final products will be an efficacious technique to trap-out emerging SPB from single-tree infestations and recommendations on its applications.  These products will be delivered at the close of the project in FY 2004.

Accomplishments to Date:  This technique is designed to be employed when endemic or building populations of SPB are present.  Unfortunately, no SPB infestations have been observed in Texas or Louisiana in the past 3 years.  Baited trees were not attacked, and lightning-struck trees were attacked only by Ips beetles.  For this reason, I decided to test the trap-out tactic on Ips infested trees in spring 2001.  However, the bark beetle research unit at Pineville had some questions about the proper pheromone combination to trap Ips avulsus, a species of primary concern.  Literature reviews stated that (-) ipsdienol was the aggregation pheromone.  The 97% (-) ipsdienol lures are about 6 times more expensive than the racemic lures, and we wanted to test if the more expensive lure was necessary.  Field trials were conducted in Texas, Louisiana, and Florida.   Funnel taps were baited with lanierone (a synergist for the aggregation pheromone) and either (-) or racemic ipsdienol.  Ten traps per treatment were used at each site.  The results revealed that the racemic lures caught significantly more I. avulsus than the 97% (-) lure when used in combination with lanierone.  The results were consistent across all three states.  There was a wide range in trap catch across locations, but this indicates that the racemic lure is more effective in all population densities.  The cheaper racemic lure, in combination with lanierone, will be used in subsequent trap-out studies for I. avulsus.

In October 2001, I went to Florida to find study sites.  Working with Jim Meeker, at that time with the Florida Division of Forestry, we identified areas that might have isolated trees infested with SPB.  We were unable to find suitable sites that could be used for the study, so I decided to create individual infested trees.  In March 2002, I located escape trees in areas that had been heavily infested by SPB.  These were live pines in the midst of large areas of beetle-killed trees.  These trees were baited with SPB attractants.  Five trees were successfully attacked and used for the study: one in Dudley Farm Historic Park, one in San Felasco Preserve, and three in the Seminole National Forest.  San Felasco and Dudley Farm are located in or near Gainesville, FL, while the Seminole NF is southeast of Gainesville in central Florida.

Once the trees were successfully colonized, a 100 x 12 cm emergence trap was installed.  The trap was constructed from a plastic feeding tray, with foam glued to edges to provide a snug and impenetrable seal against the tree surface.  The midpoint of the trap was approximately 4 m from the ground.  A collection jar filled with a mix of water and anti-freeze was attached to bottom of the trap, and all emerging beetles would fall into the collection jar.  Two 12-funnel Lindgren traps were hung from 30 cm. shelf supports screwed into the tree at a height of 3.5 m.  The traps were hung on opposite sides of the tree and each was baited with the standard SPB lure (Phero Tech Inc.) and a wicked bottle of turpentine (Hercules Inc.).  A small section of no-pest strip was placed in the collection cups to kill the SPB and other insects attracted to the trap.  In one replication on the Seminole NF, the traps were suspended from 3.3 m lengths of 1.7 cm conduit stuck in the ground next to the infested tree.  The collection cups were at approximately the same height as those on traps hung from the shelf supports.  In another replicate on the Forest, two infested trees were located side by side (ca. 3 m apart).  Emergence traps were placed on both trees, but funnel traps were installed on only one tree.  Two funnel traps were also placed at ca. 90 m on opposite sides of the infested tree at each site.  These traps were suspended from conduit as described above.  An additional two traps were placed at ca. 200 m from the infested tree at San Felasco.  Traps were installed on 13 March at Dudley Farm, 14 March on the Seminole RD, and 26 March at San Felasco.  Trapping was discontinued when it appeared that emergence of SPB from the infested tree was complete. 

Trap catches were collected every 1 or 2 weeks.  The numbers of SPB, clerids, and Temnochila were counted.  As the SPB catches were often quite large, a volumetric method of estimating their numbers was developed.  Five large collections of SPB were completely counted.  The beetles from each collection were separately transferred to a glass 50 ml graduated cylinder and the volume determined.  From these measurements it was estimated that 100 beetles = 1 ml.  To test this estimation, 3 separate collections were measured and an estimation of beetle obtained.  The beetles were then counted.  The results were:

Estimate       Actual

	1900
	1981

	3000
	3113

	1900
	1840


These estimates were deemed acceptable and the system was used for the remainder of the collections.  Most catches of 400 beetles or less were counted, while larger catch numbers were estimated.  Trap catches are given in Table 1.  Emergence traps were not collected from the Seminole on 5 April.   

Table1.  Trap catches of southern pine beetles and clerid beetles in emergence traps and Lindgren funnel traps in Florida.  Trap designation key: Location - Rep - Trap type and position.  Locations: SEM=Seminole Ranger District; DUD = Dudley Farm; SF = San Felasco Preserve.  Trap types and position: EM = emergence trap; 1 and 2 +funnel trap on or adjacent to infested tree; A and B = funnel traps @ 30 m. from infested tree; C and D = funnel traps @ 200 m from infested tree.

	Trap
	Date
	# SPB
	SPB/day
	# Clerids
	 
	Trap
	Date
	# SPB
	SPB/day
	# Clerids

	SEM-1-em
	3/27/2002
	83
	
	0
	 
	SEM-2-EM1
	3/27/2002
	89
	
	0

	SEM-1-1
	3/27/2002
	4012
	308.6
	19
	 
	SEM 2 EM2
	3/27/2002
	82
	
	0

	SEM-1-2
	3/27/2002
	3550
	273.1
	19
	 
	SEM-2-1
	3/27/2002
	7187
	552.8
	7

	SEM-1-A
	3/27/2002
	1958
	150.6
	45
	 
	SEM-2-2
	3/27/2002
	7467
	574.4
	6

	SEM-1-B
	3/27/2002
	3441
	264.7
	44
	 
	SEM-2-A
	3/27/2002
	5577
	429.0
	24

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-B
	3/27/2002
	2151
	165.5
	4

	SEM-1-1
	4/5/2002
	990
	110.0
	12
	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-1-2
	4/5/2002
	1161
	129.0
	13
	 
	SEM-2-1
	4/5/2002
	2064
	229.3
	2

	SEM-1-A
	4/5/2002
	924
	102.7
	35
	 
	SEM-2-2
	4/5/2002
	1992
	221.3
	15

	SEM-1-B
	4/5/2002
	1657
	184.1
	11
	 
	SEM-2-A
	4/5/2002
	3236
	359.6
	13

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-B
	4/5/2002
	980
	108.9
	13

	SEM-1 EM
	4/17/2002
	230
	
	0
	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-1-1
	4/17/2002
	1044
	87.0
	7
	 
	SEM 2 EM1
	4/17/2002
	54
	
	0

	SEM-1-2
	4/17/2002
	1690
	140.8
	22
	 
	SEM 2 EM2
	4/17/2002
	74
	
	0

	SEM-1-A
	4/17/2002
	872
	72.7
	22
	 
	SEM-2-1
	4/17/2002
	1910
	159.2
	5

	SEM-1-B
	4/17/2002
	2252
	187.7
	15
	 
	SEM-2-2
	4/17/2002
	2604
	217.0
	12

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-A
	4/17/2002
	3359
	279.9
	16

	SEM-1 EM
	5/1/2002
	3
	
	0
	 
	SEM-2-B
	4/17/2002
	819
	68.3
	13

	SEM-1-1
	5/1/2002
	800
	53.3
	9
	 
	
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-1-2
	5/1/2002
	1382
	92.1
	16
	 
	SEM 2 EM1
	5/1/2002
	0
	
	4

	SEM-1-A
	5/1/2002
	1084
	72.3
	43
	 
	SEM 2 EM2
	5/1/2002
	1
	
	0

	SEM-1-B
	5/1/2002
	1110
	74.0
	10
	 
	SEM-2-1
	5/1/2002
	243
	16.2
	12

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-2
	5/1/2002
	522
	34.8
	9

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-A
	5/1/2002
	796
	53.1
	33

	 
	
	
	
	
	 
	SEM-2-B
	5/1/2002
	213
	14.2
	45


Table 1 cont.

	Trap
	Date
	# SPB
	SPB/day
	# Clerids
	 
	Trap
	Date
	# SPB
	SPB/day
	# Clerids

	SEM-3-EM
	3/27/2002
	30
	
	1
	
	DUD-1-EM
	3/26/2002
	127
	
	0

	SEM-3-1
	3/27/2002
	1960
	150.8
	5
	
	DUD-1-1
	3/26/2002
	767
	59.0
	24

	SEM-3-2
	3/27/2002
	2624
	201.8
	15
	
	DUD-1-2
	3/26/2002
	1694
	130.3
	47

	SEM-3-A
	3/27/2002
	1365
	105.0
	12
	
	DUD-1-A
	3/26/2002
	1158
	89.1
	98

	SEM-3-B
	3/27/2002
	2283
	175.6
	12
	
	DUD-1-B
	3/26/2002
	3507
	269.8
	214

	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-3-1
	4/5/2002
	957
	106.3
	3
	
	DUD-1-EM
	4/9/2002
	32
	
	0

	SEM-3-2
	4/5/2002
	1046
	116.2
	8
	
	DUD-1-1
	4/9/2002
	260
	18.6
	10

	SEM-3-A
	4/5/2002
	614
	68.2
	25
	
	DUD-1-2
	4/9/2002
	1346
	96.1
	38

	SEM-3-B
	4/5/2002
	1202
	133.6
	15
	
	DUD-1-A
	4/9/2002
	2021
	144.4
	188

	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	DUD-1-B
	4/9/2002
	2119
	151.4
	95

	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-3-EM
	4/17/2002
	50
	
	0
	
	DUD-1-EM
	4/17/2002
	164
	
	1

	SEM-3-1
	4/17/2002
	1028
	85.7
	2
	
	DUD-1-1
	4/17/2002
	420
	52.5
	17

	SEM-3-2
	4/17/2002
	924
	77.0
	4
	
	DUD-1-2
	4/17/2002
	921
	115.1
	20

	SEM-3-A
	4/17/2002
	925
	77.1
	15
	
	DUD-1-A
	4/17/2002
	946
	118.3
	51

	SEM-3-B
	4/17/2002
	818
	68.2
	8
	
	DUD-1-B
	4/17/2002
	1569
	196.1
	34

	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	 

	SEM-3-EM
	5/1/2002
	3
	
	0
	
	DUD-1-EM
	4/30/2002
	4
	
	2

	SEM-3-1
	5/1/2002
	487
	32.5
	0
	
	DUD-1-1
	4/30/2002
	175
	13.5
	4

	SEM-3-2
	5/1/2002
	430
	28.7
	2
	
	DUD-1-2
	4/30/2002
	840
	64.6
	14

	SEM-3-A
	5/1/2002
	653
	43.5
	19
	
	DUD-1-A
	4/30/2002
	1038
	79.8
	52

	SEM-3-B
	5/1/2002
	475
	31.7
	28
	
	DUD-1-B
	4/30/2002
	1012
	77.8
	23


Table 1 cont.

	Trap
	Date
	# SPB
	SPB/day
	# Clerids

	SF-1-EM
	4/9/2002
	9
	
	8

	SF-1-1
	4/9/2002
	1106
	79.0
	78

	SF-1-2
	4/9/2002
	926
	66.1
	129

	SF-1-A
	4/9/2002
	446
	31.9
	261

	SF-1-B
	4/9/2002
	313
	22.4
	157

	SF-1-C
	4/9/2002
	878
	62.7
	128

	SF-1-D
	4/9/2002
	1613
	115.2
	237

	 
	
	
	
	 

	SF-1-EM
	4/17/2002
	6
	
	0

	SF-1-1
	4/17/2002
	441
	55.1
	26

	SF-1-2
	4/17/2002
	199
	24.9
	16

	SF-1-A
	4/17/2002
	305
	38.1
	73

	SF-1-B
	4/17/2002
	145
	18.1
	35

	SF-1-C
	4/17/2002
	403
	50.4
	102

	SF-1-D
	4/17/2002
	948
	118.5
	83

	 
	
	
	
	 

	SF-1-EM
	4/30/2002
	0
	
	1

	SF-1-1
	4/30/2002
	232
	17.8
	15

	SF-1-2
	4/30/2002
	189
	14.5
	9

	SF-1-A
	4/30/2002
	148
	11.4
	70

	SF-1-B
	4/30/2002
	129
	9.9
	35

	SF-1-C
	4/30/2002
	147
	11.3
	47

	SF-1-D
	4/30/2002
	162
	12.5
	44


Trap catches of SPB were variable, and at least one of the funnel traps located 30 m from the infested tree caught more beetles than the traps next to the infested tree at all sites.  Catches at SEM-2 were affected by a SPB infestation near the site.  The infestation was detected and controlled during the study, and the treatment area was within 10 m of trap SEM-2-A. 

A rough estimate of the number of SPB emerging from each tree was obtained using the trap catches of the emergence traps.  The trapping area of the emergence trap was approximately 1200 cm2.   The surface area of the infested bole was considered to be a cylinder and was estimated using the tree diameter at breast height and the height to the live crown.  The surface area was divided by 1200 and then multiplied by the number of SPB captured in the emergence trap to give an estimate of total beetles emerging from the infested tree.  Table 2 presents the estimates of SPB emergence and the total trap catch from the 4 funnel traps placed within 30 m of the infested tree.  The Seminole 2 site was not included due to the proximity of an active SPB infestation.

Table 2.  Estimated southern pine beetle reemergence and emergence from individual infested trees and total number of SPB captured in 2 funnel traps placed on the infested tree plus 2 funnel traps placed ca. 30 m from the infested tree at 4 sites in Florida, 2002.

	Site
	Tree diameter (cm)
	Height to live crown (cm)
	Estimated SPB reemergence and emergence
	Total SPB captured in funnel traps 

	Dudley Farm
	23.1
	1524.0
	30,157
	20,120

	San Felasco
	28.7
	1402.1
	1,580
	4,594

	Seminole NF 1
	24.9
	1676.4
	34,534
	28,243

	Seminole NF 3
	17.8
	944.9
	3,655
	17,874


The tree at San Felasco was slowly attacked, and may not have been completely colonized, as few beetles were collected in the emergence traps.  The tree was killed by SPB.  The Seminole 3 tree was small and was located in a clearing, while the other infested trees were in standing dead timber.  

For comparison, Table 3 presents the trap catches from funnel traps set in two locations in Gainesville, FL.  Dr. John Foltz at the University of Florida provided these data.  Trap catch of SPB declined from March through April, and a similar pattern was observed in our study traps.  Based on these results, 4 traps placed to capture and estimate numbers of dispersing would have caught an estimated 8,000 to 12,000 SPB during the period of the trap-out study, with a catch of 4,500 during April when the traps were in place at San Felasco.  

Table 3.  Trap catches of southern pine beetles and clerid beetles from individual Lindgren funnel traps established in Devil Millhopper’s State Park (DMSP) and University of Florida Natural Area (UFNA) in Gainesville, FL, 2002.

	                                         DMSP
	                       UFNA

	Dates
	SPB
	SPB/day
	Clerids
	SPB
	SPB/day
	Clerids

	3/17-3/29
	689
	57.4
	123
	2094
	174.5
	185

	3/29-4/9
	733
	66.6
	195
	802
	72.9
	104

	4/9-4/19
	235
	23.5
	90
	241
	24.1
	76

	4/19-4/30
	235
	21.4
	150
	67
	6.1
	57


Due to the trap placement on the infested tree, we were unsure whether their proximity would affect trap catch.  Turchin and Odendaal (1996) determined the attractive radius of the funnel trap to be approximately 0.1 ha.  Since a trap has a specific sphere of attractiveness, we needed to determine if catches of the adjacent traps on the infested tree should be combined for comparison with the catches of individual traps located away from the infested tree.  To examine how the proximity of traps may affect catch, a study was implemented in late August – September on the Homochitto National Forest in Mississippi.  The forest was in the midst of an SPB epidemic.  Three treatments were utilized.  For the first treatment, an individual funnel trap was baited with the standard SPB lure and a wicked bottle of turpentine, just as in the trap-out study.  For the second treatment, a funnel trap was baited with twice the usual amount of attractant: 2 lures and 2 bottles of turpentine.  In the third treatment, two funnel traps were placed side by side (< 1 m apart), and each was baited with the standard attractants.  The traps were located in areas of previous SPB infestation that had been salvaged.   Three sites were used, with each treatment in each site.  Treatments were arranged in a triangle in each site, with treatments about 50 m apart.   Trap catches were collected weekly and the traps relocated clockwise to the next position, so that each treatment was in place at each position for one week.  Traps were installed 28 August and the final collection was made 18 September.

Trap catch data are presented in Table 4.

Table 4.  Mean weekly trap catch of southern pine beetles and the predator Thanasimus dubius in funnel traps located in salvaged SPB infestations on the Homochitto NF, MS, 28 August – 18 September.

	Treatment
	Mean SPB/week per trap
	Mean T. dubius/week per trap

	Single funnel trap

Standard attractants
	52.8
	119.9

	Single funnel trap

Double standard attractants
	91.4
	172.6

	Two funnel traps side by side

Standard attractants each trap
	60.0
	123.3


Though the data have not been statistically analyzed, it is apparent that each of the traps placed side by side is acting as an independent unit, as trap catches were similar to those of individual traps.  Traps with double attractants caught somewhat more individual traps with the standard attractants, but not twice as much.

The data from these studies suggest that the surface area of the traps is very important, more so than the amount of attractant utilized.  SPB may be attracted to the vicinity of the traps by the attractants, but many may escape capture if there is not sufficient landing surface available.  These results complement the findings of Gara et al. (1965) that in the presence of aggregation pheromones, SPB use visual clues to target vertical objects. Strom et al. (1999) and Strom and Goyer (2001) demonstrated that dark-colored, vertical silhouettes are important in host location by SPB.  

In most instances, the number of clerids captured in the trap-out study was greatest on traps located away from the infested tree.  The infested tree provided a major source of SPB, while most clerids were arriving from other trees.  The traps on the infested tree were adjacent to a large dark vertical silhouette, while the other traps were on poles with only the vertical silhouette of the trap to stimulate landing.  It may be that SPB and clerids attracted to the vicinity of the infested tree may have landed on the infested tree rather than on the traps, reducing the numbers caught in the these traps in comparison to traps located away from the infested tree.  Also, the funnel traps in the open area (Sem 3) captured many more SPB than were estimated to have emerged from the infested tree, while the traps in areas with a lot of vertical silhouettes captured fewer SPB than estimated to have emerged (Table 2).  Turchin and Odendaal (1996) also found that trap efficiency declined as the stand density increased near the trap.

The SEM-3 traps caught many more SPB than were expected emerging from the infested tree.  This replication was in the open, so there was less “competition” with the traps for landing sites.  Though the Dud and SEM-1 traps did not catch as many SPB as may have been produced from the infested trees, they did capture more than expected given background populations and more than the SEM-3 traps in the open.  These figures suggest that the traps collected a good percentage of SPB emerging from the infested tree.  The San Felasco traps did not collect more SPB than would be expected in traps not near an infested tree.  The low number collected in the emergence trap indicates this tree did not produce many SPB.  

Based on the preliminary results and previous studies, it is clear that baited traps hung in the open are more effective in capturing SPB than traps hung adjacent to an infested tree (or any tall, dark silhouette).  Also, the more traps used in an area, the more SPB collected.  To increase trap efficiency, in FY 03 traps will be hung from poles in open areas near the infested tree rather than suspended from supports attached to the tree.  The original reason for hanging the traps on the infested tree was to concentrate the aggregation pheromone near the infested tree to decrease the potential of new trees becoming infested.  Hanging the traps in openings near the infested tree should increase numbers of beetles collected and still keep the possibility of new infestations low.  This tactic is designed for use in urban areas or RCW clusters where pine BA should be low.  In addition, four or more funnel traps will be deployed per infested tree, rather than the two used previously.  We may also use fluorescent powder on the infested tree to track capture of emerging beetles.   

Publications:  Attraction of Ips avulsus (Eichoff) to commercially available synthetic lures.  B. L. Strom, S. R. Clarke, and L. M. Roton.  J. Entomol. Sci.: In press.

Status of Products:  Given the lack of SPB activity in TX and LA, the project is about 1 year behind schedule.  The necessity of travel to MS and FL to find SPB populations has limited the number of replications and a more thorough collection of data.  Once local populations are available, we plan to conduct studies year-round to refine the technique. In cooperation with the University of Georgia, we also plan to place non-host volatiles in the traps to exclude Thanasimus dubius..  Initial results demonstrated that these volatiles do not reduce SPB trap catch.  We plan to continue the project past FY 03 if necessary through no-cost extensions to ensure we have a viable tactic for trap-out of SPB.

First Fiscal Year Funded:  FY 2001

Funds Obligated from Beginning of Project through Current Fiscal Year:

	
	Item
	Requested FHP STDP Funding
	Received Funding
	Expended Funding

	EACH YEAR
	
	
	
	

	Administration
	
	
	
	

	
	Travel
	5000
	5000
	6000

	
	
	
	
	

	Procurements
	Contracting
	
	
	

	
	Equipment
	
	
	

	
	Supplies
	12000
	12000
	4000

	
	
	
	
	

	Year Totals
	
	17000
	17000
	11000


Funds not Used from Previous Year:

	Fiscal Year
	STDP Funding Allocated
	Funds Obligated
	Funds Unused

	2001
	8500
	8500
	3500

	2002
	8500
	8500
	2500


As funds were frozen due to the fire situation, supply purchases and travel were curtailed toward the end of the fiscal year.   

Expected Budget for Next Fiscal Year:

	
	Item
	Requested FHP STDP Funding
	Other-Source Funding
	Source

	EACH YEAR
	
	
	
	

	Administration
	Salary
	
	4000
	FHP

	
	Salary
	
	3000
	SRS

	
	Salary
	
	3000
	TFS

	
	Overhead
	
	
	

	
	Travel
	5000
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Procurements
	Contracting
	
	
	

	
	Equipment
	
	
	

	
	Supplies
	3500
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Year Totals
	
	8500
	10000
	


Difference between Original and Amended Requests:  None

STDP Funding Needed:

	Year
	2003

	STDP
	8,500

	Other

(FHP, SRS, TFS salaries and supplies)
	10,000

	Total
	18,500
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REQUEST FOR CONTINUED FHP-STDP FUNDING FOR PROJECT

PROJECT STATUS:  Funds are requested for FY 2003 to continue the project.

ESTIMATED COMPLETION DATE:  February, 2004
PROJECT NUMBER:  R8-2001-05

PROJECT TITLE:  Development of trap-out methods for southern pine beetles from individual trees or small infestations

ADDITIONS:  Identification of the correct combination of inexpensive, commercially available lures for Ips avulsus.  Use of non-host volatiles to exclude SPB predators from traps.

CHANGES:  Funnel traps will be placed away from the infested tree to capture a higher percentage of emerging beetles.  Four or more traps will be deployed per infested tree.

FY 2003 BUDGET:  

	
	Item
	Requested FHP STDP Funding
	Other-Source Funding
	Source

	EACH YEAR
	
	
	
	

	Administration
	Salary
	
	4000
	FHP

	
	Salary
	
	3000
	SRS

	
	Salary
	
	3000
	TFS

	
	Overhead
	
	
	

	
	Travel
	5000
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Procurements
	Contracting
	
	
	

	
	Equipment
	
	
	

	
	Supplies
	3500
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Year Totals
	
	8500
	10000
	


New FHP-STDP funding needed in FY 2003:  $8,500.

Estimated FHP-STDP future funding beyond FY 2003: none.  Will continue with no-cost extension if necessary.

