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In residential RBS, increase proportion of surveyed
residential citrus In areas near commercial citrus
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Central CA Risk-Based Survey
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Overview of recent trends

Based on laboratory results data provided by CDFA through mid-February 2023:

Detections of CLas+ trees and ACP

Percentage of plant and ACP samples positive for CLas

Bacterial load in ACP samples

Q: How much of this is being driven by
intensive sampling in Orange County?
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Influence of Orange County

Percentage of CLas+ samples
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CLas bacterial load

Clas+ load in California HLB samples
through 2023-03-02

Plant

ClLas+ load in California ACP samples
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Changing spatial patterns in sampling
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Potential challenges to situational awareness

* Intensive sampling in smaller area (esp. Orange County)?
1 More finds but less able to infer changes in epidemic from
them
 Pause in SoCal risk-based survey
1 62% of CLas+ ACP were being detected by RBS
activities
« Changes to grove trapping

1 Inconsistent trapping protocols throughout year = gaps in
monitoring of locations where most needed to protect growers

University of California
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Section |

3D Trap Versus Yellow Panel Trap



Background

« Many ACP samples on yellow panel (YP) traps are not feasible for PCR analysis.

 UCR researchers developed 3-dimensional (3D) traps.

« This study compares the ability of detecting and capturing ACPs between yellow panel traps

and 3D traps.

Yellow Panel Trap

From Snyder et al. (2022)



34 study locations in Riverside
County

One yellow panel trap and one 3D
trap placed at the same tree on
the opposite side randomly

12 cycles from mid-July 2021 to
late July 2022

Approximately 30 days interval

Both traps were screened and the
numbers of ACPs on the traps
were recorded by field staff



Data Analysis

Number of ACP Collected Versus Number of Traps with ACPs

e Definition

Number of ACP
Collected: 3

Number of Traps with
ACPs: 1

Number of ACP
Collected: O

Number of Traps with
ACPs: 0

Comparison of the number of ACP
collected and the number of traps with
ACPs

Shapiro-Wilk Test for Normal Distribution
Test (P < 0.05)

Wilcoxon signed-rank test as non-
parametric test for the number of ACP
collected and number of trap with ACP

R Studio for all statistical analyses



Results

Number of ACP Collected
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270 ACPs were collected in 3D traps and
1,287 ACPs were collected in yellow panel
traps

Number of ACP collected in yellow panel traps
was 4.7 times higher than that in 3D traps (V =
484, P < 0.001)

Number of Traps with ACPs
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Number of traps with ACPs was 96 times in
3D traps and 183 times in yellow panel traps

Number of traps with ACPs in yellow panel
traps was approximately 1.9 times higher than
that in 3D traps (V = 375.5, P <0.01)




Seasonal Pattern

—3D Trap ——Yellow Panel Trap
300
o
2 200
©
o
Q
g 100
z
—~——— /\
0
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
2021 2022
—3D Trap ——Yellow Panel Trap
25
n
S
< 20
ES
2 15
" ——
&
= 10
©
& 5
Q0
S
= 0
Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul
2021 2022




Section | Conclusion

« The results of this analysis indicate that yellow panel traps are more effective
In detecting and collecting ACPs than 3D traps.

 However, determinations on the types of traps to use should be made on a

case-by-case basis with additional factors considered (e.g., costs, sample
preservation abilities, etc.).
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No-Mess Trap Versus Yellow Panel Trap



Background

No-Mess Trap
Histo-clear, an orange-oil based clearing

agent which facilitates the removal of
trapped ACP for ClLas testing
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Stud Locatlons

.h."'

San Diego (20 si

Four Counties

One no-mess trap and one yellow
panel trap placed at the same tree
on the opposite side randomly

5 to 6 cycles from mid-September
2022 to late March 2023

Approximately 30 days interval

Both traps were screened, and the
numbers of ACPs on the traps
were recorded by field staff
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Data Analysis

Number of ACP Collected Versus Number of Traps with ACPs

Definition

Number of ACP
Collected: 3

Number of Traps with
ACPs: 1

Number of ACP
Collected: O

Number of Traps with
ACPs: 0

Comparison of the number of ACP
collected and the number of traps with
ACPs

Shapiro-Wilk Test for Normal Distribution
Test (P < 0.05)

Wilcoxon signed-rank test for Number of
ACP Collected and Paired T-test for
Number of traps with ACPs

R Studio for all statistical analyses
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Statistical comparison between No-Mess Trap and Yellow Panel Trap

Number of Traps

Number of ACP Collected

with ACPs
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Seasonal Pattern
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Section |l Conclusion

* The results of this analysis indicate that no-mess traps have a similar ability
to detect and collect ACPs as yellow panel traps.

« Additional factors (e.g., sample preservations, costs, etc.) can be studied to

determine if no-mess traps warrant expanded usage within CPDPD
programs.

« No mess traps are approximately 5 times more expensive than yellow panel
traps: $1.39 vs. $0.28 per trap (2020 cost).
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