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Abstract 
 

Field trials conducted in 2007 and 2008 in NE Arkansas were aimed at evaluating field techniques for screening 
cottons with host plant resistance to tarnished plant bug (Lygus lineolaris (Palisot de Beauvois). Third instar nymphs 
were released on RBCDHGPIQH-1-97, an early fruiting, frego bract line from Texas and Arkot 9608ne, a 
nectariless line. Comparisons of plant bug survival and subsequent feeding injury following release at first flowers 
were made. White flower anther injury, COTMAN squaremap sampling, plant bug recovery, in-season mapping 
with square and boll dissection, and yields were included in evaluations. Results indicate significantly greater 
survival of nymphs on frego compared to the Arkot ne as well as levels of feeding injury. Within 5 days of manual 
release, anther injury was apparent in white flowers in both lines. Techniques used in the trial show promise for 
expanding host plant resistance screening protocols.  

 
Introduction 

 
Following the progression of boll weevil eradication and commercial adoption of transgenic cultivars for caterpillar 
control, tarnished plant bug has inherited the role of major insect pest in US Midsouth cotton. Insecticides remain 
the chief method for managing damaging populations of plant bugs, but research to improve host plant resistance to 
this important pest is on-going in Arkansas. One focus of this effort is development of field and lab techniques for 
expediting screening procedures for cotton lines that show promise for host plant resistance to plant bug.  

Several traits have been identified to have specific positive and negative effects with response to damage by plant 
bugs. These include preference of cottons with extra-floral necataries compared to nectariless types (reviewed by 
Jenkins and Wilson, 1996). The frego bract type (floral bracts roll inward and curl away from the flower bud or 
developing boll) also has been identified as a preferred type (Maredia et al, 1994). 

A frego bract germplasm line, TX RBCDHGPIQH-1-97, is routinely planted in Arkansas screening trials to gauge 
plant bug feeding activity in small plot field research (Bourland 2004, Bourland and Jones 2008, Marieda et al 
1994). For this technique, white flower anther injury is monitored daily among different cotton lines during in the 
first weeks of flower. In  laboratory preference tests using a water foam test arena, we have found that plant bug 
nymphs preferentially feed on squares of this frego line compared to other cottons in choice tests (Teague et al 
2007). In no-choice tests, severity of feeding injury is significantly greater with this line compared to feeding injury 
observed to other test lines (measured by exposing single squares to 1 nymph for 24 hrs and then counting damaged 
anthers (Teague unpublished)). Differences in bract morphology or square size were not significant factors in plant 
bug feeding preference in the arena tests (Teague et al 2007).   

In this paper we summarize results from a 2 year field study designed to examine nymph survival and temporal 
dynamics of white flower injury and other feeding injury symptoms following manual infestations of plant bug 
nymphs in small plots planted with the preferred frego cotton line and a nectariless line.  
 

Materials and Methods 
 

The field experiment was conducted at the Cooperative University Research Farm at the Judd Hill Plantation in 
Poinsett County, in NE Arkansas near Trumann.  Two cotton lines were tested: 1) Arkot 9608ne, (AR ne), a 
nectariless germplasm line developed in Arkansas (Bourland and Jones 2008), and 2) RBCDHGPIQH-1-97 (frego), 
an early fruiting, frego bract line.  In 2007 there were four tarnished plant bug (TPB) treatments: 1) insecticides 
sprayed pre-flower followed by TPB manual infestation at  first flowers; 2) no sprays pre-flower followed by  TPB 
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manual infestation at  first flowers; 3) plants sprayed weekly with insecticides full season; 4) no sprays or bugs. All 
plots were sprayed with insecticides after the 3rd week of flowering. The 2*4 split-plot factorial experiment was 
arranged in a randomized complete block design. The four plant bug/spray treatments were considered main plots. 
Three blocks were used, and each treatment combination occurred only once in each block. Plots were 8 rows wide, 
50 ft long with 15 ft alleys. In 2008, there were 3 plant bug treatments: 1) no sprays pre-flower followed by TPB 
manual infestation at first flowers;2) sprayed weekly with insecticides full season; 3) untreated and unsprayed until 
3rd week after flowers.  Manual infestations in both years were made on 11 July using 3rd instar plant bug nymphs 
released at 3 to 5 bugs per plant in rows 5 and 6 of each plot. Confetti-sized strips of shredded white copy paper (0.5 
cm wide and 10 to 20 cm long) on which TPB nymphs were resting were laid across the terminal leaves of plants to 
be infested. The paper “ribbons” lined the bottom of TPB rearing containers, and the nymphs clinging to these 
ribbons crawled onto the plants. Bugs were released during the cool period of the morning just after dew had dried. 
Bugs were obtained from the USDA-ARS SIMRU plant bug colony maintained at Mississippi State University. The 
ARS colony was maintained on artificial die (Cohen 2000). Eggs shipped from the Mississippi colony were allowed 
to hatch, and nymphs were held at the Cotton IPM Lab at ASU on ears of sweet corn until they reached appropriate 
stage for field release.  
 
For the field test, a seeding rate of 3 to 4 Cruiser treated seeds/ft in rows spaced 38 inches apart was planted in the 
Dundee silt loam.  Plots were furrow irrigated weekly as needed.  Standard UA Experiment Station fertility practices 
were used. Insecticides and treatment timing for 2007 and 2008 are listed in Tables 1 & 2.  
 
Table 1. Insecticide application timing, product selection and rates used for the 2007 field trial.  Treatments 
receiving insecticide applications pre-flower were the “sprayed” and the “sprayed-bug” (spr-bug). All 
treatments received applications beginning 24 July, 76 days after planting. 

Application Timing  
(treatment designation) 

Application 
Date 

Days   
after 

planting Product (rate/acre) 

insecticide pre-flower (sprayed & spr-bugs) 20-Jun 42 Trimax 1.8oz 

insecticide pre-flower (sprayed & spr-bugs) 27-Jun 49 Centric 2oz 

insecticide pre-flower (sprayed & spr-bugs) 05-Jul 57 Centric 2oz 

BUGS Released 11-Jul 63  

post-flowers   (sprayed) 16-Jul 68 Acephate 90 0.5 lb/A , Diamond 9oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 24-Jul 76 Baythroid 1.6 oz + Centric 2oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 31-Jul 83 Bidrin  3.2 oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 06-Aug 89 Bidrin 3.2 oz 
 
 
Table 2. Insecticide application timing, product selection and rates used for the 2007 field trial.  Only the 
“sprayed”  treatments received insecticide applications pre-flower.  All treatments received applications 
beginning 29July, 68 days after planting. 

Application Timing  
(treatment designation) 

Application 
Date 

Days  
after 

planting Product (rate/acre) 

pre-flower (sprayed) 18-Jun 26 Trimax 1.8oz 

pre-flower (sprayed) 02-Jul 40 Diamond 9oz 

pre-flower (sprayed) 08-Jul 46 Centric 2oz  

BUGS Released 11-Jul 49   

post-flowers   (sprayed) 16-Jul 54 Centric 2oz 
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post-flowers  (sprayed) 22-Jul 60 Leverage 3.75 oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 29-Jul 68 Centric 2oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 06-Aug 75 Bidrin 3.2 oz 

post-flowers  (all treatment plots) 14-Aug 83 Bidrin 3.2 oz 
 
 
Crop Monitoring -- Plants were monitored in each plot from the squaring period through physiological cutout 
(mean nodes above white flower=5) using the Squaremap procedure in the COTMAN™ crop monitoring system 
(Danforth and O’Leary 1998, Oosterhuis and Bourland 2008). Ten consecutive plants in row 5 were monitored 
weekly. Sampling included measurement of plant height, number of sympodia, and presence or absence of first 
position squares and bolls. Squaremap fruit retention data for each cotton line were analyzed separately for each 
sampling date using ANOVA.  
 
Field Sampling for TPB and Injury -- Plant bug population densities were monitored using weekly drop cloth 
sampling. Numbers of nymphs and adults were recorded. Rows 3 and 4 were used for sampling up until first 
flowers. Following manual infestation, a section of release row 5 was allocated for sampling with drop cloths. One 
sample along 3 ft of row per plot was taken using a black drop cloth, and numbers of nymphs recorded.  Post release 
samples were taken at a different portion of the row on each successive sample date; the aim was to obtain an 
estimate of survivorship of nymphs after release. Other portions of the release rows were used for plant 
measurements and were not sampled for bugs. Variation in average number of collected insects was analyzed using 
ANOVA Student-Newman-Keuls Test separately for each date.  
 
White Flower Anther Injury -- White flower anther injury assessments were made by inspecting 10 white flowers 
per plot in rows 5 and 6 after initiation of flowering.  Injury was categorized as either (0) no anther injury or (1) 
anther injury present. Sections in the release rows separate from insect sampling areas were used in plant 
assessments to avoid confounding observations with injury resulting from  the bug sampling procedure (beating 
plants to dislodge insects onto drop cloths). Injury data for each cotton line were analyzed separately for each 
sampling date using ANOVA. 
 
Fruit dissections -- In 2007, additional assessments were made to evaluate boll and square injury from bug feeding. 
Fruiting forms from 10 plants per plot were removed, mapped and dissected at 9 days after manual infestation.  
Whole plants from row 5 of treatment plots were cut at the base, carefully loaded into individual paper bags and 
transported to the field lab for evaluation. A modified “box” map procedure was used to sort fruiting forms for each 
group of plants by main stem node number (counting from the bottom up) and by position. Squares and bolls were 
sorted into labeled cups.  Each fruiting form was systematically dissected and inspected for signs of plant bug 
feeding injury. External feeding injury symptoms also were noted for bolls. Because of time restrictions, plant 
samples from the spr-bug treatment were not included.  
 
Yield -- Plots were machine harvested using a 2-row research picker. Yield totals from row 6 were used for analysis. 
Turnout calculations were based on hand picked 50 boll samples collected on consecutive plants and then ginned 
using a laboratory gin. Lint yields were analyzed using ANOVA, and means separated using LSD. 
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Figure 1. Growth curves for the 2007 trial with frego and AR ne with 4 plant bug/insecticide treatments, all shown 
in comparison with the standard curve, the COTMAN target development curve. Plant bug nymphs were released at 
63 days after planting at first flowers.  
 
 

Results 
 
 

Crop Monitoring -- Crop growth curves depicting development of main stem squaring nodes for the two cotton 
lines and four spray/bug treatments   show very early availability of squares in the 2007 and 2008 season relative to 
the  standard of  35 days after planting (Figs 1, 2). Warm spring temperatures in 2007 and late planting date in 2008 
resulted in rapid plant development. Growth curves and days to cutout indicate crop delay associated with plant bugs 
in 2008. 
 

 
Figure 2. Growth curves for the 2007 trial with frego and AR ne with 4 plant bug/insecticide treatments, all shown 
in comparison with the standard curve, the COTMAN target development curve. Plant bug nymphs were released at 
49 days after planting during the first week of flowers.  
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Figure 3. Results from 2007 drop cloth samples taken prior to and following release of 3rd instar plant bug nymphs 
in frego and AR ne cotton showing mean no. of plant bug nymphs observed per drop sample.  Non infested 
treatments either were untreated (untr) or had received pre-flower applications of insecticides (sprayed). Treatments 
designated with spr-bugs were manually infested with nymphs, but also had been sprayed with insecticides pre-
flower. 
 
Field Sampling for TPB – Field population densities of plant bugs were at very low levels at the research site in 
both 2007 and 2008. It was assumed injury observed following the manual releases was associated with the 
introduced insects rather than the field population.  Results from drop cloth samples are shown with release date 
reference point of ‘0’ (Fig 3 and 4). For 2007, nymph numbers in drop cloth samples following the manual  
infestations were quite high. Over 30 bugs/3ft were observed in release plots in the frego line at 2 and 3 days after 
release. Numbers of nymphs recovered in AR ne were lower on these sample dates. These data indicate that nymph 
survival on the frego line was greater than the AR ne line. Bug numbers measured following release were lower 
compared to 2007; however, similar trends were observed with greater recovery of nymphs on frego compared to 
AR ne (Fig 4). Weather conditions in 2008 were less conducive to insect survival. Uncharacteristically high 
temperatures and low relative humidity in the first week  of flowers likely contributed to limited successful 
establishment of the plant bugs nymphs (infestation rates and techniques were similar for both years). 
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Figure 4.  Results from 2008 drop cloth samples taken prior to and following release of 3rd instar plant bug nymphs 
in frego and AR ne cotton showing mean no. of plant bug nymphs observed per drop sample.  Non infested 
treatments either were untreated (untr) or had received applications of insecticides (sprayed). 
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Figure 5. Mean (±SEM) no. of white flowers with damaged anthers prior to and following plant bug release (day 0) 
compared to treatments receiving insecticide or that were untreated in 2007. Injury assessments were made by 
counts of 10 white flowers per plot.   
 
White Flower Anther Injury -- Numbers of flowers with anther injury reflect square feeding injury from plant bug 
nymphs following the manual infestations (Figs 5, 6). Damaged anthers appeared in flowers in frego bug release 
treatments by 5 days after bug release in both years. Few flowers with injury were noted in the untreated and 
unsprayed frego or in AR ne plots. In 2008 when bug survival was low, there were few flowers with anther injury 
noted in AR ne where bugs were released; there was only a brief rise in damaged flower counts occurring at 6 days 
after release.  The flower sampling period was extended in 2008, and feeding injury from the single infestation of 
nymphs was observed to persist out to 18 days for the frego line (Fig 6). Numbers in the untreated plots increased 
after 2 weeks, an indication that either bugs had matured and adults were moving out of manually infested plots 
and/or native field population of bugs had moved into the study site. 
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Figure 6. Mean no. (±SEM) of white flowers with damaged anthers prior to and following plant bug release (day 0) 
compared to treatments receiving insecticide or that were untreated in 2008. Injury assessments were made by 
counts of 10 white flowers per plot.   
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Figure 7. Results from in-season fruit injury mapping to determine location of nymph feeding damage assessed on 
10 plants per plot collected 9 days after nymphs were released in 2007.  Injury was significantly higher (all p<0.01) 
where bugs were released compared to plants from sprayed or untreated plots.  Where bugs were released, large 
squares of the frego were observed to have highest levels of injury among all treatments. 
 
Fruit Dissections  –  Results from fruit and square dissections in the modified in-season “box” maps, show 
differences in injury among plant bug treatments; injury was greatest where bugs were released for both lines (Fig 
7).  External injury signs did not provide a reliable indication of internal injury to bolls (Fig 7). Feeding injury where 
bugs were released was similar for small squares and bolls, but was significantly higher for large squares (>5cm) 
from the frego line (Fig 7, 8). Typically, plant bug feeding on small squares results in square abscission. Larger 
squares typically are more tolerant because the insect feeding is localized on anthers and pollen sacks (Pack and 
Tugwell 1976).  On small squares, the bug feeds on the totality of the floral bud, and it sheds.  If the injury is not too 
great, and the square is retained, the anther injury is visible in the open flower. The number of damaged anthers in a 
white flower is a “reflection of cumulative feeding that occurred after squares reached 3mm”  (Maredia et al 1994).  
Squares with extensive anther damage may shed as bolls (Pack and Tugwell 1976). 
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Figure 8. Mean no. of total fruiting forms per 10 plants showing signs of plant bug feeding injury following 
dissection of total squares, flowers and bolls on plants collected 9 days after manual infestation of nymphs compared 
to plants sprayed with insecticide or untreated plants. Injury was significantly higher in the frego line compared to 
AR ne (P=0.001). 
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Figure 9. Mean shed (±SEM) of squares + bolls in first position for frego and AR ne lines in 2007 trial determined 
using COTMAN Squaremap sampling. No differences in square or boll shed were measured season long. 
 
  
In-season plant mapping – Results from COTMAN Squaremap data collection indicate few first position square 
and boll sheds associated with plant bug infestations or other treatments in 2007 (Fig. 9 and 10). In the 2007 
dissections, and with white flower injury counts, it is apparent that bugs were feeding on squares  in both lines, but 
injury appears to have been insufficient to cause sheds (Fig 9). Retention was reduced in 2008 after nymphs were 
released (Fig 10). Shed levels were significantly higher at 61 and 67 days after planting where bugs were released in 
both frego and Ar ne. Differences among bug and sprayed treatments  were not apparent later in the season as the 
crop reached physiological cutout and sheds increased among all treatments. 
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Figure 10.  Mean shed (±SEM) of squares + bolls in first position for frego and AR ne lines in 2008 trial determined 
from COTMAN Squaremap samples.  Treatments with manually applied nymphs had higher levels of shed in 
sample dates 61 and 67 days after planting (P=0.01). 
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Figure 11.  Mean lint yields (±SEM) from 2007 trial were not different among plant bug treatments; however, AR ne 
produced more cotton than the frego line with mean lint yields of 1109 and 908 lb/acre for AR ne and frego, 
respectively (P=0.01; LSD=142). 
 
Yield – Despite successful establishment of nymphs and documented feeding injury in both lines, plant bugs did not 
affect lint yield in either 2007 or 2008. In 2007, yields were significantly higher in the Ar ne line than frego, but no 
differences between lines were observed in 2008. 
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Figure 12.  Mean lint yields (±SEM) from 2008 trial – there were no differences among plant bug treatments or 
cotton lines (P>0.25). 

 
Conclusions 

 
Techniques used in this trial show promise for expanding host plant resistance screening protocols. Manual 
infestation methods used provided information differential bug survival and subsequent feeding injury on lines with 
differential resistance, but the procedures are labor and time intensive. Results indicate significantly greater survival 
of lab reared nymphs on frego compared to the Arkot ne line as well as levels of feeding injury following 
infestations. Monitoring white flower anther injury was the most simple and rapid technique for assessing plant bug 
feeding activity. Within 5 days of manual release, anther injury was apparent in white flowers in both lines. 
Monitoring  plant maturity using the COTMAN and NAWF sampling protocol  provided information on availability 
of squares in late season which is an important key in deciphering nymph survival and late season movement of 
adult bugs. Yields were not a reliable indicator of host plant resistance characteristics of the lines tested. 
 

Acknowledgements 
 
 

Special thanks to Larry Fowler and staff at the UA–ASU Cooperative University Research Farm at Judd Hill 
including UA Program Technicians Jon Smith and Jami Nash.  Insects were provided by USDA-ARS, Starkville and 

7812009 Beltwide Cotton Conferences, San Antonio, Texas, January 5-8, 2009



Stoneville, MS; thanks to Joe Stewart, Bill Kellum, and Dr. Gordon Snodgrass. This project was supported through 
Core funds from Cotton Incorporated. 

Literature Cited 
 
Bourland, F.M. 2004. Overview of the University of Arkansas cotton breeding program. pp. 1093–1097.  in: 
Proceedings of the Beltwide Cotton Conferences.  National Cotton Council of America, Memphis, TN.  
 
Bourland, F. M. and D. Jones. 2008. Registration of Arkot 9608ne germplasm line of cotton.  Journal of Plant 
Registrations 2:125-128. Crop Science Society of America. 
 
Bourland, F.M., A.B. Beach, J.M. Hornbeck, and A.J. Hood.  2008.  Arkansas cotton variety test 2007.  Ark Agric. 
Exp. Station Research Series 556. 
 
Cohen, A. C. 2000. New oligidic production diet for Lygus hesperus Knight and L. lineolaris (Palisot de Beauvois). 
J. Entomol. Sci. 35:301-310. 
 
Danforth, D. M. and P. F. O’Leary (ed.) 1998. COTMAN expert system 5.0. User’s Manual. University of Arkansas 
Agricultural Experiment  Station, Fayetteville, AR.  
 
Jenkins, J.N., and F.D. Wilson. 1996. Host plant resistance. p. 563–597. In E.G. King et al (ed.) Cotton insects and 
mites: Characterization and management. Cotton Foundation, Memphis, TN. 
 
Maredia, K.M., N.P Tugwell, B.A. Waddle, F.M. Bourland, 1994. Technique for screening cotton germplasm for 
resistance to tarnished plant bug, Lygus lineolaris (Palisot de Beauvois).  Southwestern entomologist  19: 63-70.     
 
Oosterhuis, D.M. and F.M. Bourland (eds). 2008. COTMAN Crop Management System University of Arkansas 
Agricultural Experiment Station, Fayetteville. 
 
Pack, T. M. and N. P. Tugwell.  1976. Clouded and tarnished plant bugs on cotton: A comparison of injury 
symptoms and damage on fruit parts.  Ark. Agric. Exp. Stn. Rep. Tech. Bull. 226. 
 
Teague, T.G., J. Lund, J.T. Sangepogu, F.M. Bourland. 2008. Techniques for evaluating feeding preferences of 
Lygus lineolaris in Midsouth Cotton. In: Goodell P.B., Ellsworth,  P. C. eds. 2008. Second International Lygus 
Symposium, Asilomar. 27 pp. Journal of Insect Science. 

7822009 Beltwide Cotton Conferences, San Antonio, Texas, January 5-8, 2009



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue true
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU (These are the default settings Omnipress uses to convert PDFs for optimal use in print and electronic media.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


