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Author Questionnaire:
1. Microscopy: Does your protocol involve video microscopy, such as filming a complex dissection or microinjection technique? No
2. Does your protocol include software usage? No
3. Which steps from the protocol section below are the most important for viewers to see? Please list 4-6 individual steps using the step numbers listed in this document. This information is important to prepare your Videographer for your shoot. 
4. What is the single most difficult aspect of this procedure and what do you do to ensure success? Please list 1-2 individual steps using the step numbers listed in this document. 
5. Will the filming need to take place in multiple locations? No
If yes, how far apart are the locations? 


Section - Introduction
Videographer: Interviewee Headshots are required. Take a headshot for each interviewee.

1. REQUIRED Interview Statements: (Said by you on camera)  - All interview statements may be edited for length and clarity.

1.1. Mike Eichholz: This protocol can be used to estimate short and long-term community structure of corticolous arthropods [1].

1.1.1. INTERVIEW: Named author say the statement above in an interview-style shot while looking slightly off-camera.

1.2. Mike Eichholz: This technique is useful for capturing both flying and crawling arthropods and facilitates easy laboratory analysis [1].

1.2.1. INTERVIEW: Named author say the statement above in an interview-style shot while looking slightly off-camera.

 



Section - Protocol
2. Placement of a trap on the tree
2.1. To begin this procedure, measure the diameter of a tree at breast height [1]. Use a bark shaver to begin removing the bark at this height in each in each cardinal direction, in an area the size of the pre-manufactured sticky trap [2]. Continue shaving until the area is smooth enough to staple the sticky trap onto the tree with minimal space underneath that could arthropods crawl into [3].
2.1.1. Establishing shot of the talent approaching a tree and measuring the diameter at breast height.
2.1.2. Talent uses a bark shaver to begin removing bark at breast height.
2.1.3. CU: Close up of the area when the shaving is complete, showing that is it smooth.
2.2. Next, use a dark colored permanent marker to label the back of the trap with the date, trap number, location and any other pertinent information [1]. To trap both flying and crawling arthropods, open and remove the sides and cover of the sticky trap by cutting the cardboard along the edge of the sticky material [2]. To exclude flying arthropods from landing directly on the trap, open the trap as directed on the box [3].
2.2.1. Talent uses a dark colored permanent marker to label the back of the trap.
2.2.2. Talent cuts the cardboard along the sides of the sticky material.
2.2.3. Shot of the open trap (prepared in 2.2.2) as the talent places a regularly opened trap next to it. Make sure this shot shows both traps clearly, so the differences can be seen.
2.3. Place one trap on each previously shaved location so that the openings are oriented vertically to maximize the capture of arthropods crawling up and down the tree boles [1]. For traps with the tops removed to capture both flying and crawling arthropods, orient the traps so the end where the opening was is oriented vertically, to maintain trapping consistency [2].
2.3.1. Talent places a trap on a shaved location.
2.3.2. Talent, holding a trap with a top removed, orients the trap with the openings oriented vertically. [Shots 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 combined]
2.4. Then, staple the traps to the tree by placing one staple at each corner, and one staple in the center bottom and one in center top of the trap, starting with the bottom right corner and working clockwise [1]. Take care to ensure that the entire bottom and top of each trap is flush against the tree to minimize arthropods crawling underneath [2].
2.4.1. Talent staples the trap to the tree as described.
2.4.2. CU: Close up shot over the trap, showing that the top and bottom are flush against the tree.
2.5. Leave the traps in place for the desired amount of time, making sure to leave all traps for the same amount of time [1-TXT]. 
2.5.1. Talent removes protective cover and walks away from the tree, leaving the trap in place. Continue filming the trap on the tree for a bit, to show that the trap is being left for an amount of time. TEXT: Replace traps before they are saturated.

3. Removing the trap from the tree 
3.1. After the desired amount of time has passed, cover the entire trap – except for the staples – with polymeric cellulose film [1]. Remove each trap by taking a large flat screwdriver and prying each staple partially from the tree [2], then use large needle nose pliers or a similar grasping tool to pull the staples from the tree [3].
3.1.1. Talent covers the trap with polymeric cellulose film.
3.1.2. Talent uses a screwdriver to partially pry a screw out.
3.1.3. Talent uses large needle nose pliers to pull a staple from the tree.
(Editor: The authors added the step below. I’ve left the numbering as I’m not sure how the shots are slated. I suggest picking the shot that looks the best and using just the one)
3.1.4  	Alternatively, to exclude flying arthropods, close the trap following the direction on the back of the box [1].
3.1.4.1 Talent folds box on perforated lines as instructed on the back of the trap.
3.1.4.2 Talent removes protective covering from trap.
3.1.4.3 Talent staples the trap to the tree.
3.1.4.4 Talent folds trap to closed position by folding and inserting tongue in slot
3.1.4.5 Talent returns to open trap, cover with polymeric cellulose film, remove staple, and remove trap as previously demonstrated.
3.2. Place the traps in a rigid box to transport them back to the laboratory for analysis [1]. If traps are to be stored for more than 12 hours, place them in a freezer to preserve their content [2].
3.2.1. Talent places a trap in a rigid box.
3.2.2. Talent places a trap into a freezer.
4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Laboratory analysis 
4.1. Using a dissecting scope, examine content of a trap recording the number of individuals to desired taxonomic level [1]. Use the recorded data to estimate richness, diversity indices, or abundance [2]. If estimated biomass is desired, measure the length and width of the arthropods to the nearest millimeter [3] and use published length and width biomass regressions to estimate biomass [4].
4.1.1. Talent, at a dissecting microscope, examines the contents of a trap. [Shots 4.1.1, 4.1.2, and 4.1.3 combined]
4.1.2. Talent records data from arthropods stuck on trap. Alternatively, talent uses sorted arthropods to estimate the mentioned categories. Any action in either process can be filmed for this shot.
4.1.3. Talent measures the length and width of an arthropod.
4.1.4. Talent uses a published length and width biomass regressions to estimate biomass.  LAB MEDIA: Screen shot 4.1.4
4.2. Subtract the total width of the traps from the measured diameter for each tree to estimate trapping effort for each tree [1]. As the samples from multiple traps on the same tree are not independent, either sum all of the samples from the same tree or include an individual tree as a random variable in all analysis to avoid pseudo-replication [2].
4.2.1. Talent, in a spreadsheet on a workstation computer, subtracts the total width of the traps from the measured diameter for each tree to estimate trapping effort for each tree. LAB MEDIA: Screen shot 4.2.1
4.2.2. Talent, in a spreadsheet on a workstation computer, sums all of the samples from the same tree. LAB MEDIA: Screen shot 4.2.2



Section – Results
5. Results: Quantification of Corticolous Arthropods
5.1. Based on the mixed model results [1], the model that included tree species best explained variation in total arthropod length, abundance, and diversity [2]. Neither of independent variables explained substantial variation in richness, although the models that included tree species trapping effort were competitive with the null model [3].
5.1.1. LAB MEDIA: Table 1.
5.1.2. LAB MEDIA: Table 1. Video Editor: Emphasize the rows labeled “Tree” In the groups labeled “Total body length”, “Abundance”, and “Diversity” (In the Excel file, these are rows 6, 9, and 12).
5.1.3. LAB MEDIA: Table 1. Video Editor: Emphasize the grouping labeled “Richness” (In the Excel file, this includes rows 3 – 5).
5.2. In addition, proportion of the tree trapped appears to have no influence on abundance, total length, and Shannon diversity, with only minimal influence on richness [1].
5.2.1. LAB MEDIA: Table 1. Video Editor: Emphasize the rows labeled “Effort” in each grouping (In the Excel file, these are rows 5, 8, 11, and 14).
5.3. The standard error of the mean for total arthropod length [1] varied from 4 percent of the mean in tulip poplar [2] to 17 percent in sugar maple [3]. Abundance had similar levels of variation within species [4], where the standard error of the mean is 7 percent in tulip poplar [5] and 18 percent in sugar maple [6].
5.3.1. LAB MEDIA: Table 2.
5.3.2. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Total length”, emphasize the cell for “Tulip popular” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell G6, and contains the value 4%).
5.3.3. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Total length”, emphasize the cell for “Sugar maple” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell G4, and contains the value 17%).
5.3.4. LAB MEDIA: Table 2.
5.3.5. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Abundance”, emphasize the cell for “Tulip popular” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell M6, and contains the value 7%).
5.3.6. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Abundance”, emphasize the cell for “Sugar Maple” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell M4, and contains the value 18%).
5.4. Conversely, variability in arthropod richness and diversity was much lower within species of tree in that the standard error of the mean of richness [1] ranged from 4 percent of the mean for pignut hickory [2] to 9 percent of the mean in American beech [3], while diversity ranged from 4 percent of the mean in American beech [4] to 7 percent of the mean in tulip poplar [5].
5.4.1. LAB MEDIA: Table 2.
5.4.2. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Richness”, emphasize the cell for “Pignut hickory” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell D5, and contains a value of 4%).
5.4.3. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Richness”, emphasize the cell for “American Beach” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell D7, and contains a value of 9%).
5.4.4. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Diversity”, emphasize the cell for “American Beach” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell J7, and contains a value of 4%).
5.4.5. LAB MEDIA: Table 2. Video Editor: In the grouping labeled “Diversity”, emphasize the cell for “Tulip popular” under the header “% of mean” (In the Excel file, this is cell J6, and contains a value of 7%).


Section - Conclusion
6. Conclusion Interview Statements: (Said by you on camera) - All interview statements may be edited for length and clarity.
6.1. Mike Eichholz: When shaving the bark from the tree, be certain to shave the area as smooth as possible and minimize any gaps between the tree and the edge of the trap [1] [2].
6.1.1. INTERVIEW: Named author say the statement above in an interview-style shot while looking slightly off-camera.
6.1.2. B-roll suggestion: Shots 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. 
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