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Plant Protection and Quarantine
Tina Gresham (Organizer) – Emergency and Domestic Programs – National Policy Manager
Darrell Bays – Field Operations – National Operations Manager
Jo-Ann Bentz-Blanco – Emergency and Domestic Programs – Director
Jake Bodart – Field Operations – State Plant Health Director Representative
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Colin Funaro – Science and Technology CAPS Support – Risk Analyst
Leah Granke – Science and Technology – Assistant Director
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Patrick Haslem - Emergency and Domestic Programs – National Policy Manager (virtual presenter)
Isaac Powell – Field Operations – Pest Survey Specialist Representative
Waleska Ramirez – Emergency and Domestic Programs – National Policy Manager (virtual presenter)
Amber Tripodi - Science and Technology – Risk Analyst (presenter)
State Cooperators
Charles Elhard – Central Plant Board – State Plant Regulatory Official Representative
Joanna Fisher – Western Plant Board – State Survey Coordinator Representative
Matt Howle – Southern Plant Board – State Survey Coordinator Representative
Cindy Kwolek – Eastern Plant Board – State Survey Coordinator Representative
Tina Peltier – Southern Plant Board – State Plant Regulatory Official Representative
Chelsey Penuel – Central Plant Board – State Survey Coordinator Representative
Judy Rosovsky – Eastern Plant Board – State Plant Regulatory Official Representative
Sven Spichiger – Western Plant Board – State Plant Regulatory Official Representative
CAPS Information System
[bookmark: _Toc160021491]Bonnie Dietrich – Purdue University – Project Coordinator
[bookmark: _Toc228280913]Meeting Purpose and Expected Outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc159407726][bookmark: _Toc160021492]The National Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey Committee (NCC) Annual Meeting convened Plant Protection and Quarantine (PPQ) program managers and state representatives from all four regional plant boards to review Cooperative Agricultural Pest Survey (CAPS) program performance, share updates and information, exchange ideas, share challenges and solutions, discuss strategic priorities for 2026 and beyond, plan for the upcoming survey season, and brainstorm ways to improve CAPS program delivery. The group discussed and agreed expected meeting outcomes were to:
· Discuss proposed changes to the national priority pest list (NPPL) in 2027.
· Document ideas and action items for CAPS program improvements.
· Create awareness of early pest detection challenges in PPQ and in States.
· Document contingencies to address scenarios that could interrupt CAPS program delivery.
· Initiate planning for the 2027 NCC meeting.
[bookmark: _Toc228280914][bookmark: _Toc159407735][bookmark: _Toc160021499]Pest Detection Outlook for Fiscal Year (FY) 2026
Tina Gresham presented an overview of CAPS program accomplishments and metrics from FY 2025, and information about the upcoming 2026 survey year.
· PPQ is working through the budget development process; final allocations have not yet been announced. We are hoping for the same pest detection and CAPS funding as in FY 2025. As always we will keep you posted when more information becomes available about CAPS funding and agreements.
· Staffing on the PPQ side – PPQ (and USDA as a whole) lost a lot of people in 2025 due to the deferred resignation program and early retirements. PPQ is taking action to fill vacant field positions, but it will take time to fill key positions that support early pest detection efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc228280915]CAPS by the Numbers – FY 2025 Review
· CAPS supported a network of 52 cooperators - 49 states and three United States (U.S.) Territories. All but one cooperators’ survey plans had 60% or more national priority pests. The average across all survey plans was 86% national priority pests (slightly higher than 2024 average which was 83%).
· Survey plans had a combined total of 191 species. Of that total, 95 were national priority pests, and 96 were pests of state concern. These totals/proportions were similar to 2024.
· Across the four major early pest detection funding sources (CAPS, Plant Protection Act (PPA) 7721 goal 1 survey, PPQ pest detection, and PPQ port environs), surveys were conducted for 104 of 105 of the pests on the 2025 national priority pest list. The only priority pest not surveyed was Onopordum acaulon (horse thistle).
· Regarding National Agricultural Pest Information Services (NAPIS) data reported in 2025, 259,015 survey records were recorded across all funding sources. Of this total, 6,302 were positive records, meaning a pest was found, and 252,713 were negative records, meaning no target pest was found. These metrics are similar to 2024.
· Of the pest detections reported in NAPIS, none were new to the U.S. and 21 were new to a state. Of these 21 pest detections, one was detected through a CAPS survey and was a national priority pest, (Monacha cartusiana). In 2024, there were two new to U.S. pest detections, one of which was from a CAPS survey (white spotted flower chafer). There were 13 new to state detections, none of which were through CAPS.
· Regarding cooperative agreements, we worked through additional review steps in 2025 that were new for CAPS. The agreements process is moving more smoothly in 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc228280916]Recap of 2025 NCC Meeting Follow-up Items
· Request for objective prioritization of exotic pests (OPEP) pipeline visibility. We added this as a regular topic on our monthly NCC calls to share information and status updates about the pests going through the OPEP process.
· Request for a Science and Technology (S&T) laboratory webinar series to highlight work being done and how it supports the CAPS mission. We hosted presentations by five of the six S&T laboratories on our monthly NCC calls.
· Request for flammable lure storage guidance in PPQ. PPQ Field Operations (FO) Safety & Health developed guidance and policy for flammable lure storage in refrigerators or freezers to mitigate explosion risk.
· Question - Do we have guidance for field storage and handling, such as transport in vehicles? The exotic wood boring bark beetle manual has some information – see pages 26-27: https://caps.ceris.purdue.edu/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/Exotic-Wood-Borer-Bark-Beetle-Introduction-2014.pdf. PPQ Oregon also developed similar guidance we will share.
· Request to allow all-green bucket trap use in central states for box tree moth (BTM) and old world bollworm (OWB). With S&T and program experts’ input, we updated the approved methods for pest surveillance (AMPS) for BTM and OWB, allowing either the all-green bucket trap or the tri-colored bucket trap for these surveys in any state.
· Request to update CAPS resources in support of state outreach efforts. Resources are spread out across multiple documents on the CAPS website and are difficult to find/consolidate. Documents are of varying ages, authorship, and subject matter. PPQ is inventorying CAPS resources/documents in FY 2026 to create a document library that will , in FY 2027, facilitate organizing, consolidating, and ensuring resource accuracy. Questions from the NCC about CAPS documents:
· Survey workplan and accomplishment templates from past years are still accessible on the CAPS website and cause confusion. People accidentally use outdated templates because they are still available. Can we remove links to outdated templates? We will remove links to agreement templates no longer in use.
· Can we add an artificial intelligence search feature to the CAPS website so you can simply ask for what you want? For example, “what are my lure options for X pest?” or “Give me the template for FY27…” Request noted by CAPS Information Services (CAPSIS) for future development consideration.
· Update outdated terminology in CAPS resources. We brainstormed more accurate terminology to replace “no-cost pests” and “non-priority pest”. No-cost pests are now “cooperator bundle pests” which aligns with PPA 7721 term for “cooperator surveys”. Non-priority pests are now “state priority pests”. These updates were announced in the 2026 CAPS Guidelines; other CAPS resources will be updated in FY 2027.
· Request to develop a ‘one workplan’ template in which a cooperator can document both infrastructure and survey within a single cooperative agreement. We finalized and published a new ‘one workplan’ template in FY 2025. We are developing a ‘one workplan’ version of the online financial plan in FY 2026.
· Feedback from states who used the one workplan template in 2025 – South Carolina used it and didn't have any issues. Maine and New York also used it in 2026 and think it’s great. Some states may not choose to use it, which is okay because it is optional and may not be the right fit for everyone.
· Request for a Preliminary Identification (ID) best practices document (similar to the annual survey supply procurement program (SSPP) best practices document). This is a work in progress during FY 2026. The Preliminary ID national policy manager shared a draft guidance document following the FY 2026 NCC meeting and requested the NCC’s review and feedback.
· Request for more clarity in the cooperative agreements process, such as better guidance for documenting cost shares, how to interpret the cost per trap estimates, improve accomplishment report formatting, etc. This request will carry over into FY 2027 due to limited availability of agreements staff in FY 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc228280917]S&T Updates
Leah Granke presented FY 2025 accomplishments from the PPQ S&T team.
· Personnel updates:
· Colin Funaro is shifting focus from CAPS support to other PPQ projects. He will remain in PPQ S&T and will support CAPS as needed, but will likely be less involved than before. Many thanks to Colin for his dedication to and support to CAPS. Leah will continue as the primary contact for CAPS S&T support.
· Updates regarding priority pest list additions for FY 2026:
· S&T published AMPS and pest datasheets for:
· Witches’ broom of lime (Candidatus Phytoplasma citri, formerly aurantifolia).
· European pear sucker (Cacopsylla pyri).
· Red leaf blotch of soy (Coniothyrium glycines).
· Three new combined mollusk pathways (shipping containers, plant production areas, and previous find areas).
· Question – Are we importing commodities from areas where witches' broom of lime is found? No, but Asian citrus psyllid can be a vector so that's why we added this pest to the NPPL.
· Feedback from NCC on the combined mollusk surveys:
· Oregon mentioned when they sent in juveniles for identification, they were told the specimens were not 'adult enough' for identification. Could the mollusk group provide better guidance to help the field understand when specimens are ‘adult enough’ for identification? PPQ S&T will follow up with the mollusks cross functional working group to update the written guidance.
· The PPQ mollusks working group is providing guidance for submitting samples that differs from guidance in the AMPS. They are recommending a certain ratio of mollusks to ethanol for preservation. Can we also have guidance for when to survey for the best chance of finding snails? For example, going out after a rainfall, in the early morning, or at night. PPQ S&T will follow up with the mollusks cross functional working group to update the written guidance.
· All-green bucket traps:
· In 2025, PPQ began offering the all-green trap as an alternative to the tri-color bucket trap for Cydalima perspectalis (box tree moth) and Helicoverpa armigera (old world bollworm) surveys. In 2026, PPQ is proposing to add the all-green bucket trap option for Autographa gamma (silver Y moth), Chrysodeixis chalcites (golden twin spot moth), Cryptoblabes perspectalis (Christmas berry webworm), Panolis flammea (pine beauty moth), and Spodoptera litura (cotton cutworm).
· Proposed language for the AMPS: Research on related moths has shown tri-colored bucket traps and all-green bucket traps are both able to capture moths, but tri-colored bucket traps are more effective. All-green bucket traps may be used in areas where tri-colored bucket traps are deemed unsuitable by surveyors.
· The NCC expressed no concerns with adding the all-green bucket trap as an option for these pests.
· Pest Datasheets:
· Question from S&T to the NCC: Do you like the current datasheet format or should it be simpler? The NCC gave a range of answers: “they are already pretty simple and useful”, “it is difficult to dig information out, mostly because all datasheets are formatted a little differently”, “we like the level of detail provided in datasheets and wouldn’t want them to be shorter/simpler”, “we would prefer to not have all the references included”, “the references are very useful if you want to do follow up research.” The references are necessary for PPQ to recognize information’s original sources. Since feedback was mostly positive, we concluded we will not make any changes to the datasheet format.
· PPQ Science and Technology Accomplishments in FY 2025:
· Forest Pest Methods Lab (FPML)
· Produced 76,000 specialized, non-commercial insect lures for 30 insect species for the PPQ Survey Supply program.
· Provided survey methods support, expertise, and quality control testing for traps and lures.
· Insect Management & Molecular Diagnostics Lab (IMMDL)
· Conducted 283 molecular diagnostic tests for two-spot cotton leafhopper.
· Pest Identification Technology Lab (PITL)
· Tested collection methods for two-spot cotton leafhopper to inform AMPS and developed screening aids.
· Processed 61,103 suspected OWB specimens.
· Processed citrus fruit borer specimens.
· Plant Pathogen Confirmatory Diagnostics Lab (PPCDL)
· [bookmark: Slide_Number_11]New groundnut bud necrosis virus diagnostic assay.
· Tested new diagnostic method for tomato brown rugose fruit virus (ToBRFV).
· New method for phytoplasmas that will increase diagnostic capacity.
· New method for X. oryzae that can discriminate exotic pathovars from 
domestic strains.
· Plant Pest Risk Analysis (PPRA)
· 25 OPEP assessments.
· Six survey and diagnostic assessments.
· 13 pest datasheets (new or updated).
· Five new and two updated CAPS maps (likelihood of establishment maps).
· Question for S&T: Will PPQ ever consider expanding molecular diagnostic capabilities in the field? The PPCDL has a program with the National Plant Diagnostic Network (NPDN) to certify non-PPQ for doing molecular diagnostics for plant pathogens. PITL is considering making a program like this for molecular identification of insects, as well, but the path forward is still being determined. PPA 7721 funded a suggestion for another lab to do preliminary molecular diagnostics of plant pathogens.
[bookmark: _Toc228280918]Preliminary ID Updates and Discussion
Jo-Ann Bentz-Blanco presented information explaining:
· Pest ID and related definitions, the difference between preliminary and confirmatory ID.
· Institutions with which PPQ holds cooperative agreements to provide preliminary ID support (Mississippi State University, Oregon Department of Agriculture, Washington State Department of Agriculture, and Carnegie Museum of Natural History), and the funding sources for this support.
· PPQ, state cooperator, and preliminary ID centers’ roles and responsibilities.
· Gray areas in the preliminary ID process.
The purpose of this discussion was to validate facts about the preliminary ID process and resources, and identify areas where PPQ can clarify and/or improve guidance and customer service for CAPS surveys. We discussed current practices to distinguish facts from misconceptions.
Other comments and questions from this discussion:
· If you plan to use one of the above preliminary ID centers, check with the preliminary ID center to ensure they have capacity for your samples. Provide an accurate estimate for the quantity of samples you will be sending and keep track of what you submit. If your sample projections change, let the preliminary ID national operations manager (NOM) know so estimates can be adjusted. This is necessary to keep costs for services aligned with actual samples screened, and also to ensure a given ID center has capacity to screen all of the samples they receive.
· CAPS cooperators must provide preliminary ID services for pests of state concern. PPQ’s Preliminary ID centers will only provide preliminary ID support for national priority pests.
· Preliminary ID centers’ service is for national priority pests. New county or new state detections for quarantine pests must go to PPQ National Identification Services (NIS) for confirmatory ID and be routed through the Agricultural Risk Management (ARM) system.
· Feedback from NCC – State Plant Health Directors (SPHDs) generally do not know about PPQ’s preliminary ID services and guidelines and need additional training. The preliminary ID cross functional working group (Darrell Bays and Patrick Haslem) is developing resources to address this training need. Watch for a new preliminary ID guidance document and ‘office hours’ sessions to be announced later in 2026. 
· Question from NCC: Could PPQ record a preliminary ID training and post it on the CAPS Resource and Collaboration (R&C) & National Plant Board websites?
· Comment from NCC: What we really need in the preliminary ID realm is for all of the ID centers to use the same terminology regarding raw versus screened samples. Sometimes the guidance differs from center to center, and differs from the guidance on the CAPS R&C website.
[bookmark: _Toc228280919]Preliminary ID Guidance
Patrick Haslem presented a draft preliminary ID guidance document and asked the NCC for review and feedback. The draft document was emailed to NCC members immediately following the meeting. NCC members, please gather feedback from constituents and respond in writing by May 8, 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc228280920]ARM System Update
Patrick Haslem provided an update from the PPQ Domestic ARM system working group:
· The ARM team is developing the ability for state cooperators to enter PPQ Form 391 data directly into the ARM system. Once this system enhancement is available, state cooperators will no longer need to work through PPQ to submit an ARM diagnostic request (DR).
· Login instructions, training, and guidance are forthcoming, although Patrick was not sure when. Access will be managed through the Login.gov platform.
· Request from NCC to PPQ – Please work through the National Plant Board or hold a webinar to provide this presentation for all cooperators (not just the NCC). Patrick suggested holding monthly ‘office hours’ for cooperators. Sven volunteered to test the system and provide screenshots of what the cooperator sees and experiences.
· When a cooperator submits a DR, what is the communication feedback loop with the SPHD? Will SPHDs be alerted that a DR is pending? Also, will there be the same feedback loop for state plant regulatory officials (SPROs), meaning will SPROs be alerted when PPQ submits a DR? The feedback loop should go in both directions in adherence with the simultaneous communication protocol.
· When choosing ‘reason for identification’ in ARM, what if more than one answer applies? For example, what if the reason is both ‘suspected pest of regulatory concern’ and a ‘range extension’? Which should you choose?
· Will cooperators have the ‘upload 391 .pdf’ option, same as PPQ submitters do?
· Question about filling out the PPQ Form 391 – dead specimen versus live specimen (it was live when it flew into the trap but then died). How should you interpret the form?
· PPQ will follow up with the PPQ ARM cross functional working group to get answers to the NCC’s questions.
[bookmark: _Toc228280921]Impacts of Reduced Pest Survey Specialist Staff
Darrell Bays presented information about the shortage of pest survey specialists (PSS) in PPQ.
· Many PSS positions are vacant due to a wave of resignations and retirements in 2025. PPQ FO expanded/redistributed PSS coverage to the remaining PSS.
· PSS provide technical assistance for CAPS survey plans. They manage several data platforms in addition to providing ARM and Integrated Plant Health Information System (IPHIS) support for multiple states. PSS workload is heavy, as many are supporting additional states/regions until the vacant positions are filled.
· Many PSSs have the expertise to do their own sample screening but often workload is too heavy to do so. PPQ Identifiers cannot accept raw samples and there is no PPQ training for sample screening. Some PSS training resources are available on the CAPS R&C website and the PPQ PSS Teams site.
· Comment: Where there is no PSS in a state, staff in other positions may be trained to help with some of the PSS roles/activities in that state. Officers or technicians may need to help with activities usually covered by the PSS. We need PPQ to support PSS travel to all the states they are covering so they can factor in the on-the ground reality in their workload. Travel would also support peer to peer PSS training. PSS job duties and responsibilities are inconsistent across states which also presents a challenge.
· Comment: PSSs have limited understanding of pest prioritization (which survey targets are the most important for a state/region). Regional plant board meetings rarely have time for PSS training activities. PSSs need additional training for pest survey selection.
· If cooperators need assistance with the IPHIS ordering system, send an email to help@usda.gov and put “IPHIS help” in the subject line. The IPHIS contractor will contact you to provide assistance.
[bookmark: _Toc228280922]PPA 7721 Goal 1 Survey Question
· Question: When will the 2026 PPA 7721 survey templates be available? They will be on the CAPS R&C site by late March, if not sooner. Is it possible to have the 2027 templates available when the 2027 implementation plan is released?
[bookmark: _Toc228280923]Proposed Changes to the 2027 National Priority Pest List
Leah Granke reviewed the process PPQ uses to evaluate a candidate pest for inclusion on the National Priority Pest List.
· The presentation included a reminder for how state cooperators can access OPEP assessments: Go to PestLens, then Reports, then Reports by Group, then OPEP.
· The OPEP process is not used for pests that are already in the U.S. as OPEP is a predictive model.
· Question: Why is industry impact not the overarching criterion for rating a pest? Industry impact is not directly evaluated during our pest prioritization process, but OPEP does consider pest damage (such as plant death, damage, yield loss) and the impact of current U.S. conditions (such as existing pest control practices) when generating risk ratings and probabilities. These should be surrogates for direct impacts to an industry such as yield or quality losses for a commodity. In addition, only pests that cause measurable plant damage, are exotic to the U.S., and impact an economically or environmentally important U.S. host are considered for inclusion on the NPPL.
· Comment: We need a model/prediction for likelihood of introduction. PPQ will follow up with PPQ PPRA to discuss support for modeling, using import commodities and port interception data to help predict likelihood of introduction.
· Leah presented information about Orobanche cumana (sunflower broomrape), a candidate for the 2027 national priority pest list.
Leah Granke and Tina Gresham presented a recap of proposed changes to the 2027 NPPL.
· The NCC discussed several pests that were ultimately retained on the 2027 NPPL: Lymantria xylina, Lymantria mathura, Cydalima perspectalis, Ips sexdentatus, and Monochamus urussovii.
· The NCC discussed proposals to combine Globodera pallida (pale cyst nematode) and G. rostochiensis (golden nematode) under a ‘potato cyst nematode’ survey, and to combine Xanthomonas oryzae pathovars (pv. oryzae and pv. oryzicola, rice bacterial blight and bacterial leaf streak, respectively) under a combined Xanthomonas oryzae survey. The NCC expressed no concerns with these changes.
[bookmark: _Toc228280924]Likelihood of Establishment (CAPS) Maps Update
Amber Tripodi presented new color schemes for Likelihood of Establishment (CAPS) maps. The new map colors were well received by the NCC. They preferred the way the state lines ‘popped’ in the brown versus the green version. The new colors are an improvement over the previous rainbow color scheme.
[bookmark: _Toc228280925]Survey Supply Program and Supply Ordering Updates
Waleska Ramirez provided an update from the SSPP program.
· Waleska reviewed survey supply purchasing and contracting processes. FY 2026 is going more smoothly than FY 2025 as new USDA purchasing processes are stabilizing.
· The outlook is good for restocking the PPQ warehouse before the 2026 survey season begins.
· Question: Will survey supplies be impacted by the delayed PPA 7721 spending plan? PPQ is doing everything possible to ensure trap and lure orders can be shipped as quickly as possible. The SSPP will move their annual warehouse inventory to the summer to not disrupt supply shipping for PPA 7721 surveys.
[bookmark: _Toc228280926]CAPSIS Updates
Bonnie Dietrich presented updates to the CAPS R&C website, such as updates to the NAPIS report page and a preview of a new data field on the CAPS survey summary form.
[bookmark: _Toc228280927]Discussion – NAPIS Data Entry Process
Tina Gresham led a discussion about the NAPIS data entry process. Regarding the requirement that state survey coordinators (SSCs) enter all data into NAPIS (both state and PPQ data), how is that working for everyone? Feedback from the NCC:
· Doesn’t seem to be a burden for most SSCs. In most cases, SSCs receive a fully formatted data file and it is quick and easy to upload into NAPIS.
· SSCs actually prefer uploading data for PPQ because it keeps the state in the loop about survey results, especially new detections.
· It would be nice if we could allow more than one person in a state to upload NAPIS data. This can be problematic when that one person is not available or on prolonged leave. This is possible, just ask the CAPSIS team. Some NCC members confirmed they already have multiple people in their state who can upload data.
· Ideally there should only be one person in a state who does the survey summary forms, however. Multiple people uploading negative data is also ok. We advise having only one person uploading positive data, if possible, to avoid confusion.
· SPHDs would appreciate having feedback from the NAPIS system when their data has been uploaded by the state. Bonnie said you can opt in through the NAPIS system for a monthly email digest of all data uploaded for your state.
· When questions arise about PSS and SSC data entry roles and responsibilities, refer to this guidance document on the CAPS website for assistance: Data Entry Roles and Responsibilities.
· A SPHD noted they have found errors in old NAPIS records and missing information. Are other states seeing this? We think it is due to prolonged PSS vacancies in certain states. Per Bonnie – for this to be the case, only four things could be wrong (such as pest, year, funding source) to make it not show up on the report. There are 1,000+ rules programmed in the system for NAPIS data validation. There are rules for specific pest, survey methods, groups of pests, etc. Occasionally errors still make it through the system, CAPSIS will reevaluate the rules to ensure they are still valid.
· Final conclusion – the current system of SSC uploading data for PPQ is working well; please don’t change it. Communication about roles and responsibilities needs to be better, though.
[bookmark: _Toc228280928]Action Items and Follow-Ups
· Share flammable lure cold storage protocol, field storage and handling protocol.
· Coordinate PSS training.
· Will green bucket traps be available if AMPS change for 2026? YES
· Better guidance for submitting PPA 7721 suggestions would be appreciated. Can we invite Julie Van Meter to a future NCC call?
· Review the preliminary ID best practices document and provide feedback by May 8, 2026.
· Is it possible to standardize terminology amongst the different preliminary ID centers where we direct people to send samples? They all use different terms and it is very confusing.
[bookmark: _Toc228280929]2027 Meeting Planning
· The NCC chose dates for next year’s meeting - February 23-24, 2027.
· Interest in holding the meeting in the west to alleviate travel cost/effort for NCC members in the west. Top location nominations were Boise, Idaho and Sacramento, California. We would have access to APHIS or State facilities in these locations, as well as federal government vehicles (GOVs) from SPHD offices. These locations also have convenient/economical airport options.
· Jake suggested going back to Phoenix, Arizona and meeting at the IMMDL Phoenix Lab where they held the grasshopper meeting in 2025. Some also expressed interest in Fort Collins, Colorado, but ground transportation logistics are difficult a large group (airport to Fort Collins), and February weather/roads can be treacherous. It is a 75-mile drive each way and few GOVs are available. We will mull options and make final decision if/when travel is approved for the 2027 meeting.
[bookmark: _Toc228280930]Group photo - Meeting attendees
[image: This graphic is a photo of meeting participants standing outdoors in front of the meeting venue.]
From left to right: Colin Funaro, Emily Hagen, Bonnie Dietrich, Matt Howle, Judy Rosovsky, Isaac Powell, Joanna Fisher, Jo-Ann Bentz-Blanco, Cindy Kwolek, Kim Dean, Sven Spichiger, Chelsey Penuel, Leah Granke, Darrell Bays, Jake Bodart, Charles Elhard, Jeff Hash, Tina Gresham

[bookmark: _Toc228280931]Appendix 1 – Meeting Agenda
Location: 	North Carolina State University, Venture II Building
920 Main Campus Drive, Raleigh, NC, Room 221/223
Tuesday, March 10, 2026
Morning Session
8:00 AM – 9:00 AM		Opening remarks and welcome (Gresham)
					Introductions 
Meeting purpose and expected outcomes
					Agenda review
					Ice breaker
9:00 AM – 10:00 AM	CAPS by the Numbers - Fiscal year (FY) 2025 review (Gresham)
Pest Detection outlook for FY 2026
					Recap of 2025 meeting and follow-up items
10:00 AM – 10:15 AM	BREAK
10:15 AM – 11:00 AM	S&T updates (Granke and Funaro)
11:00 AM – 12:00 PM	Regional updates 
Lunch	12:00 PM – 1:00 PM	Lunch at nearby restaurants (walking distance)
Afternoon Session
1:00 PM – 2:00 PM		Preliminary identification updates and discussion (Bentz-Blanco)
2:00 PM – 2:30 PM		Preliminary identification guidance (Haslem)
	2:30 PM – 2:45 PM		BREAK
2:45 PM – 3:00 PM		Agricultural Risk Management (ARM) system update (Haslam)
3:00 PM – 3:30 PM		Impacts of reduced pest survey specialist staff (Bays)
3:30 PM – 4:00 PM	Optional discussion topic (if time permits)- NAPIS data entry process (Gresham)
4:00 PM – 4:30 PM 		Parking lot review


Wednesday, March 11, 2026
Morning Session
8:00 AM – 8:30 AM		Recap of Day 1 – Review Day 2 agenda (Gresham)
8:30 AM – 9:15 AM	Discussion topic – Contingency planning for pest list reductions (Gresham)
9:15 AM – 9:30 AM	BREAK
9:30 AM – 10:15 AM	Discussion topic - Contingency planning for survey planning tools (Gresham)
10:15 AM – 10:30 AM	BREAK
10:30 AM – 11:30 AM	2027 changes to the national priority pest list (Granke, Funaro, Gresham)
11:30 AM – 12:00 PM	Likelihood of establishment (CAPS) maps update (Tripodi)
Lunch	12:00 PM – 1:00 PM	Lunch at nearby restaurants (walking distance)
Afternoon Session
1:00 PM – 1:30 PM		Survey supply program and supply ordering updates (Ramirez)
1:30 PM – 2:30 PM		CAPSIS updates (Dietrich)
One workplan financial interface – updates and demo (Dietrich)
2:30 PM – 2:45 PM		BREAK
2:45 PM – 3:30 PM		Parking lot review
3:30 PM – 4:30 PM		2027 meeting planning: dates and location (Gresham)
NCC Membership review
Group photo
2026 Meeting action items review and wrap up
Closing
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