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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Good morning & thanks for giving Colin & I an opportunity to present this morning. 

mailto:stcaps@usda.gov


Thank you, Colin!

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
First off, an announcement. I will continue to support CAPS as the science & technology representative on the cross functional working group, but Colin needs to shift his focus to other projects. He will remain in science and technology and will support CAPS as needed, but will likely be less involved. Many thanks to Colin for his dedication to and support of CAPS; it’s been wonderful working closely with you these past two years and I’ll look forward to continuing to work with you as you are available. This is a picture from his first NCC meeting at FPML in Massachusetts from 2023.



FY26 Additions to NPPL

Common Name: Witches’ broom of lime
Scientific Name: ‘Ca. Phytoplasma citri’
Hosts: key lime, other citrus
OPEP rating: High (1A)
Introduction: infected propagative 
materials (rootstock, cuttings), but Citrus 
is NAPPRA for all plant parts except seeds; 
‘Ca. P. citri’ is not seed transmitted
Spread: grafting, vectors - Hishimonus 
phycitis or Asian citrus psyllid

J.M. Bove, INRA Centre de Recherches de Bordeaux, Bugwood.org

Endangered area:
Citrus-producing states

Time of Year to Survey:
Summer

Survey Design:
Visually inspect host plants throughout the survey site for symptoms such as witches’ broom, 
reduced flowering and fruiting, and the general decline of the tree. Collect symptomatic 
leaves for sample screening.

ID/Diagnostic:
Molecular. Labs can screen own samples if trained by PPCDL

Mistaken Identities:
Citrus greening (doesn’t cause witches broom)
other citrus phytoplasmas – none are known in CONUS

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2119

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The predicted pest impact in the United States is high. This phytoplasma is highly destructive, and outbreaks have affected thousands of trees in areas where the disease is currently present. This, and the lack of effective control tools against WBDL are two factors that have likely contributed the most to its final impact rating. Although the impact rating for this pest is high, ‘Ca. Phytoplasma aurantifolia’ has been found primarily affecting Mexican lime, which is a commodity of minimal distribution in the United States.

Came from OPIS list

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2119


FY26 Additions to NPPL

European pear sucker summer-form adult 
(Source: NIAB East Malling, UK)

Common Name: European pear sucker
Scientific Name: Cacopsylla pyri
Host: pear
OPEP rating: High (1B)
Introduction: infested seedlings
Spread: natural dispersal from orchards to 
overwintering site. Weak fliers, but can be 
spread on wind currents.

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2121

Endangered Area:
Pear orchards in PHZ 6-9

Target Life Stage:
Adult, primarily, but all life stages could be identified.

Time of Year to Survey:
April and September

ID/Diagnostic:
Morphological ID. Confirmation may require dissection of adult genitalia or molecular ID

Mistaken Identities:
Cacopsylla pyricola, which is common in the United States, is often mistaken for C. pyri due to 
their similar appearance, feeding habits, and behavior in pear orchards

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The European pear sucker, Cacopsylla pyri, is present in Europe and temperate Asia where it is a major pest of pear. Infestations can lead to weakening and dieback of pear trees and reduced fruit weight and yield. Adults can transmit Ca. phytoplasma pyri, which causes pear decline disease.

The predicted pest impact in the United States is High. Cacopsylla pyri is frequently reported as part of a complex of psyllids impacting pear trees in Europe and Asia. Of these Cacopsylla species, though, C. pyri is the most significant, causing major losses and difficulty to control. Chemical, biological, and cultural control methods are usually incorporated into integrated pest management programs manage the pest. However, the genetic plasticity of this pest has allowed it to adapt to and overcome the effects of certain insecticides and host plant resistance genes. Impacts and control measures for C. pyricola, for which control measures are already in place in U.S. pear production can be similar to control measures for C. pyri, but some additional measures are likely to be necessary.


https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2121


FY26 Additions to NPPL
Select Agent
Common Name: Red leaf blotch of soy
Scientific Name: Coniothyrium glycines
Host: soybean
OPEP rating: Mod (1D)
Introduction:  transport of infected 
soybean plant materials (pods, debris) or 
contaminated soil
Spread: contaminated soil

Red leaf blotch symptoms on leaves (Source: Glen Hartman)

Endangered area:
TX, LA, MI, AL, GA, SC highest risk (PHZ 10-13 soybean production)

Time of Year to Survey:
Flowering to full seed set, before leaves brown

Survey Design:
Walk fields focusing on areas with high humidity (low areas of the field, densely planted 
areas) or areas that are showing foliar symptoms of disease or premature defoliation. Will be 
unevenly distributed in the field. If present, surveyors should preferably collect severely 
infected green leaves to maximize the chance of identification.

ID/Diagnostic:
Real-time PCR. Suspect positives need to go to PPCDL & follow Select Agent guidelines

Mistaken Identities:
Similar to other fungal diseases, especially early symptoms

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2120

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Our final proposed addition to the FY26 NPPL is Coniothyrium glycines that causes red leaf blotch of soybean and is a select agent. Early symptoms include dark red to brown, circular to angular lesions that first appear during the seedling stage on unifoliolate leaves. These may be confused with other fungal infections. As the disease progresses, lesions expand and become more distinct. Older lesions may be surrounded by a yellow halo and cover the majority of the leaf surface. The dead brown centers of the lesions may disintegrate leaving a holes in the leaf. In addition, older lesions may contain spores and sclerotia. Coniothyrium glycines causes premature leaf senescence, resulting in up to 75% defoliation, and up to 50% yield loss. The proposed survey method is visual collecting symptomatic plant material for molecular ID.

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2120


Shipping Containers
ports of entry, material 

warehouses, and rail yards

Plant Production
greenhouses, nurseries, 

produce & cut-flower 
importer warehouses 

&/or markets

Previous find(s)
sites with previous known 

incursions

Terrestrial Snails & Slugs at:

FY26 Change to NPPL

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2115
https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2116
https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2117

Visual Survey
Survey microhabitats most likely to harbor snails and slugs. Use flashlights and check the 
undersides of objects or structures for mollusks or slime trails. Do not survey in non-habitat 
areas contained within the survey site (e.g., in bodies of water, in paved areas). Look for snails 
or slugs of interest and physical signs of snail or slug presence such as feeding damage on 
plants and mucus, slime trails, or ribbon-like feces on and around hosts.

Trapping (supplement to visual survey)
Platform traps (baited or unbaited) act as artificial daytime refuges that attract snails and 
slugs for easier collection.

ID/Diagnostics
Collect several of the largest specimens available and mail them to the Malacology lab in PA

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The current NPPL includes 12 mollusk species.  At our last NCC meeting, we talked about creating a more generalized snail & slug survey due to all snail & slug surveys being similar in methodology and identification.
We collaborated with the mollusk cross functional working group to refine this idea. For FY26, we are proposing three AMPS, one for each high-risk location for terrestrial snails & slugs. The species targeted will be common to all three surveys and will continue to be visual surveys with all specimens sent to the Nat’l Malacology lab for expert ID. The three location types are…

Since we do not have an objective model to prioritize relative risk of exotic terrestrial snails and slugs, the target groups and species were chosen my experts in the mollusk CFWG. Our draft list includes…

https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2115
https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2116
https://approvedmethods.ceris.purdue.edu/sheet/2117


Snail & Slug Datasheet
Single, simple datasheet listing target taxa and photos (showing 2 of 8 pages below)



Green bucket traps
Species Common Name Family Approved Traps

Autographa gamma Silver Y moth Noctuidae Tri-colored bucket trap
Chrysodeixis chalcites Golden twin spot moth Noctuidae Tri-colored bucket trap

Cryptoblabes gnidiella Christmas berry webworm Pyralidae
Plastic Bucket Trap
Wing Trap Kit – Paper
Wing Trap Kit - Plastic

Cydalima perspectalis Box tree moth Crambidae
All-green bucket trap
Large Plastic Delta Trap Kit - Red
Tri-colored bucket trap

Helicoverpa armigera Old World bollworm Noctuidae
All-green bucket trap
Heliothis Trap
Tri-colored bucket trap

Panolis flammea Pine beauty moth Noctuidae Tri-colored bucket trap
Spodoptera litura Cotton cutworm Noctuidae Tri-colored bucket trap

As a general guideline, tri-colored bucket traps catch more moths than all-green bucket traps
• But, all-green traps will catch some moths
• A similar trend has been observed for non-target species

Proposal: update AMPS to include All-green bucket traps for these species with a disclaimer that notes that research on related 
moths has shown tri-color bucket traps are more effective at catching moths, but all-green bucket traps may be used in areas where 
tri-color bucket traps are deemed unsuitable by surveyors

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Question for NCC – concerns with this approach? FY26 or FY27?



Forest Pest Methods Lab (FPML)

Insect Management & Molecular Diagnostics Lab (IMMDL)

Pest Identification Technology Lab (PITL)

Plant Pathogen Confirmatory Diagnostics Lab (PPCDL)

Plant Pest Risk Analysis (PPRA)

Treatment & Inspection Methods Lab (TIML)

Science & Technology Overview

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Leah is the S&T representative for pest detection, but six of our labs work on pest detection.



• Produced 76,000 
specialized, non-
commercial insect lures for 
30 insect species for Survey 
Supply

• Provide survey methods 
support QC, expertise

Forest Pest 
Methods Lab 
(FPML)

• Conducted 283 molecular 
diagnostic tests for two-
spot cotton leafhopper

Insect Management & 
Molecular Diagnostics 
Lab (IMMDL)

o Tested collection methods 
for two-spot cotton 
leafhopper to inform AMPS 
& screening aid

o Processed 61,103 
suspected OWB specimens

o Processed citrus fruit borer 
specimens

Pest Identification 
Technology Lab (PITL)

FY25 S&T accomplishments



• New groundnut bud necrosis virus 
diagnostic assay

• Tested new diagnostic method for 
ToBRFV

• New method for phytoplasmas that 
will increase diagnostic capacity

• New method for X. oryzae that can 
discriminate exotic pathovars from 
domestic strains

Plant Pathogen 
Confirmatory 
Diagnostics Lab 
(PPCDL)

• 25 OPEP assessments
• 6 survey & diagnostic assessments
• 13 datasheets (new or updated)
• 5 new & 2 updated CAPS Maps

Plant Pest Risk 
Analysis (PPRA)

FY25 S&T accomplishments



Feedback & Questions

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Datasheet ideation/simplification/improvement�NPRG ideas
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• Candidate pests come from:
o PPQ scientists
o Colleagues overseas
o Scanning the literature
o Scanning online: PestLens
o YOU!!!

We can only assess pests that we hear about 

Submit pest suggestions to stcaps@usda.gov

How to Submit a NPP candidate

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Anyone can propose a candidate pest, Ideally check OPEP for rating prior to proposing a new target
Pests are evaluated by S&T for potential impact relative to other exotic pests
S/D evaluates if effective survey & diagnostic methods exist for potentially high impact pests – If a pest Fails S/D and we are interested in adding to NPPL, can go to lab to develop survey or diagnostic methods and be reconsidered
Iterative process – things change over time and are updated as new information becomes available

https://pestlens.info/
mailto:stcaps@usda.gov


Reminder – how to access OPEP

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The predictive model is based on a series of questions which require objective, documented evidence from the scientific literature to answer. Each question is scored based on its power to predict impact, and the final result is given as high, moderate, or low impact. We currently have a working model for arthropods and plant pathogens. Risk criteria consist of questions focused on biology and natural history, pest damage, and research & management. The questions are in yes/no or multiple choice format, and the analyst also provides the level of uncertainty for each answer based on the quality and completeness of the evidence. Results are given in a separate section and outputs include the predicted pest impact and the probabilities that the pest may cause high, moderate, or low impacts. There is a graph that provides a visualization of the uncertainty analysis (final scores if questions were answered differently, run through 5000 iterations). 




CAPS Category Risk Group Risk Group Definition
1 A Categorized as high impact -&- 

Minimum value for 95% CI around high impact is > 50%

1 B Categorized as high impact -&-

Minimum value for 95% CI around high impact is ≤ 50%

1 C Probability of high and moderate impact is within 10% of each other
1 D Categorized as moderate impact -&-

Probability of high impact > 20%

2 E Categorized as moderate impact -&- 

**Has potential to cause high impact (based on assessment answers) 

-OR-

Categorized as moderate impact -&-

Maximum value for 95% CI around high impact is > 50%

2 F Categorized as moderate impact -&-

Excluding those that fit in Risk Groups ‘D’,‘E‘, and ‘G’

2 G Probability of moderate and low impact is within 10% of each other
3 H Categorized as low impact -&-

Maximum value for 95% CI around high impact is > 10%

3 I Categorized as low impact -&-

Maximum value for 95% CI around high impact is ≤ 10%

3 J Categorized as low impact -&-

Organism is not causing damage in native area and has not been introduced 
elsewhere (i.e. not appropriate for OPEP model evaluation)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The results of the OPEP CAPS assessments are split into multiple types of groups.  At the highest level of grouping, there are CAPS categories, which are the categories the CAPS leadership displays to CAPS state stakeholders.  Within these broad groups pests are also placed into a “Risk Group.” Placement in a Risk Group is based on the probability that the pest is defined as high impact, the 95% confidence interval (CI), and some other factors that are determined through the assessment process.  This document clarifies the definitions of the Risk Groups so that future pests can be appropriately labeled.
Note: When interpreting these rules, the predicted impact category is determined by the category that has the highest probability.  So a pest that has probabilities of 48% high impact, 46% moderate impact, and 6% low impact would be categorized as high impact.    




FY27 Addition Sunflower broomrape
Common Name: Sunflower broomrape
Scientific Name: Orobanche cumana
Host: Sunflower (major host), Artemisia spp. (wild host)
Distribution: Europe (France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Bulgaria, Euro Russia, 
Ukraine), Asia (Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, China, India, Iran, Israel, 
Kazakhstan, Nepal, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan). Native to parts of Asia.

Why we considered this for addition to the NPPL:
• High risk of becoming weedy or invasive in the U.S. (WRA, not OPEP)
• Most of the U.S. has suitable environmental conditions for the weed, but 

areas where sunflowers are commercially produced would be most at risk
• Parasitic plant that can cause yield losses of 50%+, decreased oil content
• Reproduces by seed (mostly self-pollinating)

• Seeds persist in soil up to 10-20 years (eradication challenging)
• Dispersal:

• Wind
• Water
• Possibly animals (either through ingestion or externally)
• Humans: vehicles, machinery, as contaminant of sunflower seed

O. cumana emerged aboveground 
(Amri, 2012)



Proposed Survey Method: visual survey. Sunflowers may 
show reduced vigor, stunting, and chlorosis to assist survey 
location within a field.

Identification Method: morphological ID of mature plants 
with flowers

Note: non-native Orobanche species are regulated as Federal 
Noxious Weeds

Morphological appearance of 
O. cumana (Masliiov, 2018)

FY27 Addition Sunflower broomrape

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Flowering over a few week period – relatively short to collect samples
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