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MEMORANDUM 
	
	
	
TO: EXECUTIVE BOARD 

CONFERENCE FOR FOOD PROTECTION 

FROM: DAVID McSWANE 

DATE: JULY 21, 2018 
	
SUBJECT: AUGUST BOARD MEETING 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 
	
 
1)  Overview of the 2018 Biennial Meeting Richmond, Virginia 
	

By all accounts, the 2018 biennial meeting was a very successful event. There 
were 512 attendees compared to 449 in Boise and 439 in Orlando. In addition 
259 registrants indicated they were first time attendees at the meeting. The 
Saturday workshop was attended by 362 people. The biennial meeting was a 
financial success due to the efforts of the Sponsorship Committee and the 
increased fee structure implemented prior to the meeting. Attendance was 
boosted by a small conference grant from the Food and Drug Administration. 
We are grateful for FDA’s continued support of CFP and the Biennial Meeting. 
 
The meeting was also successful in bringing together people from various 
geographic regions, backgrounds, and constituent groups to deliberate 94 
issues with one goal, enhanced retail food safety. Ideas were shared both 
inside and outside the council rooms that changed perspectives, informed 
decisions, and broke down barriers among attendees who may have come to 
the meeting with opposing points of view but left as collaborators. 
	
I want to thank the Local Arrangements Committee for its efforts in serving as 
our local contacts, providing a great group of volunteers and for providing an 
enjoyable LAC reception. I also want to thank AFDO for allowing Krystal Reed 
and Patty Fitzgerald to help us prior to and during the Biennial Meeting. Their 
efforts were outstanding. Finally, I would like to thank Cliff Nutt and Aggie 
Hale for their efforts leading up to and throughout the biennial meeting. 
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2)  Attendee Satisfaction Survey 
 
 A Satisfaction Survey was sent to all 2018 Biennial Meeting attendees. Two 

hundred and forty-three individuals responded to the survey. This is a 47% 
response rate which is very good for an unsolicited survey. A few highlights 
from the survey are provided below: 

  
Item to Rate or Respond to Response 

I prefer the revised meeting schedule 96% agree or strongly agree 
Workshop topics/speakers met or 
exceeded expectations 

94%/96% agree or strongly agree (of 
those who attended the workshop) 

Breakout sessions during the workshop 
met or exceeded expectations 

88% agree or strongly agree (of 
those who attended the workshop) 

The keynote address met or exceeded my 
expectations 

89% agree or strongly agree (of 
those who attended this session) 

The Committee Updates and Reports 
Session met or exceeded my expectations 

95% agree or strongly agree (of 
those who attended the this session) 

The Council Orientation and Parliamentary 
Procedures Session met or exceeded my 
expectations 

91% agree or strongly agree (of 
those who attended this session) 

Council meetings were well organized 88% agree or strongly agree 
The Retail Food Program Standards 
Session met or exceeded expectations 

91% agree or strongly agree (48% of 
respondents participated in this 
session) 

The Biennial Meeting/Workshop was a 
good value for the price charged for 
registration 

86%/92%  agree or strongly agree 

What 3 tools did you use most within the 
App? 

Schedule – 33% 
CFP Issues – 29% 
Activity Stream – 24% 

What 3 tools did you like least within the 
App? 

About  – 19% 
Twitter – 19% 
Sponsors – 18% 

Other features you would like to see in the 
App. 

Publicize the twitter capability in 
advance, 
Adopt and publish guidelines on how 
the App should be used, 
Twitter was a good idea but needed 
to be updated more real-time. 

If you attended the Biennial Meeting for the 
first time did you attend the New Attendee 
Orientation? 

Yes - 70% 
No – 30% 

If you attended the New Attendee 
Orientation was the information presented 
during the session useful to you? 

Yes - 64% 
No – 5% 
Did not attend - 32% 

As a first time attendee was the Biennial Yes - 94% 
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Meeting beneficial to you professionally?  
Did you have any problems understanding 
the CFP Process and how it worked at the 
Biennial Meeting? 

Yes - 15% 
No – 85% 

If you had problems understanding the CFP 
Process and how it worked at the BM, what 
elements did you find confusing? 

• It all made sense by the end of it; 
just was hectic. 

 
• While I thought that the meeting 

was overall quite well organized, I 
was surprised by how political the 
process is, and how widely 
backdoor deal making was officially 
encouraged. That can be workable, 
but to protect the integrity of the 
organization and its decision-
making processes, I'd like CFP to 
consider adopting community 
guidelines or something similar (or 
better publicizing them if they 
already exist), so that expectations 
for interacting are clear for all 
members, both old and new. 
Without these clear guidelines for 
interactions outside of Council 
deliberations, the CFP process felt 
extremely exclusive and difficult to 
penetrate for a new member. 

 
• During the New Attendee 

orientation meeting it was stated 
that if presenting an issue just state 
your name and the council will ask 
questions of you. This was not true. 
It must be clearly stated to a new 
presenter that you must summarize 
your issue with passion and any 
details that were not contained in 
the submission. 

 
• It was not clear that council 

members must be lobbied well 
before the conference to gain 
support for the issue. 

What things do you think the planners for 
the 2020 Biennial Meeting can do to 
improve the event? 

• This was actually really good; I'm 
super excited to have attended it. 
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• Better food for breakfast 
 
• More networking time - especially 

for newbies/1st timers. The retail 
caucus meeting wasn't very 
interesting... just mainly talking 
about whom to vote for to represent 
in the future. I think the time would 
have been better spent on actual 
retail issues. 

 
• Would recommend spreading out 

the Federal Agency reports as they 
were too long and each agency 
needs to have enough time to give 
report. 

 
• Add an orientation session that is 

specific for new presenters. 
 

 
3)  Correspondence Prompted by Activity at the Biennial Meeting 
 
 Letters were sent on behalf of Conference Chair David Lawrence to Dr. Susan 

Mayne, Director of the Center for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition at FDA and 
Ms. Roberta Wagner, Assistant Administrator in the Office of Policy and 
Program Development at USDA-FSIS. The letter to Dr. Mayne conveyed 
recommendations related to the current Food Code as well as other Issues that 
recommend FDA involvement. The letter to Ms. Wagner conveyed 
recommendation to USDA. In both cases the federal agencies are expected to 
respond to these letters within 60 days of receipt. Both letters have been 
posted on the CFP website. Finally, a letter was sent to NSF International 
regarding Issue 2018-I-005. This letter recommended that NSF do the 
following: 1) Initiate its consensus process to change "in place cleaning" to the 
more commonly used "Clean in Place (CIP)" which would also align with the 
Food Code, and 2) include the same specific exclusionary language: "CIP does 
not include the cleaning of equipment such as band saws, slicers, or mixers 
that are subjected to in-place manual cleaning without the use of a CIP system" 
used by the Food Code in its definition of CIP into the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) definition. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

	
	
	
David Z. McSwane 
Executive Director	
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