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Executive Summary
The 2016 CSTE Annual Conference was held in Anchorage, AK June 19 through 23.  Below is a brief synopsis of the key outcomes of the conference evaluation.  In general, the participants indicated that the conference was a useful conference and more than met their expectations for quality of presentations and opportunities to network with colleagues.
· 1,350 registrations 
· 499 Member registrations 
· 372 Non-member registrations 
· 325 Sponsored registrations
· 100 Fellows registrations
· 17 Other (emeritus, speaker, etc) registrations
· 37 CSTE Staff registrations
· 1,006 registrations for 12 pre-conference sessions 
Participant characteristics
· Over a quarter of the attendants (26%) were not CSTE members.
· Almost half (46%) of the attendants had attended 2 to 5 CSTE conferences.
· Half (50%) reported working at a state public health agency.
· Almost half (43%) work in infectious disease health.
· On the registration form participants were asked if they had an accepted abstract to the conference.  There were 1,285 participants who responded to this question, 471 (37%) had an accepted abstract and 229 (18%) did not know the status of the abstract.
· For those who had an accepted abstract (471), 286 (62%) indicated that an accepted abstract was required for travel approval.


	Overall Conference Evaluation (N=720)

	
	Strongly Disagree/Disagree
	Agree/Strongly Agree
	N/A

	The information provided on the CSTE website was thorough.
	24 (3%)
	696 (97%)
	1 (0%)

	The CSTE Annual Conference mobile (smart phone/tablet/ipad) application was useful.
	39 (5%)
	607 (84%)
	74 (10%)

	I would recommend this conference to other colleagues.
	9 (1%)
	711 (99%)
	1 (0%)

	This conference was a good use of my time.
	11 (2%)
	710 (98%)
	-




Key findings from evaluation
· Overall the CSTE conference is still viewed as the epidemiology conference to attend.  Many of the evaluation respondents indicated that it was the best conference they attended and one that they made sure to attend each year.
· Attendees value the networking opportunities as well as the quality of the sessions.  Attendees have also indicated that they prefer having high quality presentations over a lot of presentations to choose from.  The importance of networking opportunities between sessions was seen as important as specific networking events.
· The participants indicated that the plenary and special event speakers were better than in previous years.  One area of improvement this year focused on the wish for larger screens that would be more visible from the back of very large rooms.
· The mobile app has improved and is highly used, one drawback or concern noted by attendees was the internet connectivity and some participants cited high battery consumption necessary to run the app.  In general, participants appreciated having at least one printed agenda as well as the mobile app rather than utilizing either one in isolation.
· Due in part to the venue, overall room size was not as much of an issue as in previous years.  
· The rapid fire sessions were always highly attended and will continue to need the largest room sizes.  It is important to note that some participants suggested a name change from rapid fire.  Others cautioned to not over use this format in an effort to accommodate more presentations.
· Attendees appreciated having food at breaks again and consolidating food, coffee, posters and sponsors in the same space seem to help draw traffic for all components.

Recommendations based on evaluation findings:
· Consider changing the name of the Rapid Fire sessions to something that is less reminiscent of recent gun violence.
· At future locations, consider including a plenary with invigorating speakers or event locations that have specific connections to the history or public health issues facing the state location.
· Roundtables where position statements are discussed are very popular and reduce the amount of time needed during the position statement time on Wednesday.  These should be continued, they made a significant impact this year on the time required to review position statements and provided a wider range of members the opportunity to provide feedback.
· Continue the inclusion of a wide variety of plenary and event speakers (demographically and topically).
· Consider collecting demographic data on registrations (race, age, gender) to allow for future planning and to allow for comparison to membership.
· The mobile app is very popular, changes to the app were very well received.  There are some members who continue to struggle with permissions to load apps and with the data and battery requirements of the app.
Recommended evaluation changes
· Due to the consistency in responses over time, and the timing of abstract acceptance notifications, it is recommended that we stop asking about abstract acceptance during registration.
· For future evaluations, add an additional probe about why respondents strongly disagree or disagree about how useful the mobile app was, whether they would recommend the conference, and that it was a good use of time.
· The term website agenda should be changed to online agenda.
· If possible, use mounted i-pads to scan entry into the pre-conference sessions.  This will help people know whether or not they are in the correct session and will also provide a good counterpoint to the headcounts and registration counts.


Overall Conference Evaluation
The 2016 CSTE Annual Conference was held June 19-23 in Anchorage, AK.  There were 1,350 individuals who registered for the annual conference this year.  This was down only slightly from last year (1,400 registrants).  As part of the annual conference evaluation a detailed evaluation was conducted of participants with an additional set evaluation questions asked regarding breakout sessions and roundtable sessions.  In addition, evaluation feedback was gathered from exhibitors and CSTE staff.    
This report includes information on overall attendees, the plenary sessions, poster sessions, networking opportunities and facilities.  There are supplemental reports for the attendance at sessions, for the preconference sessions, the registration data, and the sponsor evaluation.  
Participant Characteristics
The data from this section has been derived from the registration data and from the Convex system which contains data regarding the number of sessions of each type.  In general, conference attendance was comparable to previous conferences.  This is important to note because of the cost and perception of travel to the Alaska location.  It is also important to note that the characteristics of the evaluation respondents was also consistent with the overall participant characteristics.
There were 13 pre-conference sessions, 12 on Sunday and one on Saturday.  For the 13 sessions, there were 1,006 registrations and 810 attendees present in these pre-conference sessions.  Data in the following table was drawn from the count of sessions and presentations listed in the conference agenda (web and mobile app).  
· There were a total of 166 conference sessions with 578 presentations.  
· 81 Roundtable sessions/presentations
· 85 Breakout sessions including 19 RapidFire sessions which included 435 presentations
· 15 Panel sessions that included 62 presentations
· There were 54 poster sessions that included 258 poster presentations
· There were 6 sponsors, 5 of whom also presented during a roundtable session.  
· There were 1,500 downloads of the CSTE conference mobile application.
· 56 (4%) people registered for continuing education credits.

Table 1: Registered Conference Attendees (n=1350)
	
	N
	%

	Total attendees
	1,350
	

	Members (All)
	499
	37%

	Non-members (All)
	372
	28%

	Sponsored (All)
	325
	24%

	Other (Staff, Emeritus, Speaker)
	54
	11%

	Fellows
	100
	7%





Table 2: Which category best describes your primary program area? (n=1298)
	
	N
	%

	Bioterrorism/Emergency Response
	28
	2%

	Chronic Disease
	98
	8%

	Environmental Health
	106
	8%

	Infectious Disease
	563
	43%

	Injury
	35
	3%

	Maternal & Child Health
	51
	4%

	Occupational Health
	76
	6%

	Oral Health
	4
	0%

	Substance Abuse
	39
	3%

	Surveillance/Informatics
	195
	15%

	Vital statistics
	4
	0%

	Other
	99
	8%



Table 3: Why are you not a member? (n=442)
	
	N
	%

	I am a CSTE member
	86
	19%

	Cost
	95
	21%

	Not interested
	24
	5%

	Don’t see benefit of membership
	14
	3%

	Access information without membership
	30
	7%

	Other
	193
	44%




Table 4: Which option best describes your agency? (n=1297)
	
	N
	%

	Association
	50
	4%

	Corporate Organization
	36
	3%

	College/University
	57
	4%

	Federal Health Agency
	182
	14%

	Local Health Agency
	213
	16%

	Self-employed
	9
	1%

	State Health Agency
	645
	50%

	Student
	18
	1%

	Territorial Health Agency
	4
	0%

	Tribal Agency
	26
	2%

	Other
	57
	4%




For the past two years, the proportion of registrations that were from local health agencies has been higher than the proportion from federal health agencies.  This could reflect the increasing emphasis on engaging local public health epidemiologists within CSTE.


Table 5: Which option best describes your current position? (n=1294)
	
	N
	%

	Administrator
	32
	2%

	Consultant
	34
	3%

	Deputy State Epidemiologist
	14
	1%

	Entry-Level Epidemiologist
	110
	9%

	Fellow
	91
	7%

	Laboratorian
	1
	0%

	Medical Director
	23
	2%

	Mid-Level Epidemiologist
	266
	21%

	Nurse
	16
	1%

	Professor/Faculty
	27
	2%

	Program Manager
	125
	10%

	Public Health Professional
	125
	10%

	Public Health Veterinarian
	21
	2%

	Senior Level Epidemiologist
	183
	14%

	State Epidemiologist
	49
	4%

	State Health Official
	6
	0%

	Student
	34
	3%

	Other
	137
	11%



Table 6: How many conferences have you attended? (n=1301)
	
	N
	%

	First time
	469
	36%

	1-5
	593
	46%

	5-10
	153
	12%

	10-15
	50
	4%

	16 - 20
	22
	2%

	21 - 25
	6
	0%

	26 or more
	8
	1%




Table 7: Do you have an accepted abstract presentation at the conference? (n=1285)
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	471
	37%

	No
	585
	46%

	Status of submitted abstract is currently unknown
	229
	18%




Table 8:  If so, was having an accepted presentation a requirement for your travel approval? (n=465)
	
	N
	%

	Yes
	286
	62%

	No
	179
	38%




Evaluation Respondent Characteristics 
The conference evaluation was designed using Qualtrics and included an incentive to respond with the opportunity to enter a drawing for one of 5 prizes.  The overall conference evaluation was released via social media and email with two reminders sent out via email.  The email was sent to all registered attendees, with three reminders sent on various days over a 3-week span.  This year the response rate was 55% (737 out of 1,350), which was significantly higher than the response rate in 2014 (30%).
Table 9: How long have you been a CSTE member? (N=729)
	
	N
	%

	Not a member yet
	188
	26%

	Less than a year
	139
	19%

	1 to 3 years
	179
	25%

	3 to 5 years
	85
	12%

	Over 5 years
	138
	19%



Table 10: How many CSTE Annual Conferences have you attended (including this one)? (n=729)
	
	N
	%

	This is my first conference
	274
	38%

	This is my second conference
	148
	20%

	I have attended 3 to 5 CSTE conferences (including this one)
	181
	25%

	I have attended 6 to 10 CSTE conferences (including this one)
	90
	12%

	I have attended more than 10 CSTE conferences (including this one)
	36
	5%



Table 11: What type of organization best describes where you are employed? (n=729)
	
	N
	%

	Association
	11
	2%

	Corporate organization
	9
	1%

	College/University
	27
	4%

	Federal health agency
	67
	9%

	Local health agency
	148
	20%

	Self employed
	9
	1%

	State health agency
	411
	56%

	Student
	10
	1%

	Territorial health agency
	7
	1%

	Tribal agency
	13
	2%

	Other (Please specify)
	17
	2%



Other responses include the following:
· Fellow/SHINE Fellow (2)
· retired
· State department of Labor 
· Mental Health Agency
· Non Profit (4)
· Military base
· Research Center
· Federal Agriculture Agency
· hospital
· Foundation
· State agency (not health)


Table 12: What program area do you primarily work in? (n=730)
	
	N
	%

	Bioterrorism/Emergency Response
	13
	2%

	Chronic Disease
	56
	8%

	Environmental Health
	51
	7%

	Infectious Disease
	349
	48%

	Surveillance/Informatics
	110
	15%

	Injury
	22
	3%

	Maternal and Child Health
	30
	4%

	Occupational Health
	34
	5%

	Oral Health
	2
	0%

	Substance Abuse
	29
	4%

	Vital Statistics
	3
	0%

	Other (Please specify)
	31
	4%



Other responses included:
· All except MCH and oral health 
· Workforce Development (2)
· System Improvement
· Performance Management/Planning
· Program Evaluation
· Social determinants/policy
· food safety
· Trauma
· Population health/Cross Cutting (2)
· Publications
· Behavioral Health
· General (4)
· Community Health Improvement
· Disability
· Anti-racism
· international consultation
· All (2)
· Tribal Health (3)
· Public Health, broadly
· Health Disparities
· health rankings
· Public Health Law




Table 13: Overall Conference Evaluation
	Overall Conference Evaluation (N=720)

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	N/A

	The information provided on the CSTE website was thorough.
	8 (1%)
	16 (2%)
	431 (60%)
	265 (37%)
	1 (0%)

	The CSTE Annual Conference mobile (smart phone/tablet/ipad) application was useful.
	17 (2%)
	22 (3%)
	243 (34%)
	364 (51%)
	74 (10%)

	I would recommend this conference to other colleagues.
	7 (1%)
	2 (0%)
	219 (30%)
	492 (68%)
	1 (0%)

	This conference was a good use of my time.
	6 (1%)
	5 (1%)
	235 (33%)
	475 (66%)
	-




Respondents were asked to indicate which form they preferred to use to access several key areas.

Table 14: Access to Program Components:  Which tools did you utilize and which do you prefer?
	
	Access to Program Components (N=7)

	
	Utilize
	Primary Preference

	
	Pocket Agenda
	Website
	Mobile App
	Pocket Agenda
	Website
	Mobile App

	Convention center floor plan 
	432 (72%)
	44 (7%)
	332 (56%)
	325 (55%)
	13 (2%)
	250 (43%)

	General conference information
	354 (51%)
	393 (57%)
	452 (65%)
	157 (24%)
	200 (30%)
	304 (46%)

	Sunday program content
	213 (38%)
	278 (49%)
	320 (57%)
	121 (23%)
	150 (28%)
	265 (49%)

	Daily at-a-glance information
	426 (63%)
	149 (22%)
	480 (71%)
	251 (38%)
	25 (4%)
	379 (58%)

	Poster floor plan
	191 (55%)
	42 (12%)
	185 (53%)
	148 (41%)
	21 (6%)
	195 (54%)



Table 15: How would you rate the overall conference experience? (N=724)
	
	N
	%

	Excellent
	518
	72%

	Good
	201
	28%

	Fair
	5
	1%

	Poor
	0
	0%





Plenary Evaluations
Table 16: Monday Plenary 
	Opening Plenary

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Did Not Attend

	The plenary topic was interesting. (n=669)
	5 (1%)
	5 (1%)
	184 (28%)
	406 (61%)
	69 (10%)

	The plenary content was appropriate. (n=642)
	19 (3%)
	8 (1%)
	215 (33%)
	349 (54%)
	51 (8%)

	The plenary session was well organized. (N=633)
	13 (2%)
	2 (0%)
	244 (39%)
	326 (52%)
	48 (8%)

	The plenary speakers and moderators knew the information well. (N=637)
	13 (2%)
	-
	157 (25%)
	419 (66%)
	48 (8%)

	There was enough opportunity for discussion and Q&A. (N=628)
	5 (1%)
	41 (7%)
	374 (60%)
	157 (25%)
	51 (8%)

	This session invigorated or inspired me. (N=632)
	11 (2%)
	25 (4%)
	243 (38%)
	306 (48%)
	47 (7%)

	This plenary was relevant to my work. (N=633)
	9 (1%)
	73 (12%)
	334 (53%)
	171 (27%)
	46 (7%)

	Overall this plenary was useful. (N=637)
	10 (2%)
	13 (2%)
	288 (45%)
	277 (43%)
	49 (8%)



Table 17: Tuesday Plenary
	Plenary

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Did Not Attend

	The plenary topic was interesting. (n=652)
	4(1%)
	12(2%)
	236(36%)
	225(35%)
	175(27%)

	The plenary content was appropriate. (n=604)
	10(2%)
	6(1%)
	224(37%)
	228(38%)
	136(23%)

	The plenary session was well organized. (N=596)
	8(1%)
	1(0%)
	221(37%)
	235(39%)
	131(22%)

	The plenary speakers and moderators knew the information well. (N=595)
	7(1%)
	1(0%)
	152(26%)
	302(51%)
	133(22%)

	There was enough opportunity for discussion and Q&A. (N=589)
	3(0%)
	33(6%)
	309(52%)
	110(19%)
	134(23%)

	This session invigorated or inspired me. (N=594)
	3(0%)
	52(9%)
	276(46%)
	129(22%)
	134(23%)

	This plenary was relevant to my work. (N=595)
	6(1%)
	70(12%)
	272(46%)
	119(20%)
	128(22%)

	Overall this plenary was useful. (N=597)
	3(0%)
	28(5%)
	269(45%)
	162(27%)
	135(23%)



Table 18: Wednesday Plenary
	Plenary

	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Did Not Attend

	The plenary topic was interesting. (n=649)
	5(1%)
	14(2%)
	215(33%)
	228(35%)
	187(29%)

	The plenary content was appropriate. (n=591)
	6(1%)
	5(1%)
	202(24%)
	238(40%)
	140(24%)

	The plenary session was well organized. (N=586)
	9(1%)
	7(1%)
	228(39%)
	206(35%)
	136(23%)

	The plenary speakers and moderators knew the information well. (N=582)
	9(2%)
	2(0%)
	158(27%)
	278(48%)
	135(23%)

	There was enough opportunity for discussion and Q&A. (N=578)
	8(2%)
	79(14%)
	273(47%)
	81(14%)
	137(24%)

	This session invigorated or inspired me. (N=580)
	8(1%)
	43(7%)
	278(48%)
	117(20%)
	134(23%)

	This plenary was relevant to my work. (N=585)
	7(1%)
	60(10%)
	263(45%)
	122(21%)
	133(23%)

	Overall this plenary was useful. (N=585)
	4(1%)
	22(4%)
	266(45%)
	157(27%)
	136(23%)


Poster Presentation Evaluations
Table 19: Poster presentations (n=694)
	Poster Presentations

	
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Did not attend

	Quality of poster presentations.
	276 (40%)
	336 (48%)
	15 (2%)
	1 (1%)
	66 (10%)

	Arrangement of poster presentations in room/space.
	282 (41%)
	292 (42%)
	54 (8%)
	5 (1%)
	61 (9%)



Networking Opportunities
Table 20: Networking Opportunities
	Networking Opportunities

	
	Excellent
	Good
	Fair
	Poor
	Did not attend

	Fellowship Graduation Ceremony (n=696)
	33 (5%)
	86 (12%)
	26 (4%)
	4 (1%)
	547 (79%)

	Opening Reception (n=696)
	170 (24%)
	151 (22%)
	41 (6%)
	6 (1%)
	328 (47%)

	President's Banquet (n=693)
	29 (4%)
	61 (9%)
	14 (2%)
	3 (0%)
	586 (85%)



CSTE Mobile Application
Table 21: CSTE Mobile App
	CSTE Mobile App

	
	Not at all useful
	Useful
	Essential
	Did not utilize

	My personal schedule (n=701)
	25(4%)
	170(24%)
	366(52%)
	140(20%)

	Event info (n=701)
	17(2%)
	285(41%)
	290(41%)
	109(16%)

	Floor plans (n=700)
	33(5%)
	250(36%)
	117(17%)
	300(43%)

	City information (n=699)
	45(6%)
	142(20%)
	32(5%)
	480(69%)

	Alerts (n=701)
	40(6%)
	285(41%)
	90(13%)
	286(41%)




Additional comments and ideas from the 2016 Annual Conference
The last question of the evaluation, asked participants to provide overall comments about the overall conference and to provide ideas for the 2017 Annual Conference in Boise, Idaho.  Three hundred eighty-five (385) of the respondents included some comments about the 2016 conference or recommendations for the 2017 Annual Conference.  Many of the respondents replied with more than one comment, resulting 539 individual comments.  The themes identified from the comments are shown below along with selected quotes. Below is a table with an overview of the themes.  The themes are discussed in more detail in the following section, including a brief descriptive overview and sample quotes.  


Table 22: Open ended response themes
	Theme
	N
	%

	Logistics
	99
	18%

	Agenda types/Mobile application
	76
	14%

	Broad Compliments
	69
	13%

	Topics
	65
	12%

	Speakers/plenaries
	42
	8%

	Networking/social events
	38
	7%

	Food
	35
	6%

	Rapid Fire
	31
	6%

	Poster sessions
	30
	6%

	Shuttle service
	27
	5%

	2017 Location
	19
	3%

	Roundtable
	10
	2%





Logistics (99, 18%)
The respondents who provided open ended comments were generally very positive about the conference.  There were a many comments related to logistics and planning.  These included issues related to the proximity of the different conference locations and meeting rooms, hotel accommodations, the length of the conference (a desire for shorter days and longer conference or shorter conference overall), the technology capacity within each of the presentation rooms, and the length of various sessions.  Other comments were specifically addressing issues around facilities in the convention center (particularly the lack of a lactation room), the materials provided at registration, and the timing of the conference this year.


Table 23: Logistics sub themes
	Logistics Sub-Themes (n=99)
	N
	%

	Proximity of locations 
	24
	24%

	Positive comments
	4
	17%

	Negative comments
	14
	58%

	Neutral comments
	6
	25%

	Technology in the rooms
	19
	19%

	Screen size too small/not enough screens
	13
	68%

	Suggestions for general improvements (app/wifi)
	6
	32%

	Facilities in convention center
	14
	14%

	Positive comments
	6
	43%

	Lack of lactation facilities
	3
	21%

	Other negative
	5
	36%

	Registration materials
	12
	12%

	Positive comments
	6
	50%

	Noisy badges
	3
	25%

	Other negative comments
	3
	25%

	Length of sessions
	11
	11%

	More time for roundtables
	5
	45%

	Positive comments
	2
	18%

	Buffer time between sessions
	4
	36%

	Length of conference
	8
	8%

	Extended conference to shorten days
	4
	50%

	Shorter days preferred
	4
	50%

	Hotel issues
	8
	8%

	Labor disputes (negative)
	2
	25%

	Number of hotels/distance (negative)
	6
	75%

	Timing of conference
	3
	3%



Proximity of locations (24, 24%)
I also was unable to make it to the Egan sessions due to timing of getting back and forth between the two locations and my hotel which was about 2.5 miles from the conference center. 
Some conference rooms were way too big for audiences and others were too small such as the first day morning plenary.  Many hotels were located too far away from the conference and shuttles did not operate to/from the conference center past around 6 p.m. which was problematic.  Unfortunately, some attendees played "hookey" during the meeting which was unfortunate for CSTE and their sponsoring organizations who probably expected full attendance. /  / Despite these concerns, the conference was an overall success. 
Another great well organized conference at an absolutely wonderful location. Just one thing was a little confusing - the location of round table sessions. Although, the walk to and from was good for daily steps:)
I liked having to walk to the conference center.  (Never thought I would say that!)  So many times with the CSTE Conference, I rarely get any fresh air because of being in the conference all day, but the walk to and from the Conference Centers provided opportunity to enjoy the city a little, like the reindeer hotdog vendor, the Alaska shaved ice, or even the beautiful flowers and the vocal magpies.  / I appreciated the 5k was promoted more as a walk or run.  There seemed to be a lot more walkers participating.
If possible in the future, keep everything in one building.  I walked to the wrong building for a session and didn't realize it until I got there.  Poor planning on my part but it would have been nice to have everything in one central location.
The conference was amazing as usual. I found having the two venues to be a challenge to going to the roundtables - I think attendance would have been greater for those if they would have occurred at the meeting site. I really liked the antimicrobial resistance surveillance lunch and learn and hope more of those types of conversations can occur.  
Length of conference (8, 8%)
  I don't know if it is possible or not, but I would rather have had the conference go on for and additional day instead of having everything crammed in.  I still feel it was effective, but I know several of my colleagues and I experienced some mental burn out that could have been prevented if we had more days with shorter schedules.  The content of the conference was fantastic-I learned a great deal that I am excited to share with my colleagues.  
The schedule also felt too packed. It was frustrating to miss interesting sessions because of scheduling conflicts (e.g. the sessions that were scheduled to overlap with the networking event at the Heritage Center). It would also be nice to have at least a small block of time set aside for activities - e.g. 2 or 3 hours one afternoon in the middle of the conference where people could take the free shuttle to the zoo, or work from their hotel rooms.
The 7:30 a.m. and 5:45 p.m. sessions are not well attended.  Any chance the conference could be extended by 1/2 to 1 day to make these sessions scheduled for that day  /  / In addition, the poster sessions are too short and only passed by when switching from one session to another.  
I think the schedule is way too packed, esp. sessions that go to 6:30. I had 1 day when I attended an early morning roundtable, and physically could not stay for a session ending at 6:30 pm (we all have our email and work responsibilities to keep up with, not to mention networking). Please end the sessions by 5:30. 
Technology in the rooms (19, 19%)
I noticed that the breakout sessions on the third floor of Dena'ina were set up with AV equipment but only one small display screen, despite the size and capacity of the rooms. I also felt that there were a couple of roundtable discussions that involved, or heavily referenced, materials and may have been a better fit for a breakout, or the optional provision of AV equipment. 
It was totally fantastic.  CSTE did a great job, as always, with organizing and presenting a state of the art conference.  Thank you for your support of so many of us to provide us the opportunity to attend.  Two comments:  1) it might be good to review presenter's slides in advance.  Some of the font sizes, graph sizes, and colors did not project well in a large room.  2)  it would be good to let the supervisor of a person receiving an award know about it in advance so the supervisor could be present when the award is bestowed.
Seriously - there should be more than one screen per room. Having only one screen per room made it difficult to see slides. 
The AV set up in most of the sessions was really bad - often just 1 small screen in the corner of the room - not visible at all to most attendees. One would think visibility of the presentations would be one of the top priorities at such a major conference - it's such a basic thing. That part was super disappointing.
The set up in the main Infectious Disease (Tikhatnu A) room left much to be desired. There was only one small screen in a huge room and it was difficult to view. The audio equipment was poor in quality as well. Many excellent presentations were delivered but were not well received I believe due to these constraints. The main plenary room also seemed to have similar issues with screens being too small and difficult to view. Additionally, although I understand the intent of the buzzer to keep timeliness, there has to be a better way to keep time. Perhaps reducing the jarring volume of the buzzer. The loud distracting buzzer alarms gave the presentations almost a game-show like feel. It took away from the professional air of the conference. Perhaps they can set the buzzer just to buzz to signal it's time to finish rather than the loud, shrill annoying alarm buzzer we all heard about 10 times over by the end of a session. One additional suggestion is perhaps to have a table at the front on the floor equipped with microphones (one on either side of the stage bc obviously there is not enough room on the stage itself for 10 speakers), facing the audience where presenters may be seated as well, so there isn't such trouble at the end with climbing back on stage to answer questions. 
Facilities in convention center (14, 14%)
Again lovely conference. I made some great new connections and enjoyed the sessions I attended. And the scenery was amazing! /   Also heard from a colleague that a conference attendant was pumping in a bathroom stall.  I hope all future conferences will consider having a lactation room for nursing moms. I was appalled to hear that someone was pumping in a bathroom stall at a public health conference.
I loved the fact that all of the breakout rooms I saw were of ample size. The last CSTE conference I attended in Nashville was not nearly as good because I could not get into popular breakout sessions.  Thank you!
It would have been nice to have a nursing room for moms that needed to pump during the conference. I counted 7 other moms looking for space. I emailed the conference a week prior and was told "No, unfortunately due to the facility rental fees we cannot dedicate meeting space for nursing mothers."  I few days later I was then told to check with the registration desk. The registration desk directed me to the admin office of the conference center that allowed us to use an office with no locking door, no sink, and no fridge. This was (of course) better than using a bathroom or missing a session to walk back to my hotel. I am extremely disappointed this seemed like an afterthought for the CSTE conference due to the fact that it's (1) 2016, (2) this is a HUGE conference, (3) there are a lot of working moms and women in this industry, and (4) this is a PUBLIC HEALTH conference. I hope this is something you all budget in for future conferences. I will not be joining as a member until I feel this conference considers the most basic right of working moms (practice what you preach). 
Loved the venue, great organization, loved healthy food options and Favorite part of festivities was the 5 K run, it was a highlight to run with new epi's I had met! Really sets an example to participate in healthy activities.  Way to lead the way with creating cultural norms! Would love to have the same 5 K at the 2017 annual.  Could even offer walking groups for other times, like walk and talk routes to talk with new people during the poster breaks- like setup a lane where you could sort of mindlessly walk as you chat and network during the breaks! 
Registration materials (12, 12%)
2) The name badges were distractingly loud, and they do not lend themselves to reuse because of the two clip format (for example I can't use it on my work badge which only accommodates one clip).
I also liked the more sustainable badges...I was disappointed to be staying in a hotel with labor dispsutes and hope CSTE would consider not including such hotels in planning fuutre events. Thanks to CSTE staff for all their efforts. I know how much work this confrence involves and truly appreciate it. 
Absolutely amazing experience. Such a well organized and executed conference. More t-shirts and possibly water bottles or other items for purchase next year please! 
At other meetings I've attended, it was possible to bring a friend or family member to any social event for a fee. Having to register someone for the meeting so they could attend a social event was unmanageable and felt like a statement that friends and relatives were unwelcome.  / 
For conferences that have multiple site locations, it  would be nice to have a basic directional map as well as what floor it is located at on the pocket book and mobile app.   
Hotel issues (8, 8%)
Most importantly, it was very upsetting to me that two of the conference hotels (Hilton and Sheraton) were selected despite labor disputes. That kept me away from events at those hotels. As a public health org, I believe cste should have policies that respect workers organizing efforts as important to worker (and hotel guests) health and safety.
I know it was challenging but the shuttle schedule was way off by the 3rd day. It was also a bit inconvenient to have a hotel that was so far away from the conference.
Also, I would suggest CSTE show a little more due dilligence when recommending hotels to conference attendees. At the time of the conference, labor disputes between employees and management of the Sheraton Anchorage were going on. 
Length of sessions (11, 11%)
Allowing more time for roundtable sessions would make them more productive-- after introductions there wasn't much time for discussion.
I missed the start of the opening plenary due to participation in a round table and had to walk between locations. Would have been nice to allow for that.
The breakout sessions and information sessions/meetings need to end on time. Almost every single one of the occupational health meetings went way over time, cutting into the other meetings and sessions. People seemed to complete disregard the meeting end times, and usually it was the same three or four people discussing amongst themselves. These meetings/sessions must be moderated better.
The hardest part was how I felt sessions were so on top of each other. I didn't go to the opening reception because I felt the roundtable sessions were more important and I felt a "social" event should NOT have been built right into that -- there should have been time for people to have a break or you should have had a reception that was closer for people to attend. I also thought it was incredibly hard to understand the bus/shuttle schedule and every time I asked CSTE staff for help, no one seemed to know what was going on.
Timing of conference (3, 3%)
Can you please avoid conflicts with Mother's Day or Father's Day weekends?
It was disappointing to me that the conference started on Father's Day. I attended the MCH session on Sunday and the speakers even pointed out that as we were talking about the importance of men in MCH we were asking attendees and speakers to leave their families on this day. I do not think this would have occurred if it were Mother's Day Overall, however, I thought it was a great conference and very well organized. The registration process was smooth and I appreciated that you did not use plastic holders for the name badges.

Agenda type/mobile application (76, 14%)
There were many comments about the mobile application.  Most of the respondents liked having multiple options including the mobile application and several paper options.  Some of the respondents indicated that they did not use the app at all because they preferred printed.  Many of the responses included specific improvements like making it easier to contact speakers, easier to access specific aspects, maps and other information to access more easily.  Some of the participants indicated they could not use the app.  

Table 24: Agenda type/mobile application sub-themes
	Agenda types/Mobile application Sub-Themes (n=76)
	N
	%

	Like multiple agenda options
	13
	17%

	Prefer printed agenda
	13
	17%

	Suggested improvements to the app
	31
	41%

	Type of information displayed
	8
	26%

	Less bulky/battery consuming
	7
	23%

	Way information is displayed
	11
	35%

	Rooms/locations/community maps
	3
	10%

	Other
	2
	1%

	Could not use the app
	4
	5%



Like multiple options (13,17%)
I very much liked the new pocket quide in combination with the new app. Kudo's to those who developed this.
-I think it was smart to forgo the huge printed book with all of the session information. I thought that I would miss it, but the pocket guide + the cste app were perfect!
Really great conference. The pocket reference was really helpful for finding sessions. The mobile app was essential for the breakdown of individual presentations. I ran out of battery a lot though because I was looking at my phone for the individual schedules.
The phone app was most helpful in organizing my personal schedule of conference sessions. However, I miss the paper agenda for the abstracts in each session. Perhaps a good compromise would be to make a PDF/electronic version of the old agendas available for attendees to read either on their phones/tablets or before the conference. In the past, there were more options for those little flags on the badges, including fellow alumni. As a fellow alumni, I feel it'd be useful to have those flags to help identify other alumni.
Prefer printed (13, 17%)
For a variety of reasons I was unable to download the mobile app. I was very frustrated in not having a detailed agenda for all of the sessions. I'd strongly prefer to have a list of the presentation titles for each break out and rapid fire session listed in the pocket agenda. While I received some of the details from the 2 subcommittees (MCH and vectorborne) that I'm on, I didn't have access to the other sessions. If these cannot be incorporated into a pocket agenda, then at least list them on the website.  /  / Otherwise, the conference was excellent as usual. 
I miss the printed program. Perhaps there's an intermediate solution between the full printed program and the pocket guide. I like to be able to see the presentation and poster titles to choose how to best spend my time. / 
Please bring back the printed agenda, use office paper or newsprint if a fancy book is too expensive.  I did not like the app.  
The printed CSTE pocket program was still essential to my attending appropriate sessions.

Suggested improvements (31, 41%)
The mobile app is very useful. A slight change that would make it much better is to include the speaker name with the title on the session at a glance screen.
*It would be great if the mobile app was less clunky.  i found i had to follow several clicks to get abstract content- open session, then open title, then click to get the abstract.  also update/alerts only occured when you closed and re-opened the app.  never got alerts until too late at times. /
Fabulous conference overall.  / Mobile app is a great idea but needs serious work. Needs better display of location information on the initial view once you add it to the agenda; need a way to color code or prioritize events - for example sometimes you have sessions you must attend - moderate, etc and other sessions that you are interested and their is no way to distinguish. Also sometimes I'm interested in multiple sessions at once and certain segments within sessions so need way to distinguish that ; annotating would be good too
I think the poster sessions were great to have on the app, but it was confusing to see all of these sessions happening at once. If you're like me and you're putting in your events into the app, the app gets confused when multiple items are selected for the same time, like coffee/tea and any plenary.
Need more of the breakout session titles in the app. Had to either use the pocket guide to make my schedule or click on almost every presentation to see the full title. Especially since for some the track name took up the entire length of the breakout title language. 
The app did not have the ability to select individual posters, and was not easy to see what number boards each was on. Would have been useful to at least have the printed poster listing. / Also would have been useful to see restaurants sorted by distance from convention center in the app, and not by food type.
The application would crash quite frequently and most of the options did not work.  I uninstalled it and reinstalled it three times, but failed to get it to work properly.  Just gave up and thankfully you guys still had the pocket guides.
The app's navigation was difficult sometimes and I was not able to access room location information at times. Also, I often confused poster presentations with actual oral presentations since they were presented in a similar fashion in the app schedule. /The people search app is useful, but is awkward to use and doesn't integrate with LinkedIn or email. Otherwise, I really like the concept and used it once to find someone's last name!
Would be helpful if the mobile app included LOCATIONS of the talks. Detailed information was there, but you then had to refer to the website or pocket agenda to determine where the talks were. 
Would definitely like to be able to access the abstracts from the app AND would appreciate a way to get an overview of a day rather than having to enter each session to see details. The titles of the sessions are fun but not illuminating in terms of content
Could not use (4, 5%)
I could not download the conference app on my State I-phone and had no other options to view the presentations ahead of time. I'm sure I missed presentations that I would have otherwise prioritized to attend.
mobile app not applicable with phone

General compliments (15, 20%)
Continue to use the mobile app. Very helpful for conference planning and setting agenda for each day. 
I absolutely loved the mobile app!!! My suggestion would be to market it a little more.  
I found the app extremely useful and would love to see it again for the 2017 conference.
Mobile app a great idea; I have not seen it in other conferences - please share with other conferences! / Thank you CSTE, for sponsoring attendees who are not able to attend otherwise. The conference (and of course location) was wonderful, with so many topics in the presentations and networking to learn what other states are doing and bring home ideas to share in our own state.
The app was fantastic. In 2017, Epi Info would like to use it to alert everyone when scheduled demonstrations are to begin.
The social media feature on the app was informative.  I liked the option to add notes and export the notes. 

Broad compliments (n=69, 13%)
Many of the open ended responses were general compliments to CSTE regarding the quality of the conference.  Attendees indicated that it is one of the favored conferences and considered one of the best conferences for the field. The respondents enjoyed the location and were complimentary of the organization and planning that went into making the conference successful.  In addition, attendees indicated that the breadth of topics was very important.  

Table 25: Broad compliments sub-themes
	Broad Compliments Sub-Themes (n=69)
	N
	%

	General
	31
	45%

	Location
	11
	16%

	Organization/planning
	13
	19%

	Sessions and topics
	10
	14%

	Networking opportunities
	4
	6%



General compliments (31, 45%)
This was my first CSTE Conference and I was not disappointed! I plan to continue attending for the foreseeable future.
You all really put on one of the best conferences I've ever attended.  I was a one day-guest attendee/presenter and the depth of your membership and issues tackled is phenomenal. 
This was an excellent conference in every way:  engaging speakers, sessions were kept on time, facilities were excellent (and encouraged walking), posters were informative, A/V (mostly) worked. 
Overall was a great first time experience.  Will be looking forward to next years.
Excellent conference!  One of the best conferences of any type that I've been to in recent years.
The CSTE conference has been improving year after year. This year was no exception. I thoroughly, enjoyed the conference and networking with our colleagues across the country.  
Location (11, 16%)
CSTE is always a great conference and this year was no exception! I appreciate how the conference location is always built into the theme and content of sessions. I'm looking forward to 2017!
Great conference!  Good location.  Enjoyed intersection of relevant place and plenaries, plus opening ceremony at heritage center. 
Thank you for all the great work to pull together the conference again this year. The conference center was great and everything was accessible. The downtown location was great as it offered a number of close restaurant options and was very walkable from my hotel (Sheraton).
This was the best conference that I have been to as of yet and I have been attending these conferences since 2009! While it was a great location, I really felt that the quality of those contributing to it (presenters, posters, etc) were better than in past years.  The layout was great!  I want to commend the planning committee for doing such a great job! 
Organization/Planning (13, 19%)
This was my first conference, and I was a bit overwhelmed. There is so much offered at the conference and I was only able to take in a small fraction of the opportunities available. Thank you for putting on such a high quality, cross-cutting agenda and offering of sessions.
The conference was very well organized. CSTE is my favorite conference of the year, always my top choice to attend. Anchorage was beautiful. Rapid-fire presentations are always top-notch.
Staff were pretty well informed and helpful. And as always, it's the best epi conference around - good opportunities to meet people and learn about other great work going on. 
I thought this year's conference was very well organized and the quality of presentations was very good.  Having presentations from public health Alaska was so very important and relevant to this meeting.
Great conference! I am always amazed by all of the fantastic work being done by CSTE and its members. Great learning and planning opportunities. Thanks for all of the great work done by CSTE in putting this together.
Sessions and topics (10, 14%)
This was my first CSTE conference, and it was the best conference I have attended. It was the more relevant to my work than any other public health related conferences I have attended. I will definitely attend again if I am able to obtain funding either through my organization or a CSTE scholarship. 
This was my first CSTE Conference and I was blown away! Most of the sessions I attended were intriguing and interesting, inspiring thought about my current procedures/status of diseases in my Regional office. 
Overall, this was another fabulous conference! Every year, I look forward to CSTE as a week to get up to speed on the successes and lessons learned from other states that I can incorporate into my work and come home invigorated with new energy and ideas to implement. 
Overall though, the conference and topics were highly relevant, really useful and it was a very worthwhile experience. Thank you. 
Networking opportunities (4, 6%)
I think this was the best CSTE conference I've been to so far. The information was relevant, I learned things that I'm going to take home and keep thinking about, and I met people doing very important work.
Overall, a better conference than APHA...good networking opportunities..making it useful in our work activities.  / Congrats to the CSTE conference team for a great job!!! Well done !!!!
Topics (65, 12%)
Most of the comments about topics and the sessions overall included comments about specific topics that attendees would like to see in breakout sessions, the desire for more variety and yet also an appreciation for the wide variety of topics covered.  In addition, many respondents indicated that they would like more time for discussion of the topics during plenaries and breakouts.  There were some comments addressing the quality of presentations and topics as well as ideas for future topics that people would like to see more of at future conferences.  Several of the comments addressed concerns about hearing presentations multiple times or hearing repeated information from the pre-conference at conference breakout sessions or information presented again that had already been presented at other locations.
Table 26: Topics sub-themes
	Topics Sub-Themes (n=65)
	N
	%

	Specific topics in breakout sessions
	27
	42%

	Infectious disease/HAI/VBD
	11
	41%

	Cross sectional/MCH/Substance abuse
	10
	37%

	Position statement intro/One health/Other
	3
	11%

	Zika
	3
	11%

	More discussion during sessions
	5
	8%

	Variety of topics
	11
	17%

	Future topic requests
	7
	11%

	Repetition of information/topics
	9
	14%

	Quality of topics/presentations
	6
	9%



Specific topics in breakout sessions (24, 37%)
Disappointed in the number of breakout sessions and round table sessions there was this year for respiratory/influenza.
great conference as usual, could have used maybe one more HAI roundtable during the lunch hour. Conference was a little lighter on content than the last two years, in my opinion. Should have made it clearer early that Summit was in another building, I arrived pretty late to one session because I didn't realize it was in another building. 
I found that some of the presentations were in sections that did fit the topic. For example, I missed several presentations about TB, because they were in the Vaccine Preventable Disease section, while I would have expected TB information to be in Infectious Disease.
I thought there was a lot of information regarding surveillance/informatics but the majority of topics and presentations discussed electronic case reporting at length. For a state with limited resources and budget, this was a really daunting topic and there wasn't much to take-away from those sessions as we're so far from being able to consider implementation of this. It would be great to incorporate a larger variety of surveillance/informatics topics that give state health departments a sense of how other states are doing more with less in terms of day-to-day surveillance activities. We would love to walk away with ideas and options for forward yet reasonable change in our states. 
I was sorry that Zika was not addressed at all; also there was no room for "latebreakers" like the Elizabeth kingii outbreak in Wisconsin. 
The Substance Use surveillance track was very helpful and I was glad to see that many other injury epi topics were not overlooked or neglected. 
This conference is very state focused. As a local epidemiologist who works on all kinds of health issues, I wished there was more methods focused presentations more realistic to the type of data we have access to. 
Topics of plenaries (6, 9%)
Overall 2016 was a great conference! Excellent content and presenters. As someone in non-infectious epidemiology, I think the planning subcommittees have done an excellent job expanding the topic areas and putting together interesting and informative sess
Apart from the negatives, I did appreciate the scope and breadth of the presentations and the incorporation of more Alaska related presentations, great to learn more about local concerns!  Thank you!
More discussion (7,11%)
Sunday workshop was very well attended but would benefit from a format that allows more discussion and dialogue - would benefit the presenters to know the room layout and Number of attendees so we can adjust the format to ensure maximum engagement
There was not enough time for discussion/feedback at the ID position statement roundtables. More sessions or longer sessions should be incorporated next year if that number of position statements are up for discussion.
This was my second time attending the conference, and I really enjoyed it again.  The week is a long one, and the conference is pretty intense in terms of long days and lots of information, but overall it's very good.  My one complaint would be that I didn't feel there was enough time to discuss some of the important position statements, like Zika, and would recommend that if there is a particularly hot button or contentious issue up for debate that it be given time in a separate session/discussion, rather than trying to fit it in the same 1 - 1 1/2 hours with several others.  It makes it feel too rushed, and I felt that many people didn't feel they'd been given enough time to read and digest the information and provide feedback. 
Variety of topics (9, 14%)
As with last year's conference in Boston, I was impressed with the diversity of topics for the breakout sessions and roundtables, which is a great strength. 
I'm disappointed in CSTE's support of the occupational health sessions. In previous years, we had two concurrent sessions which were easily filled by submissions from both federal and state occupational health researchers. This year significant and interesting content were forced into a 'rapid fire' session and poster presentations. I believe this approach undermines CSTE as a meaningful conference for state-based public health and doesn't allow a vibrant discussion of the research and prevention activities occurring in public health. I'd encourage a reconsideration of the number of sessions provided for occupational health.
The topics included in the breakout sessions covered a broad spectrum. The roundtable sessions offered topics related to local health departments that included information sharing. 
We had fewer slots for our subcommittee but had many, many more high quality abstracts  than we could schedule. I plead that there be more Occupational Health slots available during the meeting.
Future topics (7,11%)
Assure wide variety of topics are presented. Would like to see more zoonotic/vectorborne content.
More chronic disease session focusing on winnable battles, tobacco and obesity prevention
Please create at least one session that would allow/inspire local PH presentations. A better balance between CDC, CSTE, State and local PH would benefit everyone. 
Repetition of information/topics (9, 14%)
Also - I found the rapid fire sessions to be the most useful for hearing what others were working on and sharing ideas. I would have preferred to see those presentations being breakout sessions with each presenter having more time. I felt like the breakout session that involved project reviews (i.e. CDC review of the NMI) were composed of information that has been shared multiple times with folks involved in those projects.
Conference was great.  Staff did an awesome job.  It would be nice to focus more on quality versus quantity-meaning, have less rapid fires and more in depth presentations.  Hearing multiple presentations in a short period of time, was overwhelming (information overload).
I attended the Sunday pre-conference EH session and was disappointed that several of the presentations were repeated during the conference breakout sessions.  The presentations were great; I just didn't really want to hear them a second time. 
Just general feedback to find some presentations and topics that are brand new information. Some of the presentations included information I have seen at several other conferences/presentations. I heard others say they didn't learn anything new or went to presentations that they already had the information for. I was pleased with my sessions, but think it would be helpful to have some "hot off the press" sessions with brand new information/research. 
Some of the presentations felt like repeated work that has been previously done. If there are more innovative projects and something different it would be great. For instance some of the Hepatitis Panels seemed to be for things that have been done previously without new findings.

Quality of topics/presentations (3, 5%)
The number of high quality presentations and the amount of great work being done around the country is astounding. 
Having gone from working at the state to the local level, I found this conference to be non-applied. As Epidemiologists we do a good job identifying the issues but we have yet to move as a discipline to identifying the answers. This is unfortunate as we have the potential to do a lot of good. I was bummed there wasn't more applied science and don't think my team nor I will return again. 
Speakers/Plenaries (42, 8%)
Most of the respondents who had comments about the plenaries discussed how much they enjoyed the topics of the plenaries this year, their desire for plenary topics that were broad enough to be of interest to everyone, and ideas for future plenary topics.  There were also some comments that were focused on the logistics of the rooms in which the plenaries were held.

Table 27: Speakers/plenaries sub themes
	Speakers/plenaries Sub-Themes (n=42)
	N
	%

	Ideas for future years
	5
	12%

	Topics
	14
	33%

	Positive comments
	5
	36%

	Recommendations for future years
	4
	29%

	Negative comments
	5
	36%

	Logistics/space in the room
	7
	17%

	General compliments
	16
	38%



Ideas for future years (5, 12%)
Este Gerrety from ESRI for a plenary speaker to speak on geography and health
I would really recommend having a Plenary speaker from the occupational health arena - Linda Rae Murray MD,MPH would be great. 
My favorite plenary was the Alaska Health Commissioner's talk. Camara Jones was an excellent pick for the Jonathan Mann lecture. I'd love to see a continued focus on health inequities/disparities. 
Please get someone calm and not alarmist to talk about climate change. I had to step out of that part of the plenary because the anxiety level was too high. Overall excellent conference as usual! I'm not sure how to make networking better at the Presidents dinner since people are so contained at the various tables. Also, THANK YOU for inviting a woman to be the J Mann speaker. I will say that Paul Farmer was an incredible disappointment last year but Dr Jones more than made up for it this year.
Want to see occupational health speaker for one of plenary sessions.
Topics of plenaries (14, 33%)
- Keynotes & plenaries should be "big picture" talks, not detailed presentations with a lot of data. I attend those to get inspired and leave with a overall picture. The entire rest of the week is for detailed talks with graphs and numbers! 
1. I was surprised that there was not some plenary time set aside for cutting edge topics like Zika and our response.  / 2. I find it more interesting to hear from outside speakers during the plenaries, rather than other state epidemiologists.  I would prefer to have the state epis present as part of the break out sessions.  
Health equity, return of investment (economic analysis for public health), climate change. Time for award session in the Presidential Banquet can be shortened, or some of the awards can be distributed at the last day of plannery session.
The climate change plenary speaker was a little over the top. She seemed almost hysterical, which is unfortunate because her topic is so important.  
The inclusion of speakers from Alaska provided an excellent opportunity to learn about important issues that are unique to this area.  Build climate change and disaster epidemiology into the plenaries to help our members understand the issues and public health actions needed. 
Logistics/space in the room (7, 17%)
Excellent conference! Tues and Wed plenary sessions were very engaging but I'd have enjoyed having some time for Q&A, especially with Pam Pontones. 
It was a great conference! My only suggestions: 1) For the plenaries, I sat about half way back and I couldn't read the slides. Maybe require that the speakers use large enough font? Or rearrange the layout so that it is easier to see? 
Need more space for plenary sessions.  There were not enough seats for everyone, especially on the first day.  Plenary itself was interesting.
General compliments (16, 38%)
Even though the plenaries were not all about chronic disease, I nevertheless found them to be inspiring and indirectly relevant to my work in chronic disease. I made some great contacts at the conference.  The breakout sessions were refreshing. It was great to hear some of the innovative analyses that others are doing. I thoroughly enjoyed this conference!
I really liked the location focus of the first plenary session. I like d the variety of topics. There were fewer STD focused presentations than I expected considering the disease burden in the country. 
Pam Pontones was an awesome speaker. She did more than throw stats. at us; she told a story that connected the local population to public health and state agency efforts for an outbreak. 
The 2016 conference was dramatically better than 2015.  While I was critical of the plenary content for 2015, the 2016 conference plenary content was highly relevant and extremely interesting.  Well done!!
The plenaries were the best part of the meeting, especially on the first day. Having local public health present helped link the location to our work.



Networking/Social events (38, 7%)
The comments around networking opportunities and social events focused primarily on the opening reception, the unique professional networking opportunity of the conference in general, and the opportunities for fellow and alumni networking.  Most people really enjoyed the opening reception and felt that it was a great opportunity to learn about the community.  There were a few comments about the food or flow of the opening reception (lack of food), but overall the comments about the reception were positive.
Table 28: Networking/social events sub-themes
	Networking/social events Sub-Themes (n=38)
	N
	%

	Opening ceremony
	14
	37%

	Positive comments
	11
	79%

	Suggestions for improvements
	3
	21%

	More structured networking opportunities
	7
	18%

	General networking opportunities
	6
	16%

	Networking for fellows and alumni
	5
	13%



Opening Ceremony (14, 37%)
I also really enjoyed the reception at the Native Heritage Center.  Understanding the culture of the populations we serve is essential and the location of the reception made for a fun environment that tied to the plenary speech earlier in the day.

Opening night reception was in a lovely venue, but I spent the entire time waiting in line for food, so it did not facilitate the intended networking purpose.

2) The welcoming reception was lovely and the location was fantastic. However maybe have more stations for food? I ended up spending most of the evening waiting in line. 

Excellent idea to have the reception at the cultural center...gave attendees some insights about the culture of native Alaskans.  Should replicate in whatever cities future CSTE conference going to be held. 

Reception: I enjoyed the event but it was difficult to network because of the layout I think. I was there on the earlier side and went to the food tents upon arrival but the lines really looked long later in the evening. 

More structured networking opportunities (7, 18%)
I would have loved more walking/running or even just more sight-seeing opportunities happening before and after the conference. I traveled alone and did not always feel safe walking around Anchorage by myself, it would have been nice if there were some more coordinated opportunities to be active with a group. Also, many people did individual excursions with families while traveling - it would be great if CSTE could arrange some activities like that so we could mingle with other attendees and get a better group rate. Otherwise, I thought the conference content was fantastic (really appreciated the expansion of chronic disease sessions), and the venue was perfect.   

Plan an excursion or event that would highlight something special about the conference city that attendees would enjoy (e.g. group baseball game...).  The museum was not a great location for the banquet.  It was difficult to network due to the setup and the food stations had extremely long wait times.

Overall it was a great conference. I think it would be useful to have organized opportunities for meeting people outside of our organizations. I'm not sure how that would look but something to think about.

General networking opportunities (6, 16%)
The reason I rated most of the networking opportunities as fair is because I personally did not think there was enough time allotted at the end of each event to network.  I understand that CSTE reserved the rooms for a particular amount of time.  However, I think it would have been more beneficial if there would have been at least 30 minutes after the networking event to actually network.  Despite the this, I really had a great time at all the events that were designated as networking opportunities. 

It was excellent.  What I like most is the opportunity to network with colleagues I work with all the time and be able to attend sessions outside of my subject matter areas.

This was the most wonderful opportunity to immerse myself in my program area to discover additional ways to implement programs in our jurisdiction.  Meeting colleagues and listening to presentations is a very essential aspect of doing applied epidemiology.  CSTE provides this opportunity like no other conference I've ever attended.

The CSTE conference includes so many valuable sessions it is difficult to attend them all.  The most value is found in the opportunity to talk with colleagues face-to-face and promote collaboration

Networking for fellows and alumni (5, 13%)
I would really like to have a formal time for CSTE fellowship alumni to re-connect. The graduation ceremony didn't really lend itself to that. It would be really nice to somehow incorporate the alumni reunion into the graduation night. I went hoping to see some of the fellow's from my class but I didn't recognize anyone. 

As a student my experience would have benefited from more student focused activities. I would have liked to see student mixer or networking session scheduled.

Networking might be facilitated at the Fellowship graduation if all former fellows were invited and acknowledged at the event. 

Food (35, 6%)
Most of the food comments focused on the challenges to getting food in the amount of time allotted for lunch or prior to the start of the morning sessions.  Other comments addressed the quality of the food (particularly at the Presidential banquet) and the way that food was provided at special events.  There were also several comments that were generally very positive about the quality of the food and the amount of food provided at the breaks and breakfast.
Table 29: Food sub-themes
	Food Sub-Themes (n=35)
	N
	%

	Request to bring in lunch/breakfast
	16
	46%

	Social event meal options
	5
	14%

	Amount and quality of food at breaks
	7
	20%

	General compliments
	7
	20%



Bring in lunch/breakfast options (16/46%)
I know that meals can't be provided - but it would be extremely helpful if there was a vendor where boxed lunches could be purchased to decrease time in getting food for lunch. I would have loved this option so as not to miss 1 PM talks.

Availability of convenient healthy food options for lunch and breakfast continues to be a challenge in conference locations that are not as metropolitan. Please consider bringing back breakfast at the conference center. Well worth the convenience and networking for a moderate increase in price for registration. Thank you for working hard to make this conference a success!

The hour allocated for lunch was difficult, since everyone went at the same time, and there were long waits in restaurants in the area.

The water bottles and snacks were great but it would of been nice to have breakfast provided since many places did not open until after 7am. 

Social event meal options (5/14%)
For the opening reception of the 2017, depending on where the even is held (whether outside or inside) there should be more signage for food stations.  During the 2016 annual conference reception, there was no signage on which way to go for food and drinks and what food was being served at each food station. 

Have a student member dinner as well.

Amount and quality of food at breaks (7/20%)
Another small negative piece of feedback was that there was not enough fruit for the morning break. For those of us who stayed until the end of the Q&A session of the plenary, most of the fruit was gone by the time we got to the Exhibit hall.

My chief complaint was that the functions constantly ran out of food.  This included no dessert for the opening reception and no fruit and ice cream during during the morning and afternoon sessions.  It would have been helpful to have breakfast and lunch on-site to maximize time. 

Food was disappointing. There was not enough snacks at the breaks and snacks were gone by the time some sessions let out. /  / President's banquet food was poor and not worth the price

General compliments (7, 20%)
The plums and peanut butter cookies were excellent. 

The snacks and drinks were very good; the coffee was superb! It was somewhat difficult to have sessions spread out between two conference centers and sometimes deterred me from attending a session if it was located at another conference center (although it was 

Rapid Fire (31, 6%)
Most of the respondents were positive about the rapid fire sessions and would like to see them continued in future years.  There were several categories of responses though and even some of the respondents who liked the rapid fire sessions had some suggestions for improvements.  As can be seen in the sample of comments below (by theme), respondents had suggestions for longer presentation times (7-10 minutes), more consistency among the presentations in terms of time and quality, and rearranging the structure of the sessions to allow for meet the authors or longer question and answer sections.
Table 30: Rapid Fire sub-themes
	Rapid Fire Sub-Themes (n=31)
	N
	%

	Length of time of presentation
	14
	45%

	Prefer longer presentations (7+ minutes)
	10
	71%

	Prefer shorter presentations or better moderation
	4
	29%

	Generally positive
	11
	35%

	Adjustments to structure/organization
	4
	13%

	More consistency
	2
	6%



Length of time of presentations (14, 45%)
I like the rapid-fire format, though think 5 minutes is too short.  6-7 minutes seems ideal so that presenters do not need to speed-talk through the presentations. 

Great Conference.  Great location!!  Rapid fire session talks were a little too short.  Maybe make them a little longer (7- 10 min?) and fewer in the session.  

I loved the idea of the rapid fire presentation, it allows viewers to get a lot of information in a short amount of time.  As someone who presented and watched this format, it was a bit too short.  Would recommend reconsidering the time to 7 or 10 minutes if possible.  I did appreciate keeping speakers on task and no wasted time.  Just made most speakers present so quickly that it was difficult to understand. 

Rapid fires with <7 minutes were too rapid. I know it's not ideal but we should accept fewer abstracts if we're only going to give people 5 minutes. Presenters did a lot with this but still, 5 minutes is very challenging as a presenter and listener.

This was my first CSTE conference, though I have attended other scientific conferences in the past, such as ASTMH. I found the presentations to be of mixed quality and was not a fan of the 5-minute rapid fire format. I think fewer abstracts should be accepted to allow for longer and higher quality presentations.

Generally positive (11, 35%)
I really enjoyed the format of the rapid-fire sessions as well. I think that was a great way to present a variety of speakers, topics, and geographical representation. Please continue to include this format at future conferences! 

I like that there is a wide variety of presentations and rapid fire sessions. It's nice to be able to learn about many different topic and make contact if necessary after w/o sitting in a session for an hour for each of those presentation. 

The rapid fire sessions were interesting and well-conducted - they stayed on time, which is unusual in my experience of scientific meetings.  

Adjustments to structure/organization (4, 13%)
I enjoyed all of the sessions I attended, ESPECIALLY the rapid fire sessions! Perhaps you could call the time in between sessions but following a rapid fire session 'Networking with the Authors' (or something catchier) so as to encourage people to continue the conversation that rapid fire research presentations begin.

Last year, I found rapid fire session was a very good attempt for enteric outbreak investigation. But this year, I found the format rapid fire was a little overused and I didn't have a chance to hear good surveillance or studies with in-depth presentation. I think the organizer should balance the utility of rapid fire format. 

More consistency (2, 6%)
I enjoy the grouping of similar-themed topics in rapid-fire sessions; however, due to timing, there was high inconsistency in the ability to ask questions or discuss with presenters. Overall, I have very much enjoyed my first CSTE conference and look forward to attending future conferences, as well!

Rapid-fire breakouts were great! / Should advise presenters on minimum pt. size for text on slides for easier readability. / Should advise facilitators to turn down the lighting near presentation screen for easier readability.  

Poster Sessions (30, 6%)
Most of the comments on the poster sessions centered around the amount of time to view the posters. Respondents indicated that they would like more time to view the posters and to interact with the poster presenters.  In general, most really like the posters and would like the opportunity to see more of them.
Table 31: Poster session sub-themes
	Poster Sessions Sub-Themes (n=30)
	N
	%

	Not enough time to view
	13
	46%

	Structure of the poster sessions
	7
	25%

	Time to put up and take down posters
	6
	21%

	Timing with other events
	2
	7%



Not enough time to view (13, 46%)
As always, there was not enough time to fully investigate the posters.  

I liked that the posters were spaced out well and it wasn't too crowded, but the amount of time allotted to poster sessions doesn't allow for sufficient time to interact with the presenters and the posters themselves.

I would ask that posters be up for longer periods. Having to rush out of a presentation to view a poster or two and then leave before the poster session ended to make it to the next presentation was awkward, especially in a large venue on multiple floors and two buildings. Perhaps a poster reception during a lengthy lunch break where food was available would be a good solution. 

Poster presentation sessions should've been 45 minutes to 1 hour long (not 30 min) if combined with break and social networking (as was for this conference).

Structure of the poster sessions (7, 25%)
I would like for the poster to have QR code reader printed by the number of the poster so that I can add and access the posters easily to my phone/tablet.  / Also it would be nice to have short 5 minute poster presentation series in the poster hall in small designated session during the break that can people can stop by to listen and learn more about the poster if they like.

I felt the conference was extremely well organized and planned. I did notice a variety of blank spaces in the poster areas, as well as some missing oral presenters; however, I don't know if there is any way to easily remedy last-minute presenter loss. 

It was hard to find time to view all the posters, which is a shame based on all the hard work put into them.  Are the posters "posted" to the website for future reference? 

Time to put up and take down posters (6, 21%)
Posters: I was a little unclear about how the poster sessions flowed and thought the poster was left up for some time. It was fairly inconsistent with set up/take down times and unfortunately missed some I would have liked to see. Also, I have a particular interest in HIV/STD but they were in various places at various times and because of that I didn't see them all. Greater topic refinement would have been helpful. 

There was one morning I went to look at the posters before the Plenary Session and most of the posters were not hung up.  You should encourage poster presenters to leave their posters up during the entire conference so people can view them outside of the normally scheduled poster session times.  I really enjoyed the rapid fire sessions!

Timing with other events (2, 7%)
Excellent conference. Well organized and well run. I felt somewhat rushed during poster session for which 30 minutes overlapping with the breaks were allotted.

Shuttle service (27, 5%)
The shuttle service comments generally focused on the timeliness of the shuttles and coordinating travel back and forth to more remote hotels.  While some of the participants greatly appreciated the shuttles, others found them challenging because on inconsistency of schedule and not enough shuttles running in general.  Below are a sample of comments by theme in this area.
Table 32: Shuttle Service Sub-Themes
	Shuttle Service Sub-Themes (n=27)
	N
	%

	More frequent shuttles/more regular schedule
	10
	37%

	Shuttles for special events
	7
	26%

	Shuttles running on time
	5
	19%

	Generally positive
	3
	11%

	Generally negative
	2
	7%



More frequent shuttles/more regular schedule (10, 37%)
Also, if shuttles are necessary, running them more frequently during peak times and arranging them so they arrive very close to the start time of events would be ideal.
If there was one thing I would have changed it would have been the shuttles.  The timing of the shuttles (even when they were on time) were not ideal.  I missed some sessions at the conference because of the shuttles.  I missed the opening reception because I went to a round table and after it was done, I was told there were no more shuttles going to the reception.  The timing of the shuttles did not make sense.  Instead of coming every 5-10 minutes, I think having a shuttle come every 20 minutes would have been much better for everyone.
The conference was great with many interesting topics.  The shuttle service was not very reliable and caused me to miss some of the sessions I wanted to attend.
Shuttles for special events (7, 26%)
When and how to get to the shuttle for the reception at the Alaskan Native Cultural Center was not at all well posted -- I waited at the Egan center for half an hour before someone finally came by and said that the shuttle would be at the Hilton, and then we waited on the wrong corner of the Hilton for another 5 or so minutes before realizing where we were supposed to stand. I later found an alert on the mobile app giving info about where and when to get the shuttle but it was not clear at the time.
Would have preferred more shuttle bus runs-- was not able to attend Monday opening reception because of delays in getting to hotel-- by then too late to catch bus to reception
A few bits of constructive criticism--a couple of my colleagues were at one of the hotels not downtown and were not able to access the 5K and presidents banquet by shuttle which was inconvenient.
Also, I have registered for 5K run but could not attend to it because the meeting time was at 6:30AM and the first bus from my hotel to the meeting site started at 6:30AM. The only way for me not to miss the 5K run was to take a taxi to the meeting site, but I found it too expensive. Hopefully, next time, the meeting site for 5K run would be near hotels recommended by the conference or at least reasonable time with the free shuttles.
Shuttles running on time (5, 19%)
I appreciated the shuttle from the hotels in midtown to the conference but they did not run on schedule.
The shuttle service, while handy, was off schedule most mornings and made planning difficult to arrive in a timely way.
-fun and friendly conference / -shuttles were essential for those in midtown hotels and yet the shuttles were not reliable, i.e., did not run on schedule /
Generally positive (3, 11%)
Thank you so much for putting on such a wonderful conference in a truly amazing location. I so appreciate all the planning that went into this year's conference. It was great to have the shuttle buses to ferry us around.

Generally negative (2, 7%)
The shuttles/shuttle schedule and basically anything related to transportation to and from the overflow hotels was HORRENDOUS! I missed several sessions and plenary speakers that I would have liked to attend because the shuttle schedule was inconstant and did not line up with important times. For example, there was a shuttle at 7:30 am and 8:30 am which means you either arrived extremely early on already long days or you were late. Please consider the ease and availability of hotels close to the conference center for next year.

2017 Location (19, 3%)
The respondents who provided comments about the annual conference for 2017 largely supported CSTE’s decision to move the conference from North Carolina.  The additional comments included a few suggestions for alternative locations as well as requests for locations to avoid.  Many (9 specific responses mentioning avoid Atlanta) of the respondents did not want to see the annual conference moved to Atlanta in 2017.  However, there were a couple of responses from those who did want to see the conference move to Atlanta to allow for easier participation with CDC.  Below are a few of the comments from this set of responses.

And sadly, I would have to agree with holding the 2017 conference somewhere other than NC unless HB2 is repealed. I'm impressed and proud of CSTE for considering this.
Clearly, no one wants Atlanta.  An additional idea that came up was Kansas City.
Please consider travel bans to North Carolina when making location decision. However, I would prefer if NC is not selected that the venue NOT be Atlanta. There are so many other cool cities in the South East that people don't get to visit often that could host, such as Chattanooga, Charleston (SC), Roanoke, MS Gulf Coast.
Please do not hold in North Carolina if HB2 is not overturned! It is not a safe environment for all attendees given HB2. Please host in Atlanta if not in NC. An Atlanta conference would provide great opportunities to interact with the national office and CDC. In addition Atlanta is close to a lot of populations so it would make it easier for more staff to attend.
Please do NOT hold the 2017 conference in Atlanta.
Roundtable (10, 2%)
The roundtable comments generally focused on ways in which they could be improved, including requesting more structure, making them more interactive, longer time for roundtables, and for some sessions larger rooms.  Having more direction on the way roundtables should be structured (less roll call and more interactive) was mentioned by multiple response.  Timing was also an issue mentioned by multiple respondents indicating that the shorter time period sandwiched between other activities made it difficult to attend the sessions.

I think the roundtable sessions could be improved.  Many that I attended were pretty disorganized and it seemed like those who were leading the sessions were free-wheeling and didn't have much of a plan.
I think the round-table sessions could be structured better in the future. The substance abuse one seemed more like a roll call than anything informative.  
It would have been helpful to have larger rooms for the round table discussions.  Sometimes the ones we had were far too small.
My only complaint about the sessions is that there never seemed to be enough time for the roundtable discussions, because people kept wanting to speak - which is a good thing! 
Revert back to the traditional round table session, Wed RT sessions were poorly attended and a waster of time that could be allocated to 3 presenters instead of One.
The description of the  sessions should provide more detail so people can choose the appropriate session for their interests. There was not much time for round table discussion, especially since they tried introducing all of the attendees. To ensure productive round table discussions, there should be a single topic to focus on and main points to spark the conversation.
The schedule of which position statements were being discussed at the round tables was not available (that I could find) in the mobile app or on the website.  This information would have been highly useful in planning out which round table sessions I wished to attend since there were only a few position statements I wanted to hear. / 



Head Count and Room Count Summary
This year in addition to the evaluation feedback, CSTE also conducted headcounts of the number of people in attendance at each session.  The counts were done at various times throughout the session, ranging from 10 minutes after start time through 10 minutes before the end of the session.
It is interesting to note that there were several workshops where the attendance was lower than the registered numbers.  This is particularly important to note because there were several workshops that were closed to registration and waiting lists created that were not used but could have been.  

Table 33: Pre-conference workshops
	Session
	# Registered
	Sign-Ins
	Headcount
	Sponsored Travelers
	Evaluations

	
	
	Registered
	Total
	
	Registered
	# Attending
	Number
	% of Registered
	% of Registered Sign-ins

	Healthcare Associated Infections (HAI) Prevention Workshop
	150
	121
	135
	114
	39
	37
	72
	48%
	60%

	Palantir System for Enteric Disease Response, Investigation, and Coordination Training
	58
	29
	36
	45
	19
	15
	30
	52%
	103%

	Improving Food Safety through Advanced Molecular Detection: Update on Whole Genome Sequencing's Role in Foodborne Disease Outbreak Investigations
	62
	36
	41
	57
	20
	15
	28
	45%
	78%

	National Meeting of Influenza Surveillance Coordinators
	79
	67
	69
	65
	48
	46
	42
	53%
	63%

	Epi Info 7: A Users Workshop
	45
	26
	27
	31
	2
	1
	15
	33%
	58%

	Electronic Case Reporting: The Surveillance Gold Rush
	131
	107
	129
	118
	46
	44
	45
	34%
	42%

	The Reality of Working in Occupational Health and Safety Surveillance
	83
	72
	81
	70
	44
	40
	34
	41%
	47%

	Applied Surveillance of Substance Use Disorders: Lessons from the Field
	88
	63
	70
	79
	39
	29
	49
	56%
	78%

	Expanding Our Focus: Emerging Methods to Incorporate Populations Underrepresented in MCH Analysis and Reporting
	60
	35
	39
	37
	8
	4
	22
	37%
	63%

	Climate and Public Health: An Interdisciplinary One Health Approach with a focus on Alaska
	113
	79
	87
	86
	26
	25
	40
	35%
	51%

	Data Driven Community Health Assessment and Improvement
	79
	51
	58
	56
	25
	21
	35
	44%
	69%

	Where is the Burden and What Does it Cost? Advanced Methods Using GIS and Tools for Applied Health Economics
	58
	48
	58
	55
	13
	9
	26
	45%
	54%



As can be seen in the tables below, breakout sessions were more well attended than roundtable sessions.  The most popular breakout sessions generally were infectious disease and surveillance/informatics sessions.  Several of the roundtables had minimal (if any attendance) outside of the presenters.  For these sessions in particular, it may be worth considering cutting the number of sessions to possibly increase attendance at others.
In addition, overall attendance is highest in the middle of the day with lower attendance at early morning and late evening sessions.  By Wednesday afternoon, attendance is at it’s lowest levels with significant drops in attendance in the last two sessions.
Table 34: Monday Sessions
	
	Attendees
	Seats available

	
	#
	%
	#
	%

	Monday– 7:30-8am
	339
	30%
	
	

	Strengthening MCH Partnerships (CD/MCH)
	9
	3%
	38
	24%

	Tribal Epi Roundtable (CC1)
	36
	11%
	38
	95%

	CDC Animal Importation Regs (CCII)
	10
	3%
	38
	26%

	Fellowship mentor coffee break (CC III)
	90
	27%
	-
	-

	Towards a National Pollen Monitoring Network (EH)
	17
	5%
	38
	45%

	ID Position statements (ID)
	59
	17%
	38
	155%

	Managing Rare but Life threatening diseases (ID II)
	27
	8%
	38
	71%

	Occupational health Indicators (OH)
	20
	6%
	38
	53%

	Development of an early warning system in outbreak investigations (SI)
	26
	8%
	38
	68%

	Binational case variable and communication protocol
	9
	3%
	38
	24%

	Sponsored by Leidos
	36
	11%
	60
	60%

	Monday 10:30am to 12 noon
	1025
	91%
	
	

	Health equity and disparities (CD)
	114
	11%
	160
	71%

	Rapid fire PRAMS (CD)
	35
	3%
	160
	22%

	Rapid Fire Preparedness (CC)
	85
	8%
	160
	53%

	Not the usual suspects: chemical contamination (eh)
	63
	6%
	132
	48%

	Rapid Fire VPD (ID)
	185
	18%
	378
	49%

	Rapid Fire HIV (ID)
	96
	9%
	400
	24%

	Rapid Fire Enterics (ID)
	143
	14%
	160
	89%

	Motor Vehicle, firearm, and IP injuries (Injury)
	66
	6%
	160
	41%

	OH Surveillance subcommittee (OH)
	65
	6%
	132
	49%

	NMI (SI)
	105
	10%
	400
	26%

	Mush - Driving syndromic surveillance (SI)
	68
	7%
	160
	43%

	Monday – 1 to 1:45pm
	392
	35%
	
	

	CD/MCH/OH Steering Committee updates
	22
	6%
	38
	58%

	Epi Methods Subcommittee (CC)
	23
	6%
	38
	61%

	Disaster Epi Subcommittee (EH)
	38
	10%
	38
	100%

	ID Position statements (ID)
	53
	14%
	38
	139%

	HAI/AR programs
	63
	16%
	38
	166%

	Endemic Fungal Infections (ID)
	24
	6%
	38
	63%

	Fatal Occupational Injuries (OH)
	29
	7%
	38
	76%

	Substance Abuse Epi
	79
	20%
	38
	208%

	Integrated Surveillance Activities (SI)
	61
	16%
	38
	161%

	Monday 2 pm to 3:30pm
	878
	78%
	
	

	Putting health on the map (CD)
	100
	11%
	160
	63%

	Publishing in Today's MMWR (CC)
	34
	4%
	160
	21%

	National Spotlight on Lead (EH)
	48
	5%
	132
	36%

	Rapid Fire HAI
	157
	18%
	378
	42%

	Zoonotic and VB Diseases (ID)
	145
	17%
	400
	36%

	GOT: EH (ID)
	85
	10%
	160
	53%

	Innovative methods for surveillance injury & substance abuse (injury)
	96
	11%
	132
	73%

	Preventing Pesticide and chemical exposure (OH)
	23
	3%
	160
	14%

	Rapid Fire OH
	45
	5%
	160
	28%

	Twin Peeks: EHRs (SI)
	91
	10%
	160
	57%

	RCKMS (SI)
	54
	6%
	400
	14%

	Monday – 4 to 5:30pm
	720
	64%
	
	

	Hot topics in MCH
	45
	6%
	160
	28%

	Surveillance of CD
	59
	8%
	160
	37%

	Innovative methods for measuring disease burden in Indian country (CC)
	44
	6%
	160
	28%

	How well is your well? (EH)
	28
	4%
	132
	21%

	Rapid Fire Vectorborne & zoonotic (ID)
	151
	21%
	378
	40%

	HAI communication & notification
	97
	13%
	400
	24%

	Innovative methods in OH
	35
	5%
	160
	22%

	Drilling down with oil and water (OH)
	21
	3%
	132
	16%

	Rapid Fire SA
	97
	13%
	160
	61%

	Whale of a tale - case reporting (SI)
	85
	12%
	160
	53%

	Use of SaTScan
	58
	8%
	400
	15%

	Monday – 5:45 to 6:30pm
	273
	24%
	
	

	National Mentorship in CD
	27
	10%
	38
	71%

	TA to Tribal (CC)
	33
	12%
	38
	87%

	ELC (CC)
	13
	5%
	38
	34%

	Legionnaires Disease (EH)
	20
	7%
	38
	53%

	Viral Hep C Pilot Program (ID)
	34
	12%
	38
	89%

	Animal Rabies Compendium (ID)
	25
	9%
	38
	66%

	AMR Surveillance (ID)
	46
	17%
	38
	121%

	Sponsored by Skoll (ID)
	25
	9%
	60
	42%

	SI Steering committee
	38
	14%
	38
	100%

	EpiTrax Uses Roundtable (SI)
	12
	4%
	38
	32%





Table 35: Tuesday Sessions
	
	Attendees
	Seats available

	
	#
	%
	#
	%

	7:30-8am
	175
	16%
	
	

	Poison Center & PH Collaboration (CC)
	13
	7%
	38
	34%

	Improving STLT Epi Capacity (CC)
	14
	8%
	38
	37%

	Quality of health surveillance systems (CC)
	13
	7%
	38
	34%

	Vectorborne diseases subcommittee (ID)
	25
	14%
	38
	66%

	HAI Data analysis (ID)
	23
	13%
	38
	61%

	Bacterial Enteric Disease Surveillance (ID)
	29
	17%
	38
	76%

	Presumptive Coverage laws (OH)
	13
	7%
	38
	34%

	Google trends as a surveillance method (SI)
	7
	4%
	50
	14%

	Reporting portal system animal bite data (SI)
	7
	4%
	65
	11%

	Sponsored by Bitscopic (SI)
	31
	18%
	60
	52%

	10:30am to 12 noon
	878
	78%
	
	

	Innovative approaches to identifying disparities (CD)
	88
	10%
	160
	55%

	Drill down into the data (CC)
	44
	5%
	160
	28%

	Rapid Fire - EH 
	97
	11%
	160
	61%

	Rapid Fire-Hepatitis (ID)
	103
	12%
	378
	27%

	Foodborne disease outbreaks (ID)
	131
	15%
	400
	33%

	New with Respiratory Disease (ID)
	89
	10%
	160
	56%

	Rapid Fire Injury (injury)
	86
	10%
	160
	54%

	OH to reduce disparities (OH)
	26
	3%
	132
	20%

	Workers compensation data (OH)
	47
	5%
	132
	36%

	AMR Surveillance (SI)
	99
	11%
	160
	62%

	Non ID Surveillance (SI)
	68
	8%
	400
	17%

	1 to 1:45pm
	414
	37%
	
	

	Better infographics (CD)
	91
	22%
	38
	239%

	Drug diversion in healthcare (CC)
	26
	6%
	38
	68%

	Emerging tickborne diseases (EH)
	55
	13%
	38
	145%

	CIFOR guidelines (ID)
	24
	6%
	38
	63%

	Hep C subcommittee (ID)
	42
	10%
	38
	111%

	Injury indicators (Injury/SA)
	26
	6%
	60
	43%

	Marijuana Subcommittee (Injury/sa)
	23
	6%
	38
	61%

	EH/OH/Injury steering committee
	24
	6%
	50
	48%

	Public Health Agencies: Meaningful use (SI)
	37
	9%
	65
	57%

	AMR Taskforce Lunch & Learn (SI)
	30
	7%
	
	

	Syndromic Surveillance
	36
	9%
	38
	95%

	2 pm to 3:30pm
	860
	77%
	
	

	Utilizing EHR and Building partnerships (CD)
	65
	8%
	160
	41%

	Rapid Fire Equity (CC)
	95
	11%
	160
	59%

	Climate change (EH)
	77
	9%
	132
	58%

	Prefluorinated Compound Exposures (EH)
	12
	1%
	160
	8%

	Rapid fire enterics (ID)
	130
	15%
	378
	34%

	Chagas Disease in US (ID)
	64
	7%
	400
	16%

	Promote Antibiotic Stewardship (ID)
	87
	10%
	160
	54%

	NIOSH and Occupational Health (OH)
	60
	7%
	132
	45%

	Alcohol and Marijuana Epi (SA)
	91
	11%
	160
	57%

	Rapid Fire - informatics (SI)
	110
	13%
	160
	69%

	Informatics Savvy Health department (SI)
	69
	8%
	400
	17%

	4 to 5:30pm
	542
	48%
	
	

	1305 Grant (CD)
	27
	5%
	160
	17%

	Medical Costs, Evaluation (CD)
	24
	4%
	160
	15%

	Disability: Missing stratification (CC)
	13
	2%
	400
	3%

	Subcounty life expectancy (CC)
	43
	8%
	160
	27%

	Water Woes (EH)
	48
	9%
	132
	36%

	ID Members only position statements
	137
	25%
	378
	36%

	Healthcare worker exposures (OH)
	30
	6%
	160
	19%

	Commercial fisheries (OH)
	19
	4%
	160
	12%

	Suicide Epi (SA)
	79
	15%
	132
	60%

	Rapid Fire - Surveillance 
	97
	18%
	160
	61%

	Novel data sources (SI)
	25
	5%
	400
	6%

	5:45 to 6:30pm
	198
	18%
	
	

	Local level school based surveys (CD)
	14
	7%
	38
	37%

	PHEP cooperative agreement and funds (CC)
	11
	6%
	38
	29%

	National Rabies Guidelines (ID)
	23
	12%
	38
	61%

	RSV Surveillance (ID)
	15
	8%
	38
	39%

	Harnessing data to launch viral hep (ID)
	27
	14%
	38
	71%

	Nationals healthcare safety network (ID)
	18
	9%
	38
	47%

	Surveillance and reporting of workplace amputations (OH)
	11
	6%
	38
	29%

	Sponsored by Consilience (SI)
	38
	19%
	60
	63%

	Meaningful use (SI)
	26
	13%
	38
	68%

	Benefits, Barriers, and Action Steps (SI)
	15
	8%
	65
	23%





Table 36: Wednesday Sessions
	
	Attendees
	Seats available

	
	#
	%
	#
	%

	7:30-8am
	213
	19%
	
	

	Honoring mothers lives (CD)
	14
	7%
	38
	37%

	Outbreak investigations involving FSIS regulated products (CC)
	6
	3%
	38
	16%

	EH at school (EH)
	10
	5%
	38
	26%

	Challenges and alternatives strategies for lyme disease (ID)
	15
	7%
	38
	39%

	Local health dept roles and activities (ID)
	53
	25%
	38
	139%

	Utility of standardized exposure data for salmonella (ID)
	28
	13%
	38
	74%

	Collaborating to improve HAI (ID)
	30
	14%
	38
	79%

	Drug Overdose Death Certificates (Injury/SA)
	19
	9%
	38
	50%

	Public Health Electronic Lab Reporting network (SI)
	16
	8%
	38
	42%

	Sponsored by STC (SI)
	22
	10%
	60
	37%

	10:30am to 12 noon
	711
	63%
	
	

	Claims check (CD)
	59
	8%
	160
	37%

	Rapid Fire CD 
	36
	5%
	160
	23%

	Quality improvement collaboration and eval (CC)
	24
	3%
	160
	15%

	Implementation of a Hep C test (CC)
	37
	5%
	160
	23%

	One health (EH)
	57
	8%
	132
	43%

	Dial an epi: Infection surveillance and prevention (ID)
	64
	9%
	400
	16%

	Rapid Fire zoonotic (ID)
	201
	28%
	378
	53%

	Lead in Adult workers (OH)
	52
	7%
	160
	33%

	Opiod Overdose Epi (SA)
	72
	10%
	400
	18%

	Emergence of severe synthetic cannabinoid related illness (SA)
	25
	4%
	132
	19%

	Interoperable systems (SI)
	84
	12%
	160
	53%

	1 to 1:45pm
	256
	23%
	
	

	Flu on Call (CC)
	18
	7%
	38
	47%

	Hub Maps (CC)
	26
	10%
	60
	43%

	Private well CoP (EH)
	19
	7%
	38
	50%

	ID Position statements (ID)
	57
	22%
	38
	150%

	National Healthcare safety network (ID)
	33
	13%
	50
	66%

	National  Antimicrobial Resistance Monitoring (ID)
	27
	11%
	38
	71%

	Improving drug overdose surveillance (Injury/SA)
	32
	13%
	38
	84%

	Transition to ICD-10-CM for injury morbidity (injury/SA)
	0
	0%
	38
	0%

	Clinical lab worker exposures to select agents (OH)
	10
	4%
	38
	26%

	Re-imagining epi (SI)
	34
	13%
	38
	89%

	2 pm to 3:30pm
	564
	50%
	
	

	CC position statements
	22
	4%
	160
	14%

	EH position statements
	27
	5%
	160
	17%

	Rapid fire VPD (ID)
	92
	16%
	378
	24%

	HIV and STD
	54
	10%
	160
	34%

	Foodborne disease outbreak (ID)
	56
	10%
	160
	35%

	Latebreaker
	147
	26%
	400
	37%

	SI position statements
	57
	10%
	160
	36%

	ID positions statements (4pm)
	109
	19%
	160
	68%



Pre-Conference Sessions
This year as part of the pre-conference sessions, sign in sheets were collected to determine if attendance rates were consistent with registration rates and sponsored traveler rates.  Below is a brief summary of the attendance rates compared to registration rates.  In the table below, headcount is the number of individuals counted in the room when the evaluator and staff traveled room to room and made counts of all the attendees in the workshop; the number registered is pulled from Convex; sign-in sheet is the number of attendees who signed into the sign in sheet; evaluation returns are the number of evaluations completed, total sponsored travelers are those were listed as sponsored on registration lists; total sponsored travelers who attended were the sponsored travelers who signed into the sign in sheet in the workshop.
	Climate and Public Health: An Interdisciplinary One Health Approach with a focus on Alaska (All Day)

	Headcount
	86
	

	Number registered
	113
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	87
	

	Evaluation returns
	40
	51%

	Total sponsored travelers
	26
	30%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	25
	96% of all sponsored travelers



	Epi Info 7 (All Day)

	Headcount
	31
	

	Number registered
	45
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	27
	

	Evaluation returns
	15
	58%

	Total sponsored travelers
	2
	7%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	1
	50% of all sponsored travelers



	Healthcare Associated Infections (HAI) Prevention Workshop (All Day)

	Headcount
	114
	

	Number registered
	150
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	135
	

	Evaluation returns
	72
	60%

	Total sponsored travelers
	39
	29%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	37
	95% of all sponsored travelers



	Where is the Burden and What Does it Cost? Advanced Methods Using GIS and Tools for Applied Health Economics (All Day)

	Headcount
	55
	

	Number registered
	58
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	58
	

	Evaluation returns
	26
	45%

	Total sponsored travelers
	13
	22%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	9
	69% of all sponsored travelers



	Improving Food Safety through Advanced Molecular Detection: Update on Whole Genome Sequencing's Role in Foodborne Disease Outbreak Investigations (All Day)

	Headcount
	57
	

	Number registered
	62
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	41
	

	Evaluation returns
	28
	78%

	Total sponsored travelers
	20
	49%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	15
	75% of all sponsored travelers



	Occupational Health (All Day)

	Headcount
	70
	

	Number registered
	83
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	81
	

	Evaluation returns
	34
	47%

	Total sponsored travelers
	44
	54%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	40
	91% of all sponsored travelers




	MCH (All Day)

	Headcount
	37
	

	Number registered
	60
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	39
	

	Evaluation returns
	22
	63%

	Total sponsored travelers
	8
	21%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	4
	50% of all sponsored travelers




	Substance Abuse (All Day)

	Headcount
	79
	

	Number registered
	88
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	70
	

	Evaluation returns
	49
	78%

	Total sponsored travelers
	39
	56%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	29
	74% of all sponsored travelers



	Data Driven Community Health Assessment and Improvement (All Day)

	Headcount
	56
	

	Number registered
	79
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	58
	

	Evaluation returns
	35
	69%

	Total sponsored travelers
	25
	43%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	21
	84% of all sponsored travelers



	National Meeting of Influenza Surveillance Coordinators (All Day)

	Headcount
	65
	

	Number registered
	79
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	69
	

	Evaluation returns
	42
	63%

	Total sponsored travelers
	48
	70%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	46
	96% of sponsored travelers



	Electronic Case Reporting: The Surveillance Gold Rush (All Day)

	Headcount
	118
	

	Number registered
	131
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	129
	

	Evaluation returns
	45
	42%

	Total sponsored travelers
	46
	36%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	44
	96% of sponsored travelers




	Palantir (All Day)

	Headcount
	45
	

	Number registered
	58
	

	Sign-in sheet count
	36
	

	Evaluation returns
	30
	103%

	Total sponsored travelers
	19
	53%

	Total sponsored travelers who attended:
	15
	79% of sponsored travelers
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