WHAT WAS THE WEAKEST PART OF THE MEETING FOR YOU
The lack of down time to social, decompress and think

Very little intermixing of groups during development of priorities

Keynotes used up too much of the time.

Repetitive presentations

our group priorities started at tabula rasa and we floundered substantially. We worked exceptionally hard to understand the language and scope of our priority statements, but at the end of the meeting it became clear that we interpreted our task differently from other groups. It would have been nice to have the NIH describe the class of priority statements that would be useful. If this effort was invested and the NIH could not use it, would be a shame.
Need for bringing a more diverse group of investigators from the discipline of biomechanics

It seemed incomplete. There was an opportunity for a second "round" of revisions that would have likely been very beneficial. 

Not being able to add 1 more priority statement after 5:30pm Thursday, even though I feel it was absolutely the most important one of all.

The weakest part may have been the redundancy in the final priorities.  I realize this is somewhat resolved through the scoring but it would be nice to focus on a fewer priorities at the end, if they could be agreed on. 

The necessity to read all the statements and vote between 6 pm and 7 am. Several long hours well into the night were not the ideal reading/voting scenario. 

Individuals putting forward ideas that were self-serving and failing to put forward priorities that are globally important for the field.

Producing publicly available statements under intense time pressure.

Some groups seemed to be operating more as individuals, with some pushing their own narrow research interests.

Time frame in which we needed to write up our priority statements

An unfortunate tendency toward special interests.  Not sure how you avoid this.

not enough time for debate

There needs to be final refinement of the priorities (with CJ and LF folks getting together).  There were a number of similar statements between priorities, and strengthening these may help develop them to a more coherent statement/priority.

Not having a more diverse group of attendees with respect to their research areas.

there was not enough time to accurately score the priority statements (there was enough time to score each statement on 1 or 2 categories, but not 5). I would have liked some time (between 8am and 5pm) to read each statement.

None.
Obvious personal bias in some priority statements

efforts to pare down/combine similar priorities was only partially successful.

Division between CJ and LF groups was somewhat contrived, and may have kept the "right" people from talking to each other to further improve/combine priorities.

The original follow-up seemed to be limited to the week following the conference to allow us to continue submitting comments. I am glad the question of long-term followup and tracking of meeting findings was raised, and I hope a means of doing this can be pursued.

Lack of structured "outputs" or "concrete lessons". However, it provided more valuable outcomes - research ideas and focuses of potential interest and an understanding of the relative impact of one's individual research in the real world

Scoring format.  Too detailed for "vision" captured by Priorities.

Although I feel like the conference was long enough in a sense it feels like there wasn't enough time to revise and respond.  

nothing

Topics were to disparate at times. Some participants had the tendency to dominate the discussion and promote their own agenda

The presentation of the priority statements. There were too many, so that it didn't really facilitate the scoring. There was too little time to read the statements and too little to present them properly, so it was difficult to score. I think giving people more time to read the state
So much information inadequately parsed and combined.  Hard to recall each detail of all proposals.  Voting should be non-linear (enter and exit any part of the list to vote my favorites first).

not very many senior biomechanists in atendance

it would have been nice to have a consolidation session on a subset of proposals

moderators may facilitate by keeping track of overlaps

Many of the priorities covered similiar material... It would have been better if we could have joined these priorities.


Many of the attendees were from similiar areas of biomechanics

Lack of sufficient direction and scope to effectively begin our group's position statements.

decreased clarity regarding the next steps of the statements and the potential impact of the statements

Wish I had preliminary demographic information on attendees so I could be familiar with the group beforehand.

We had a part time group member. This was distracting and hurt group dynamics.
Objectives at early breakout sessions were unclear.

