Post-Forum

Locate Technology Solutions

Outcomes from the Stakeholder Forum and all prior work were used to generate problem statements. Problem statements outline the need for technology; technology state-of-the-practice for products currently in the market; specifications and parameters for the 'ideal technology solution;' and barriers/impediments that must be overcome to achieve this ideal technology. 

Our partner, the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) has many years of experience transferring technology from the Federal Labs to private sector manufacturers. RTI and the T2 RERC are disseminating the problem statements to Federal Laboratories, advanced technology manufacturers, research institutions and other technology developers. Proposed technology solutions are being submitted to RTI in hard copy or through the RTI web-site. Initially, all submitted technology solutions are non-proprietary. 

All proposed technology solutions are screened by the T2 RERC and the partner RERC. Appropriate technology solutions are then reviewed by technical and industry experts to confirm that these solutions address the problem and are technically feasible. Following the initial review, proprietary information may be requested from the technology developer. The protection of intellectual property is the responsibility of all parties involved in this exchange. 

Transfer the Technology Solution

The T2 RERC, in partnership with AZtech Inc., will prepare a commercialization package that summarizes the end-user needs being met, market opportunity, problem statement, technical solutions, and the business plan for transferring the technology solution. A marketing plan will be developed to contact and present the commercialization package to targeted manufacturers. 

The transfer of technology will be completed through mechanisms such as direct licensing of technology to a manufacturer; or a cooperative research and development agreement (CRADA) between a federal lab and a manufacturer. The Research Triangle Institute has extensive experience brokering technology transfers from federal laboratories to private manufacturers and is expected to play an important role in the final step of this project. 

We expect to continue disseminating the problem statements indefinitely, or at least until an appropriate solution is identified and transferred. Anyone who has potential solutions to the problem statements developed from this project are encouraged to submit them to RTI via the Internet at (http://www.rti.org/technology/wheelchairs/ProblemStmts.cfm). The goal of this endeavor is to match new technologies or those that were originally used for other applications, with the problem statements and to facilitate the successful transfer of the technology into the marketplace.

APPENDIX A: PROJECT STAFFING
RERC on Technology Transfer
Center for Assistive Technology, University at Buffalo
Joseph Lane (joelane@acsu.buffalo.edu)

Dr. Stephen Bauer (smbauer@cosmos.ot.buffalo.edu)

Jo Ann Norek (jnorek@acsu.buffalo.edu)

Dr. Vathsala Stone (vstone@acsu.buffalo.edu) 

Barbara Beneduce (bb7@acsu.buffalo.edu)

Pat Sperle (sperle@acsu.buffalo.edu)

Rajesh Jeevagan (rajeshj@acsu.buffalo.edu) 

Amit Mahajan 

 

State University of New York at Buffalo
515 Kimball Tower 
Buffalo, NY 14214-3079
Telephone: (716) 829-3141
Fax: (716) 829-3217 
 

Western New York Independent Living Center
Douglas Usiak (email: djusiak@acsu.buffalo.edu)

Ernie Churchwell

 3108 Main St.
Buffalo, NY 14214
Telephone: (716) 836-0822
Fax (716) 835-3967 
 

AZtech Incorporated 
Brian Kon (email: kon@acsu.buffalo.edu) 

Jeffrey Kohler (email: Kohler@acsu.buffalo.edu) 

Karen Shuster (email: shuster@acsu.buffalo.edu)

 

2495 Main St. Suite 418 
Buffalo, NY 14214
Telephone: (716) 833-7870 
Fax: (716) 833-7874 
Web: http://cosmos.ot.buffalo.edu 
 

Research Triangle Institute
Dr. Doris Rouse (email: rouse@rti.org) 

Dan Winfield (email: winfield@rti.org) 

Molly Dix (email: dix@rti.org) 

 

3040 Cornwallis Rd.
P. O. Box 12194 
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709-21294
Telephone: (919) 541-6980
Fax: (919) 541-6221
Web: http://www.rti.org/technology 
 

RERC on Wheeled Mobility 

University of Pittsburgh 
Dr. Douglas Hobson (email: dhobson@pitt.edu)

School of Health and Rehabilitation Sciences

Forbes Tower, Suite 5044

University at Pittsburgh 

Pittsburgh, PA 15260 

Telephone: (412) 647-1270

Fax: (412) 647-1277 

 

Dr. Rory Cooper (email: rcooper@pitt.edu)

Human Engineering Research Laboratory 

7180 Highland Drive

Pittsburgh, PA 15206

Telephone: (412) 365-4850

Fax: (412) 365-4858 

 

Graduate Students
Ed Lopresti (eflst4+@pitt.edu)

Andy Rentschler (ajrst22+@pitt.edu)

Mike Dvorznak (mjdst47+@pitt.edu)

Tom Bursick (tmbst23+@pitt.edu)

Mark Baldwin (mbaldwin+@pitt.edu)

Bert Joseph (bjoseph+@pitt.edu)

Carmen Digiovine (cpdst11+@pitt.edu)

Mary Ellen Buning (mbuning+@pitt.edu)

Linda van Roosmalen (lvanroos+@pitt.edu) 

PROJECT SPONSORS
NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON DISABILITY AND REHABILITATION RESEARCH (NIDRR), U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
"The NIDRR mission is manifold: to provide for research and demonstration projects, training, and related activities; to maximize the full inclusion and integration into society, employment, independent living, of individuals with disabilities and to provide support to their families; to increase the economic and social self-sufficiency of individuals with disabilities of all ages, and to improve the effectiveness of services authorized under the Rehabilitation Act."

- Katherine Seelman Director, NIDRR 

The NIDRR is the federal government's single largest funding source for assistive technology research and development programs. These programs include fifteen Rehabilitation Engineering Research Centers, each focused on a particular assistive technology industry or research topic. 

MID ATLANTIC REGION OF THE FEDERAL LABORATORY CONSORTIUM 
The Federal Laboratory Consortium (FLC) represents the resources of all of the Federal laboratories. In partnership with the T2-RERC, the FLC is seeking ways to integrate their laboratories' technologies with the needs identified by consumers, manufacturers, and researchers in the assistive technology industry. 

Appendix B. Attendees

STAKE HOLDER FORUM ON WHEELED MOBILITY
Attendee - Contact Information

Attendees at the Forum were selected as representatives from one of five stakeholder groups identified by the T2 RERC in the development of the Demand-Pull Project. 

The Wheeled Mobility categories are defined as: 

1. Technical Experts: Persons who have per- formed extensive research in the areas of wheeled mobility products. The research performed by Technical Experts is directed towards the technical development or enhancement of products. The RERC on Wheeled Mobility was a major resource in this category, as well as representation from clinicians and technicians from health care suppliers and medical facilities. 

2. Technology Producers: Innovators of core technologies that are incorporated into the design of wheeled mobility products. Participants in this category represent a company, a research facility, or individual innovator. 

3. Technology Consumers: Also known as Product Producers, are companies that acquire technology for inclusion in the manufacture of wheeled mobility products. Many manufacturers who participated in this Forum played a dual role as Technology Consumer and Technology Producer. 

4. Product Consumers: People that use wheeled mobility products in their day to day life. Many participants were people that use wheelchairs or scooters, as well as clinicians that prescribe wheeled mobility products. 

5. Resource Providers: Resources to the industry as third party reimbursement sup- pliers, government agencies involved in products for persons with disabilities, community service suppliers and national agencies. 

While some attendees could be placed into one or more category, they have, for the purposes of the Project, been designated into a single classification listed below. 

TEHNICAL EXPERTS

Dr. Geoff Fernie 
(email: fernie@srcl.sunnybrook.utoronto.ca) 
Center for Studies in Aging 2075 Bayview Ave. 
North York, ON, Canada M4N 3M5 
Telephone: (416) 480-5858 
Fax: (416) 480-5856


Dr. Stephen Sprigle (ext. 4806) 
(email: gogators@compuserve.com)
Helen Hayes Hospital Center for Rehabilitation Technology 
Route 9W 
West Haverstraw, NY 10993 
Telephone: (914) 947-3000 
Fax: (914) 947-4081

Mr. Edward Snell (ext. 3357) 
(email: ortces@oise.utoronto.ca) 
Bloorview MacMillan Hospital 
25 Buchan Court 
Willodale, ON Canada M2J 4S9 
Telephone: (416) 494-2222 
Fax: (416) 425-1634 

Mr. Brian Claybeck 
(email: bjc5530@aol.com)

Mr. James Spencer (no email) 

Mr. Russell Videtti (no email)
Buffalo Wheelchair 
1968 Ridge Road 
West Seneca, NY 14224 
Telephone: (716) 675-6500 
Fax: (716) 675-6646 

TECHNICAL EXPERTS (RERC on WHEELED MOBILITY) 

Dr. Douglas A. Hobson 
(email: dhobson@pitt.edu)
Department of Rehab Science & Technology 
ForbesTower, Room 5044, 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
Telephone: (412) 647-1270 
Fax: (412) 647-1277 

Dr. Rory Cooper 
(email: rcooper@pitt.edu)
Pitt/VAMC Human Engineering Research Laboratories 
7180 Highland Dr.,151R-1 
Pittsburgh, PA 15206 
Telephone: (412) 365-4850 
Fax: (412) 365-4858 

Dr. Gina Bertocci 
(email: ginaber@pitt.edu)
University at Pittsburgh 5034 Forbes Tower 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
Telephone: (412) 647-1288 

Dr. Michael Bonninger 
(email: mlboning+@pitt.edu)
Division of Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation 3471 Fifth Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 
Telephone: (412) 648-4850 
Fax: (412) 692-4858 

Dr. Clifford Brubaker 
(email : ceb1@pitt.edu)
School of Health and Rehabilitation Sciences 4029 Forbes Tower, 
Pittsburgh, PA 15260. 
Telephone : (412) 647-1261 
Fax: (412) 647-1255 

Nigel Schapcott 
(email: shapcott+@pitt.edu)
ForbesTower, Room 5044, Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
Telephone: (412) 647-1316 
Fax: (412) 647-1325

Mark Schmeler 
(email: schmeler@pitt.edu)
UPMC - CAT Forbes Tower, Suite 3010 200 Lothrop St.
Pittsburgh, PA 15213-2582 
Telephone: (412) 647-1313 

Elaine Trefler 
(email: etrefler+@pitt.edu)
University of Pittsburgh SHRS-RST Forbes Tower, 5th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
Telephone: (412) 647-1278 
Fax: (412) 647-1277


Elaine Ashby 
(email: ashby3@llnl.gov)
Lawrence Livermore National Lab. P.O. Box 808 L-452 Livermore, CA 94550 
Telephone: (510) 422-9489 
Fax: (510) 424-4991 



TECHNOLOGY PRODUCERS 

Armstrong Aerospace Medical Research Laboratory 
Dr. Daniel W. Repperger 
(email: d.repperger@ieee.org) Bldg. 441 AFRL-HECP Wright Patterson Air Force Base,
Dayton Ohio 45433-7901 
Telephone: (937) 255-8765 
Fax: (937) 656-7680 

Lithium Power Technologies, Inc. 
Dr. M. Zafar A. Munshi 
(email: zmunshi@lithium power.com)
20955 Morris Avenue P.O. Box 978 
Manvel, Texas 77578-3819 
Telephone: (281) 489-4889 
Fax: (281) 489-6644 
Web: http://www.lithiumpower.com 

MK Battery Dennis Sharp 
(email: denniss@mkbattery.com)
1645 South Sinclair St. 
Telephone: (800) 210-9680 
Fax: (410) 238-0326 
Web: http://www.mkbattery.com 

Motion Control Group Scott Salis 
(email: scott@mcg-net.com)
Lowell Christianson 
(email: lowell@mcg-net.com)
14700 Martin Drive Eden 
Prairie, Minnesota 55344 
Telephone: (612) 975-1680 (612) 975-1670 
Fax: (612) 975-1682



TECHNOLOGY CONSUMERS / PRODUCT PRODUCERS 

DynaVox Systems Inc. 
Paul Miller (ext. 301) 
(email: paulm@dynavoxsys.com)
Chris Lucci (ext. 406) 
(email: chris.lucci@dynavoxsys.com)
2100 Wharton St., Suite 400 
Pittsburgh PA 15203 
Telephone: (412) 381-4883 
Fax: (412) 381-9049 
Web: http://www.sunrisemedical.com

Everest & Jennings 
Mr. Robert Clarke 
(email: rnclarke@earthlink.net)
3601 Rider Trail South 
Earth City, MO 63045-1304 
Telephone: (314) 512-7000 
Fax: (314) 512-7038 
Web: http://www.coast-resources.com/everestandjennings

Everest & Jennings Canada 
Mr. Drew Gibney 
(email: dgibney@everestjennings.com)
Ivan Clarke 
(email: ipclark@ejcdn.com)

111 Snidercroft Road 
Concord ON Canada L4K 2J8 
Telephone: (905) 669-2381 
Fax: (905) 387-9113

HandiCare 
Gary Godin 
(email: handy@nbnet.nb.ca) Guy Chiasson 
(email: handy@nbnet.nb.ca) 274 Hali
Fax Street
Moncton, NB, 
Canada Tel: (506) 857-3015 
Fax: (506) 853-4121 
Web: http //www.easypush.com/ 

Maritime Orthopedics (HandiCare Distributor) Susan Edgett 
(email: orthomar@nbnet.nb.ca)



274 HaliFax St.
Moncton, N.B. CANADA E1C9S3 
Telephone: (506) 857-3014, (888) 448-2330 
Fax: (888) 448-2336

Invacare 
Hymie Pogir (ext. 6730) 
(email: hpogir@invacare.com)
Michael Devlin (ext. 6817) 
(email: mdevlin@invacare.com)
899 Cleveland Street
Elyria OH 44036 
Telephone: (440) 329-6000 
Fax: (440) 329-6568 
Web: http://www.invacare.com

Sunrise Home Health Care
Stephen Keyser 
(email: steve.keyser@sunmed.com)
2842 Business Park Fresno, CA 93727 
Telephone: (559) 292-2171 ext. 2183 
Web: http://www.sunrisemedical.com 

Theradyne
Patrick Wallace 
(email: patrickw@kurt.com)
395 Ervin Industrial Blvd., 
Jordon, MN 55352-1062 
Telephone: (612) 502-6190 
Fax: (612) 492-3443 

Turbo Wheelchair Co., Inc. 
Frank Coombs 
(email: fkc0@hotmail.com)
235 Twinspur Court 
Roswell, GA 30076 
Telephone: (678) 461-9260 

Naval Surface Warfare
John Inman 
(email: inman_jf@crane.navy.mil) Commander Crane Div., NSWC 300 Highway 361 Code 30, Bldg. 3235 
Crane, IN 37522 
Telephone: (812) 854-2161 
Fax: (812) 854-1212 



Naval Surface Warfare
Michael Foster 
(email: foster_mike@crane.navy.mil) Commander Crane Div., NSWC 300 Highway 361 Code 30, Bldg. 3235 
Crane, IN 37522 
Telephone: (812) 854-6309 
Fax: (812) 854-1767 

Pulse Tech Products Corporation
Scott Schilling 
(email: ppc@pulsetech.net)
1100 S.Kimball Ave. 
Southlake, Texas 76092 
Telephone: (800) 580-7554, (817) 329-5914 
Fax: (817) 329-5914 

Dr. James Reswick 
(email: JimReswick@aol.com)
1003 Dead Run Drive 
McLean, VA 22101-2120 
Telephone/
Fax: (703) 442-8876 

Soneil Corporation
Sach Jain 
(email: info@soneil.com)
Stephen Khan 
(email: info@soneil.com)
6033 Shawson Dr. Unit 29
Mississauga, ON, CANADA. L5T 1H8 
Telephone: (905) 565-0360 
Fax: (905) 566-0352 

Stephen Stadelmeier 
(email: sslu+@andrew.cmu.edu)
Carnegie Mellon University 110 Margaret Morrison 
Pittsburgh, PA 15213 
Telephone: (412) 268-6952 
Fax: (412) 268-3088 

Virtual Consulting Group 
Jeffrey Solash 
(email: jsolash@erols.com)
200 Santillo Way 
Downingtown, PA 19335 
Telephone: (610) 873-1326



ZAP Power Systems
Henry Tate 
(email: Zap@zapbikes.com)
117 Morris St.
Sebastopol, CA 95472 . 
Telephone: (707) 824-415 
Web: http://www.zapbikes.com 

PRODUCT CONSUMERS 

The T2 RERC has access to more than 80,000 consumers across the country who participate in the evaluation of new technologies as they are prepared for transfer into the assistive technology industry. In keeping with the T2 RERC's commitment to protecting the privacy of the consumer community in which it works, participants have been identified by name only. 

Mr. P. Brickner 
Mr. W. Cain Ms. T. Corcoran 
Mr. E. P. Dick Ms. J. Evans 
Mr. R. McWilliams Ms. B. Momberger 
Mr. D. Momberger Ms. L. O'Donnell Ms. B. Patterson 
Mr. J. Owens Ms. L. Quinn 
Mr. R. Robertson 
Mr. J. Tague
Ms. J. Timmerman

Linda Fraas 
(email: lffraas@acsu.buffalo.edu)
RERC on Aging Center for Assistive Technology 515 Kimball Tower University at Buffalo 
Buffalo, NY 14214-3079 
Telephone: (716) 829-3141 
Fax: (716) 829-3217 

Dr. Charles E. Levy 
(email: levy.28@osu.edu)
Assistant Professor Dept. of Physical Medicine & Rehabilitation The Ohio State University Medical Center 480 West 9th Ave. Columbus, OH 43210-1290 
Telephone: (614) 293-3126 



RESOURCE PROVIDERS 

Federal Laboratory Consortium Mid-Atlantic Region 
Richard (Rich) Dimmick 
(email: dimmick@arl.mil)

AMSRL-CP-TT Bldg. 434, Room 122 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5425 
Telephone: (410) 278-6955 
Fax: (410) 278-5820 

Federal Laboratory Consortium
Scott Hall 
(email: scott.hall@he.wpafb.af.mil) 

AFRL/HEOX 2610 7th St.
Wright- Patterson AFB, OH 45433-7008 
Telephone: (937) 255-3993, (937) 255-7215 
Fax: (937) 255-7215. 

Mid-Atlantic Technology Applications Center
Robert Saba 
(email: rsaba@mtac.pitt.edu)
A NASA Regional Technology Transfer Center University of Pittsburgh 3400 Forbes Avenue, Eureka Bldg., 5th Floor Pittsburgh, PA 15260 
Telephone: (412) 383-25600, (412) 383-2500 
Fax: (412) 383-2595 

NIDRR/USDE
William Peterson 
(email: william_peterson@ed.gov)
600 Independence Avenue, 
SW Washington, DC 20202-2705 
Telephone: (202) 205-9192 
Fax: (202) 205-8515 

National Institutes of Health 
Dr. Nancy Shinowara 
(email: shinowara@nih.gov)
Center for Scientific Review Rm. 4208, MSC 78146701 Rockledge Dr.
Bethesda, MD 20892-7814 
Telephone: (301) 435-1173 
Fax: (301) 480-2644 



Paralysis Society 
Nancy Starnes 
(email: nancys@psa.org) 801 18th St N.W.
Washington, DC 20006-3517 
Telephone: (202) 973-8424 
Fax: (202) 973-8421

Paralyzed Veterans of America 
John C. Bollinger 
(email: JohnB@pva.org) Deputy Executive Director 801 18th St., NW 
Washington, DC 20006-3517 
Telephone: (202) 416-7643 
Fax: (202) 416-7643 

Pennsylvania Initiative on Assistive Technology
Amy Goldman 
(email: piat@astro.temple.edu)
Institute on Disabilities \ UAP Ritter Annex 423 Temple University
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
Telephone: (215) 204-3862

Veterans Administration 
Lawrence (Larry) Kynast (ext. 2256) 
(email: kynast.lutz_t@atlanta.va.gov)
VAMC Rehab R&D Center 1670 Clairmont Road (151RE) 
Decatur, GA 30033 
Telephone: (404) 321-6111

Veterans Administration
Saleem Sheredos (ext. 267) 
(email: saleem@vard.org) Technology Transfer Section Rehabilitation Research & Development Service 103 S. Gay Street, Baltimore MD 21202 -4051 
Telephone: (410) 962-2133 
Fax: (410) 962-9670,

Virginia Assistive Technology System
Joseph (Joey) Wallace 
(email: wallacejw@drs.mail or Wallacjf@drs.state.va.us) 
Virginia Tech Act Project 8004 Franklin Farms Drive
Richmond, VA 23288-0300 
Telephone: (804) 662-9990 

Manual Wheelchair Propulsion Technology Group

Tuesday 
Drew Gibney
Guy Chiasson
Michael Devlin
Dr. Mike Bonninger
Elain Treffler
Dr. Munshi
Dr. Gina Munshi
Dr. Gina Bertocci
Lowell Christianson
Amy Goldman
Bill Peterson
Sal Sheredos
Jeff Solash
Russ Videtti
Linda Fraas
Willia Mae Reed
Jill Timmerman
James Owens
Buffy Momberger
Danial Momberger
Paul Brickner

Wednesday

Bob Clarke 
Frank Coombs 
Susan Edgett
Patrick Wallace
Dr. Stephen Sprigle
Elaine Ashby 
Dr. Rory Cooper
Dr. Tina Chu
John Bollinger
Larry Kynast
Nancy Starnes 
Joey Wallace
Dr. Nancy Shinowara
James Spencer
Dr. Chuck Levy
Mark Schmeler
Janet Evans
Rick McWilliams
Pammy Corcoran
Betty Patterson 

Power Management and Monitoring Technology Group

Tuesday 
Ivan Clarke 
Steve Keyser 
Hymie Pogr
Patrick Wallace 
Christopher Lucci
John Inman 
Steve Khan 
Dr. Daniel Repperger 
Ed Snell 
Dr. Jim Reswick 
Scott Hall
James Spencer 
Dr. Chuck Levy
Nigel Shapcott 
Vanessa Riles 
William Cain
E Paul Dick 
         
Wednesday

Dan Easley 
Dennis Sharp 
Paul Miller 
Sach Jain 
Dr. Munshi
Elaine Treffler 
Scott Salis 
Scott Schilling 
Amy Goldman 
Rich Dimmick 
Brian Claybeck 
Linda Fraas 
Rob Robertson 
John Tague 
James Owens 
Lois Quinn 

Motors and Drive Trains Technology Group

Tuesday 
Dan Easley 
Paul Miller 
Clarence Rivett 
Dennis Sharp 
Stephen Stadelmeier 
Henry Tate 
Scott Salis 
Scott Schilling 
Sach Jain 
Rich Dimmick 
Dr. Nancy Shinowara 
Brian Claybeck 
Rob Robertson 
John Tague
Pammy Corcoran 
Lois Quinn 

Wednesday

Ivan Clarke 
Steve Keyser 
Christopher Lucci 
Dr. Geoff Fernie 
Ed Snell
Dr. Jim Reswick 
Lowell Christianson 
John Inman
Robert Saba 
Jeff Solash 
Vanessa Riles
William Cain 
E Paul Dick 
Lois O'Donnell 
Paul Brickner 

Materials and Components Technology Groups

Tuesday 
Bob Clarke 
Frank Coombs
Susan Edgett 
Dr. Geoff Fernie 
Dr. Stephen Sprigle 
Dr. Rory Cooper 
Elaine Ashby 
Dr. Tina Chu 
Larry Kynast
Robert Saba 
Joey Wallace 
Nancy Starnes 
Mark Schmeler
Janet Evans 
Rick McWilliams 
Betty Patterson 
Lois O'Donnell 

 

Wednesday

Drew Gibney
Clarence Rivett 
Guy Chiasson 
Dr. Daniel Repperger 
Steve Khan
Stephen Stadelmeier
Dr. Gina Bertocci 
Henry Tate
Dr. Mike Bonninger 
Scott Hall 
Bill Peterson 
Sal Sheredos 
Russ Videtti 
Nigel Shapcott 
Willa Mae Reed 
Jill Timmerman 
Buffy Momberger
Danial Momberger

REPORT: EVALUATION OF STAKEHOLDER FORUM ON WHEELED MOBILITY
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Introduction:
Achieving ongoing improvement through continuous self-study is key to quality assurance in any program. When this effort is integrated with external feedback from its stakeholders, as is the practice at the Rehabilitation Engineering Research Center on Technology Transfer (T2RERC), the program also validates itself in its broader context. As we at T2RERC implement our efforts to transfer technology through our Demand-Pull and Supply-Push models, we value, and systematically collect, information from our stakeholders at strategic and significant points during the process cycles of the two models. The Stakeholder Forum on Wheeled Mobility that was held at Pittsburgh, Pa. on May 25 and 26 is one such landmark, an event significant to the project’s demand-pull process. 

T2RERC, and its partner organizations that sponsored the forum, owe the success of the event to the multiple stakeholders who enriched our self-study process by giving valuable information at various stages of this event. During the months prior to this two-day meeting, experts on Wheeled Mobility that we had identified as appropriate and valuable gave us high quality input through our interview sessions. This information framed the “whitepapers” under the four themes we had identified as significant to the problem of technology transfer for wheeled mobility. These papers fed the discussions that occurred later, at the Forum, by a larger group of stakeholders invited to participate. Their mixed perspectives generated the information needed for synthesizing “problem statements”, the intended outcomes of the Forum. 

On-site Evaluation of Forum – How we did it:

Targeted outcomes cannot be achieved at the desired quality level unless we ensure the quality of the processes that produced them.  Thus, on-site, “formative” evaluation formed an important part of the Stakeholder Forum. And once again, we gained insights from our participant stakeholders who mirrored the strengths and weaknesses of the forum processes by giving us evaluative information during the forum.   They enabled us to walk with the processes, improve them while they were still on the run and keep them appropriately focussed and directed.  

Mixed stakeholder groups – product consumers (end-users with disabilities), product producers (manufacturers), technology producers, and resource providers (government officials) – participated in each of the four sessions that ran simultaneously each day.  A team of two evaluators made direct observation of the interactions at these sessions, circulating from session to session and recording the unique features of each session. They observed what styles the moderators used, the way they used the audio-visual aids, and how effectively the team coordinated its three roles in order to monitor discussions, technical content and summarizing notes. They carried their observations back and forth between the live sessions, reinforcing their strengths and correcting process errors. Additionally, all participants evaluated the quality of each individual session, on a survey form, against their own expectations. We analyzed their responses and comments at the end of the day and fed them back to the moderating teams immediately, which enabled them to modify their second day sessions in accordance with the needs perceived on the first day. 

Participant Stakeholders Appraise Forum Performance

In all, 46 participants consistently filled out all the evaluation forms expressing their satisfaction levels and making additional comments. They evaluated each individual session on content (if the topics were relevant, if the discussions went deep enough), purpose (how well it was achieved) and personal satisfaction (about feeling comfortable and being able to contribute).   Overall, perceptions were very positive about all sessions, although not uniformly high across all of them, given the participant mix and differences in moderator styles. The evaluations ranged from reasonably satisfactory (3.5 points on a 5 point scale) to highly satisfactory (4.8 points). They were generally higher on the second day, indicating improvement of session performance and thus validating the value of on-site feedback to moderators.

Different stakeholder groups valued different aspects of the forum as its strength. 

But the opportunity to network with and learn about the ideas of other stakeholder groups was upheld as the forum’s strength by all groups. 42 of the 46 survey responses, or 91%, indicated this as a benefit from the forum. Consumers appreciated learning about the state of the art of the technologies, and felt the “need to have more of these forums”, and  “looked forward to seeing some of the ideas in the future chairs being manufactured”. One comment read, “Thank you very much for inviting me. Perhaps we can do this again. … the groups that I participated in were very technical but I believe that I was able to understand at least 75% of the information. I increased my knowledge and have a better understanding of what it takes to unite technology and materials”. Technology Producers appreciated the opportunity to “meet a diverse group of people with common mobility interest”, describing the forum as “unifying personnel of different fields under one roof which will and should help getting a proper network”. The Manufacturer group, in addition, appreciated the opportunity of exposure to the consumer group, particularly impressed with the “mix of manufacturers, researchers, clinicians, and the most important group, the users.” A Resource Provider, in appreciating the networking opportunity, acknowledged getting “good insight to issues dealing with wheel chairs”. 

Two other benefits or impacts of the forum that the total group of participants acknowledged were: exposure to new or innovative technologies (63%) and being able to identify the needs for new products or technology (57%).  18 participants (out of 46) felt they were able to identify new business opportunities and 17 felt they helped shape the direction for new product development. 

Overall, the participants indicated very high satisfaction with the effective organization throughout, in particular with the helpful, friendly efficiency of the organizers (4.9 points). They considered the background information provided by the white papers as very appropriate and sufficient (4.2 points). Travel logistics as well as comfort and accessibility of the accommodations were also rated high (4 to 4.4 points), although specific stakeholders gave constructive suggestions for achieving perfectly accessible meeting and dining arrangements in the future. 

Individual comments from different stakeholders that corroborated the above results described the event as “extremely professional”, and pointed out as a strength of the forum our involving the RERC from Pittsburgh as our partner. Special mentions were also made of: the “overall structure” of the forum, the “motivation” of the moderators, the “model” we followed in the sessions that converged discussion to summaries, the quality of the background materials, among other things. As one Resource Provider observed, “providing a structure for groups to work within”, having “focused objectives” and having “facilitators” were the strengths of our sessions. 

Information related to the above findings are summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. 

Self-evaluation by Forum Organizers

We also received self-evaluative feedback from the organizing members themselves. The moderators from AZtech, ILC and RTI, the graduate students from the RERC at Pittsburgh and the professionals from T2RERC sent their perceptions and evaluative comments electronically to the evaluation team, subsequent to the event. This information pointed to general satisfaction on everyone’s part, the entire program considered professional, well run and effective.  Having an on-site support system with resources and a work area, as well as getting continuous evaluation and feedback on site were particularly upheld as strengths. On the other hand, there were a few constructive comments related to either maintaining or improving  “an already excellent process”. These include: maintaining the present structured format of the sessions, making technical/laymen communication stronger by moderator training, more efficient recruiting and preparation of consumers for better validation of technical solutions, rethinking ways of efficiently involving our distant partners. 

Information related to the above is summarized in Table 4.

Conclusions

After cross-analyzing the self-study information with the participating stakeholder perceptions, much as we happily conclude the high success level of the forum, we also recognize the value of the constructive suggestions made. In a spirit of improving our outcomes by enabling stakeholders to make their highest quality inputs, we acknowledge them as “lessons” for our future events and pledge our ongoing efforts towards excellence.


Table 1: Stakeholder Ratings of Individual Forum Sessions on Wheeled Mobility


















Gp.->
Manual Propulsion

Power Management

Motors/ Drivetrains

Materials/ Components




SESSION ONE (Tues)
SESSION TWO (Wed.)

SESSION ONE (Tues)
SESSION TWO (Wed.)

SESSION ONE (Tues)
SESSION TWO (Wed.)

SESSION ONE (Tues)
SESSION TWO (Wed.)


Item

mean (n=17)
mean (n=12)

mean (n=12)
mean (n=15)

mean (n=12)
mean (n=12)

mean (n=16)
mean (n=15)

1
The group was well organized and run

4.1
4.6

4.7
4.2

4.3
4.5

3.6
4.1

2
The moderator's instructions were direct, simple and clear

4.6
4.5

4.5
4.1

4.4
4.4

3.9
4.1

3
The discussion content was relevant to me

4.2
4.0

4.4
4.3

3.7
4.1

3.6
4.1

4
The discussion addressed the appropriate issues for the topic

4.1
4.1

4.4
3.7

4.1
4.3

3.3
4.3

5
The discussion went into sufficient depth for the topic

3.9
3.8

4.3
3.7

3.6
4.4

3.6
3.9

6
The Group's purpose was clear

3.9
4.4

4.3
4.0

4.2
4.3

3.6
4.0

7
The group's purpose was achieved

4.0
3.5

4.4
3.6

3.5
3.7

3.3
3.9

8
I felt comfortable participating in the discussion

3.7
3.9

4.8
4.2

3.5
4.6

3.8
3.6

9
I felt that I made useful and relevant comments

3.5
3.7

4.1
3.6

3.5
3.8

3.8
3.5



Table 2: Stakeholder Ratings of Overall Forum Performance- Wheeled Mobility 















consumers [n=18]
Tech producers [n=11]
Manu-facturers [n=8]
Resource Providers [n=9]







no.
no.
no.
no.
TOTAL



A

Participated in MWC Propulsion group
8
3
4
7
22





Participated in Motor/DrTrains group
9
4
4
1
18





Participated in Materials/Components group
9
5
3
6
23





Participated in Power Management group
9
5
4
3
21














B

Is a clinician/therapist
2
1
0
0
3

















Mean 
Mean 
Mean 
Mean 
GRAND MEAN



C
1
Hotel rooms and facilities provided an appropriate environment for this Forum
4.1
3.8
4.3
4.1
4.1




2
Hotel rooms and facilities were fully accessible
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.1
4.0




3
The "White Papers" provided appropriate and sufficient background information
4.4
4.3
3.9
4.3
4.2




4
Your travel accommodations to and from the Forum were reasonable and appropriate
4.8
4.3
4.0
4.3
4.4




5
The staff(secretaries, moderators, students…) were helpful and friendly
4.8
4.8
5.0
4.9
4.9

















no.
no.
no.
no.
TOTAL



D

Helped me identify new business opportunities 
2
7
6
3
18





Exposed me to new or innovative technologies
14
5
5
5
29





I helped shape the direction for new product development
10
4
0
3
17





I helped identify the needs for new products or technology
13
6
4
3
26





Provided me an opportunity to network with or speak to manufacturers, researchers, clinicians, consumes and others
16







Table 3. Stakeholder Comments on Forum Performance

Participant group 
Which aspects of the Forum were most useful or well done? 
Which aspects of the forum need to be improved?

Consumers 
· networking opportunities 

· Most of the things we talked about were very interesting to me. 

· All of the aspects 

· Bathrooms on floor were great! Food was good. I liked the excitement of the session. The interaction between the participants was good. 

· Contacting customers was great! Need to have more of these forums. 

· I am more aware of the technologies that are out there and the ones that they are working to develop. 

· I am more aware of what is out there and what technologies they are currently working on. 

· Overall, the forum was very well presented and worthwhile. 

· All well done. Nothing really at use, at this point in time. 

· The food was exceptional and plentiful and the servers and volunteers couldn’t have been more pleasant as well as helpful. They were cheerful as well as accommodating…….. I don’t want to end on a negative note because I felt that my overall view of this forum was and is favorable, at the risk of being redundant I feel that topics were very informative. I always welcome the opportunity to acquire new knowledge and I did. Thank you very much for inviting me. Perhaps we can do this again. The staff and moderators were very good. The groups that I participated in were very technical but I believe that I was able to understand at least 75% of the information. I increased my knowledge and have a better understanding of what it takes to unite technology and materials. Buffets are difficult for people in wheelchairs – more help was needed in assisting and expediting the lines. The wait staff was wonderful and very helpful. 

· The forum was an excellent idea. I learned a lot in the groups I was in- especially in assisting me in my search for a new chair. I look forward to seeing some of the ideas in the future chairs being manufactured. The accessible bathrooms were very wonderful. 

· The presentations were very good. It was nice to hear the results of the other groups that I wasn’t able to participate in. 


Overall: 

· Everything was handled well. 

· I don’t see any need for improvement. This is the first forum that I have participated in. So, I can’t really say if it was run well or not. 

· I am new at this. I’ve never met a more appreciated group of people. 

Accessibility: 

· Accessibility in the forum rooms was somewhat a problem. You should probably have a disabled person scope out the site. 

· I was a little shocked when I first came into the hotel and saw steps. (I didn’t see the lift but the staff was very helpful and showed me the lift). However, 2 elevators made transportation to and from other floors difficult. 

· The rooms for the various groups were a little small for wheelchairs[ two] 

Comfort: 

· Most people in wheelchairs get extremely tired after sitting for a prolonged time along with getting tired I have pain and swelling to contend with. I know that it probably would be cost prohibitive to have shorter days but more of them, so that the same amount of ground could be covered. 

· The days were too long. Needed to be spread out over 3 or 4 days 

· The temperature control was a little off. Sometimes the rooms got too hot and other times it was entirely cold. I sat in the rear of the conference room and was surprised that the hotel allows smoking in front of the doors. The smoke drifted into the room. I am allergic to smoke and it puts me into an asthma attack. 

Meals: 

· Buffets are difficult for people in wheelchairs – more help was needed in assisting and expediting the lines. The wait staff was wonderful and very helpful. The elevators were too small for wheelchair 

· The helping of wheel chair user with their meals and told it be buffet style. 

Accommodation: 

· Need to let local people know that they won’t be staying overnight. They should have given better instructions on who was staying overnight 

· People need to be notified of all accommodations. Instructions should be clearer to the persons giving out the info. 

Groups representation: 

· End user (consumer) needs to have input before the forum, on which aspects of the chair they feel is in need of breakthrough technologies for all degrees of disabilities. 

· You need to have third party payers represented. 

· I feel that it perhaps would be advantageous to have invited individuals from Medicare, HMO’s, Medicaid, and some congressmen and senators, because no matter what the subject was, the bottom line is funding. Mainly the lack of it vs. the need of it. 

· Need more clinicians involved in forum to represent the consumer from a professional aspect, as well as other advocates. Funding and other financial perspectives should have a representative to answer questions in this area. 

· You need more consumers in each group 

· Afternoon session on day two did not offer much new insight with people. Just reading reports. We can read what groups came up with after the forum is over and we are mailed info. May have been better to use that time to rotate into a new group. That way we could have been directly involved in 3 groups instead of two 

Technology producers 
· The interaction times at meals and after meeting were essential. 

· Diversity of people 

· Opportunities to meet a diverse group of people with common mobility interest. 

· Preparation of background materials 

· Unifying personnel of different field under one roof which will and should help getting a proper network. 

· The ability to network and learn about consumer needs 

· Meeting others. 

· The overall structure was well implemented. 
· One issue that kept coming up was Medicare Reimbursement. It is a policy issue that involves consumer advocacy, dealer/ mfg support and research data to promote an attitude change in Medicare to update the kool chair. The kool is based on a 20 yr old design needs to be updated. I recognize grant recipients can’t lobby directly but some forum is needed to upgrade the minimum Kool chair requirements. 

· Add payments group Medicare/Medicaid, Funding! 

· Reimbursement was a key issue throughout the groups – there may be a need to have an additional group which would address reimbursement. 

· More manufacturer participation. Scooters, vehicles, component supplies 

· Develop standard output, better organized, have groups review this information and assemble as groups (problem , solutions, fed lab direction). 

· Communication among the researchers, manufacturers and the end users. 

· More closely ensure that the facilities meet the needs of the participants 

· More respect for consumers. Perhaps a pre-session to help them not focus on their own situation as when they did – they were often readily cut off 

· A bit too “orchestrated”, not enough user input, or an appropriate forum for it. 

Manufacturers 
· The mix of manufacturers, researchers, clinicians, and the most important group, the users. 

· Scribes did a fabulous job 

· Discuss and summarize model is very good 

· Moderators/organizer very motivated to do a good job 

· Very good interplay with people in varying interest. 

· Networking opportunities and manual wheel chair propulsion –geared systems wed at 9 am. 
· In general the forum was really good – Honestly I am not sure that I know How to improve a forum like this – there are many different levels of understanding if I have one comment/request, --- more detailed discussions in some meetings to discuss potential solutions [to?] problems 

· More users, need their input most. 

· Need: more therapists, more people from funding area, more knowledgeable end users. 

· More attendance by funding - this is critical 

· Reality, discussions must focus on realizable goals 

· Some information in the “power” white paper was outdated as regards additional push for third party payer participation would be very helpful. 

· Materials and components. Tues. p.m. – not productive 

Resource Providers 
· Diverse participants. Structure for groups to work within. 

· Networking. 

· Explore in more detail available technology. 

· Focused objectives 

· Facilitators 

· Opportunity to network with others. Good insight to issues dealing with wheel chairs. 


· Enhance greater consumer participation within groups. May be include third party funders as participants. 

· Facilities need to be larger to accommodate folks better. Need to have third party members present. 

· Consumers present were not encouraged to speak out and in one group were cut off. It would be interesting to hear them about how they felt they were heard. 

· Try to increase manufacturer/industry participation. 

· More FLC scientists/engineers 

· Better opportunities for networking – i.e., larger room for reception/dinner so mingling is easier. Encouragement for business reps to contribute more freely to discussion 

· It went well. However wrap up session by different groups should be no longer than 10-15 minutes each. Break too long. 

· Outcomes of breakouts unduly influenced by some participants – suggest each topic have 2-3 homogeneous groups that then come together as one heterogeneous group on the topic. 

TABLE 4: In-House Evaluative Input - What worked and what did we learn?

Source: Comments from: T2 RERC staff [n=9]; RTI reps [n=2];Pittsburgh grad students n=3; Total = 14

SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS 

The evaluative comments by T2RERC/ RTI/ RERC-Pittsburgh [grad students] point to general satisfaction on everyone’s part - entire program considered very well run. In particular, NIDRR thought it extremely professional, with special compliments to T2RERC for taking the initiative and involving Pittsburgh RERC as a significant partner. The “strengths” of the Event are listed in the summary tables below. The recommendations are for continuing these practices. The “lessons” include any adjustments/ improvements” that should occur in order to make an “already excellent forum” [RTI comment] even better in the future.


STRENGTHS 


LESSONS 

Locale of Event 
· 1. Holding Forum in home city of partner RERC 
· Select more accessible hotel. 

· Visit available options and verify accommodations for larger meeting rooms on the same floor, with easy access to each other, as well as other needs of the specific consumer attendees [vision /hearing-impaired, .] 

On-site Project Support 
· Having [a] the “war room”; [b] on-site tech support; [c] on-site evaluation [d] on-site facility management 

· Excellent staff cooperation and understanding as a “team”. 
· Make printer more accessible to computer[s] in the war room; 

· Encourage all team members to prioritize on-site customer needs 



Forum Organization and Coordination 
· Well run on the whole 
· Record participant attendance, at arrival and at sessions 

· Rethink forum timing – more days? 

· Work out logistical details of team work - organizing upon arrival on site, master of ceremonies at initial meeting 

· Harmonize approach and philosophy among organizing partners; fully involve them, especially moderators, with development of white papers, scripts and moderating process; Train/prepare moderators. Partner RERC to participate as technical facilitator. 

Registration of Participants 
· Color coding and labeling participants by roles [consumer, manufacturer…] and sessions [motors, materials….] 
· Place individual packages in envelopes for ease of manipulation 

· Set up registration earlier to permit initial clarifications / settling in 

· Master list at table to be checked off [and provide for session attendance checking] 

Use of AV aids 
· Use of computer based note-taking, projector and screen; 

· Flip chart note-taking and display of notes on walls for reference 

In manual propulsion gp, 

· Having two flipcharts and two computers running simultaneously 

· Display of visual illustrations on the screen for reference 

· Categorizing wall notes display 
· Flip charts should be positioned better for easy view. 

· Make flip chart notes more legible, crisp and understandable 

· Categorize and color code flip chart notes [by discussion topic] as possible; 

· Consider using strengths of manual propulsion group. 

· Consider videotaping of sessions for process viewing and improvement 

· Consider using power point template for final reporting [last day] 

Breakout sessions: Organization and implementation 
· Having a questioning format- "needs, state of practice, ideal and barriers" - in script as a guideline in general 

· Having a team approach- scribe, technical support and note takers on flip chart. 

· Having a structure to hold an otherwise overwhelming number of topics 

· White papers well done 

· Having continuous evaluations and feedback 

· Having breaks of appropriate length for persons in wheelchairs 

· Frequent breaks after each sub-topic and use of break time to validate and integrate discussed ideas and points; [motors gp and manual propulsion gp] 
· Team player roles should be more clear in all groups 

· Prepare participants with more advance information [in an info package with white papers] about session process 

· differing moderating styles between sessions 

· session outlines, with definitions in the script ‘guideline’ 

· information about which technology areas to discuss 

· Especially provide previous preparation to consumers at recruitment; 

· Continue to consider attendee needs while planning breaks and transitions between sessions 

· Track attendance at sessions; 

· Provide for cross-interaction between group/session participants. Consider including a feature that enables two discussion groups to get together and compare notes to provide a joint report. Have all the teams either listen to a tape of the interviews, or be part of a teleconference 

· Re-think Day 2 breakfast arrangements 

Moderating Team Effectiveness at Breakout sessions 
· Three of the four moderators were effective as facilitators despite differences in degree of “structure” in the use of the script guidelines. All three respected the planned discussion outline. 

· Support staff –technical and flipchart note-takers and scribes – placed very well in the alcove of the session room 

· Worked effectively within the limitations of physical space and lack of role clarity due to moderator differences; 

· Pittsburgh grad students motivated and helpful; Felt most useful while actively note-taking, but benefited educationally when multiple note-taking freeing up time for listening to discussions 
· Ensure that all group moderators are in tune with the approach. 

· All team members need to have an active part of in the development of background material, script writing, process, etc. 

· Re-think the degree of structure in the “script”. Avoid too much freedom or too much restriction for the forum members; Define a good middle and have it practiced by each moderator before conducting a forum. 

· Involve technical experts from partner RERC from beginning, and have them participate as technical facilitators in every discussion. 

· Specify the roles of all Technical students, including their roles in developing the proceedings, so they know what is expected up front 

· Scribes should only use equipment they train with prior to the Forum 

Reporting session 
· Giving participants the opportunity to present their group findings worked well. 


· Facilitate more interaction and additional input from participants 

· Re-think set up – including preceding lunch hour, and the design of the meeting rooms; Ex: board room style? Layout of the room with round tables? 

· Consider expanding meeting to three days. 

· Day 1 morning - each stakeholder group meets separately, sets its own expectations regarding 

participation. 

· Day 1 afternoon and Day 2 morning - breakout group meetings on each topic 

· Afternoon of day 2 - joint meeting of both groups within each topic to develop recommendations 

· Morning of Day 3- technology developers (labs) and product developers (companies) to develop a plan of action in response to recommendations. 

· Afternoon of Day 3- presentation of action plan (next steps). 

· Consider having a moderator in addition to the reporter, leading and eliciting interest/comments. 

· Plan for a PowerPoint template for the reports; it is more amenable to presentations[RTI] 

Participant Interaction and Contribution to Forum Outcomes 
· Mixing and providing opportunity for the various stakeholders to interact 

· Including consumers, in particular [input considered valuable and expected by a number of remarking manufacturers] 

· Consumers dedicated and interested to learn 

· Use of Scripts to aid in keeping the [mixed] groups (at least in the motor group) focussed. 

· The broad variety of input from the group, their ability to stimulate each other with thinking about various problems 
· Continue to use scripts for moderating. 

· Consider making sessions a little less structured, perhaps with shorter scripts; and allow a more natural process for participants and more freedom for the moderator to adjust to the participants. 

· Better specify the type of technology solutions we were looking for – to avoid the problem of focusing on extremes [totally new technology vs. minor modifications to existing technology]. Include multiple reps from the same company to help balance off extreme positions 

· Better participant mix is needed - Increase presence of insurance companies!! Or people in the Medicaid/ Medicare business; Consider that clinicians could bring consumer need-perspective to the table with greater knowledge of available product choices [RTI] 

· Generate white papers more contemporaneously with the expert and industry interviews for greater continuity [RTI] 

BEFORE THE SESSIONS: 

· Provide all participants with more information about the process, perhaps in the information packet. 

· From the perspective of session's effectiveness, try to find “knowledgeable” consumers. Re-think recruitment procedures [See details in the appropriate section in the appendix] including more information, pre-preparation or training to clarify expected roles and encourage participation. 

· Moderators to study expert interviews, industry interviews and related materials and get familiar with the needs and business opportunities identified by manufacturers 

· Consider some introductory sessions for the different stakeholder groups prior to the actual focus group meetings (perhaps Tuesday morning). In particular, have a pre-meeting/ coaching of consumers by the RERC [6] before participating [day before or morning of forum]. Consultation on what is available for their needs could be a benefit of their participation. 

AT THE SESSIONS: 

· Monitor any stakeholder attrition on day one, and make any adjustments necessary to ensure coverage in every group [NIDRR comment] 

· Moderators should; 

· Reiterate the roles of each stakeholder group in the meeting, then bring them up when the role gets achieved 

· Be sensitive to consumers feeling intimidated by experts, provide them with support and encouragement to participate, and then reward them when they do participate 

· Have technically oriented participants rephrase and explain things in layman terms in order to encourage the full participation of all stakeholders 

· Bring back technical considerations to the consumers for input from a functional viewpoint 

· Recognize and accommodate any consumer difficulty with some aspect of verbal communication; their lack of practice at forming and articulating their thoughts and their need for more time [to develop their thoughts] and support [when clarifying them] 

· Encourage more manufacturer participation - maybe touch on the “profit” that the new technology would generate for them. 

· Consider using some type of tool (game or group puzzle) that will not be offensive yet get the group together 

HAVE TIMELY FOLLOW-UP: [See details in the appropriate section] 

RERC Partnership 
· Most of the participating RERC staff made excellent and superb contributions to the session. On the whole it was very positive. [Especially in the Power Management group]. 


· Involve partner RERC more in all process steps beforehand; get everyone in better tune with the meeting -- and to buy in to the concept; have issues raised and resolved well before the session, so as not to confuse or disrupt the discussion trend during actual sessions 



Appendix C
 

RERC on Technology Transfer (T2RERC) & Related Partner Agencies 
(In alphabetical Order)

 

AZtech Incorporated
http://cosmos.ot.buffalo.edu
 

Center for Assistive Technology - University at Buffalo (CAT/UB) 
http://wings.buffalo.edu/ot/cat/index.htm
 

Federal Laboratory Consortium (FLC)
http://www.federallabs.org 
 

Federal Laboratory Consortium - Mid-Atlantic Region
www.federallabs.org/Mid-Atlantic/start.html 
 

Independent Living Center of Western New York (ILC)
http://cosmos.ot.buffalo.edu/html/ilc.html 
 

National Institute of Disability and Rehabilitation Research (NIDRR) 
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSERS/NIDRR/index.html 

 

RERC on Technology Transfer (T2-RERC) - University at Buffalo
http://cosmos.ot.buffalo.edu/t2rerc 
 

RERC on Wheeled Mobility - University of Pittsburgh
www.rerc.upmc.edu
 

Research Triangle Institute (RTI)
www.rti.org 
 

U.S. Department of Education (USDE)
http://www.ed.gov 
