WHAT IMPROVEMENTS WOULD YOU MAKE IF ANY?
It would have been nice to have a more varied opinion, there was almost a little too much agreeemnt

Have some initial time rotating among tables to find common themes. Then, people may be able to self-organize with some topics

Remove the keynotes.  Spend less time before sharing titles.  Allow for another round of revision after voting and feedback.  Include in the first round of voting a vote to scrap or combine a statement.

Real-time collapsing of like priorities to get rid of repetition.

have the NIH tell us what kind of priority statement would be helpful to them.

Reach out other disciplines and invite them to attend and provide their perspective, e.g. clinicians.

Possible lengthen the conference or build in a specific time that would enable additional revision after sharing as a group. The comments may help with this, but hard to know since it will be implemented after the conference. For many proposals if they could have just changed a few words it would have scored very highly.
More inclusive of other biomechanists--I wonder how much of the reason is due to the packed schedule of other meetings, end of quarter, etc. I would prefer to have this at an otherwise quiet time. November, perhaps?

One improvement might be recruiting a wider audience.  I realize that everyone was invited but for some reason only a relatively small cross section attended.

There seemed to be a broad range in Priority Statement "styles". Some were well-developed, full page narratives, while others were only a handful of bullet points. For several statments, I liked the concepts but did not feel the statement was developed well enough to give it a good score. I know there was a desire for "organic" development of statements, but I think an example or two of a good statement might have led to more fully-developed papers.
Need better restroom facilities. This was really ridiculous. For an entire conference center, the restroom has ONE toilet and no urinals (for men, not sure about the ladies room). That is grossly inadequate, and in an environment like this where we all take break concurrently, it is just not appropriate. Everything about the hotel was immaculate, but this issue (for me) may be a deal breaker and I would suggest considering a different venue.
Not separating the CJ and LF groups when many people consider themselves to fall on both sides.

Discuss as a group earlier so minor changes suggested by the larger group could be made before final voting (e.g., broadening the scope of a priority).

Consider a larger and more diverse group of attendees.

Provide time on the back end of the meeting to enable groups to combine priority statements after the presentations.

More discussion for both CJ and LF.

Actively engage different societies to have them nominate some people to attend. Still leave the remaining slots open for application, but actively ask societies to send people to ensure diversity of research areas.

Next time:  Have participants write a PRELIMINARY priority statement BEFORE they come to the conference.  These would help expedite the conversations.  These could be a basis for final priority statements... or not...  or could be changed or even tossed during the discussion... But at least we could get a quicker start on the FRONT end.
Provide some time between 8am and 5pm to study the statements before scoring.

On a different note: in mechanical design there are well established ways for groups of people to brain storm many different ideas and then winnow them down to the best ones. I think the initial small group discussions would have benefitted from this sort of structured process.
I would have liked to have interacted with the other groups more, had larger brainstorming sessions (more people), and had gotten together with those with similar interests to work on statements.

More effort to get groups with similar interests at the same table.
Group leader at each table to be skilled in facilitation.
Representatives from more government fundind agencies

I appreciate the paperless meeting format, but I think a conference brochure (agenda, main contact phone #'s, map, etc.) would have been helpful for those times where I didn't have my laptop in hand and powered up.

Spread keynote presentations, so that each day comprises both keynotes / lectures / seminars as well as priority writing workshops. To enable a mix of "seminar" and workshop format

Include more time for discussion - the more the better
More concise scoring scheme.

none

Pre-define the topic areas

I think that there should be a consolidation/distilling portion where the core concepts are extracted (database, subject specific, etc.). The details can be discussed, but having 34 statements is too much. Perhaps the organizers can create the core consepts and the participants can vote/comment after that?
A longer refinement process to combine proposals with facilitators encourage folding some things together.

If done again then we should be more specific to the area that this priority conference in Biomechanics will serve - Biomechanics is a vast field: human, animal, cellular, whole organ - motion analysis, computational orthopedics, cardiovascular, tissue engineering, etc.  This meeting focussed upon neuromusculoskeletal biomechaics from cellular to whole body.  It seems from the scope of ASB, ISB, WCB that there's so much more in BIOMECHANICS.
Many of the priorities covered similiar material... It would have been better if we could have joined these priorities.


More diverse group

Putting the tables on top of the power outlet plates so no one would trip over them.

have a greater role of the NIH officials/granting agencies 

I think the process would have been accelerated if we had the option to prepare priority statements ahead of time.

Have participants prepare a priority statement before arriving and then edit at the meeting while still allowing new statements to be generated at the meeting.

We needed to vote earlier and then be given a chance to refine our statements.

