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Transferring to and from the wheelchair seat is a necessary skill for many wheelchair users who wish to be independent in their everyday life. The
performance of wheelchair transfers has been associated with the risk of falling and developing upper limb injuries. Both present a risk to the
independence of the individual. Previous studies on wheelchair transfers have focused mainly on the analysis of sitting transfers performed by
individuals with Spinal Cord Injury, which only represent a small portion of the wider wheelchair users’ population. The purpose of this letter is to
investigate the effect of different transferring techniques (sitting, standing) and transfer board use on the ground reaction forces under the hands
during transfer performance and transfer quality measured using the Transfer Assessment Instrument (TAI). Sitting transfers displayed generally
higher peak and mean reaction forces underneath both leading and trailing hands compared to the other techniques, but the difference was only
significant between sitting and standing transfers. Standing transfers had significantly lower TAI scores compared to sitting transfer, potentially
indicating a decreased level of safety associated with their performance. Transfer boards were only partially effective in reducing the weight born

by the upper limbs and they caused only a minor reduction in the overall TAI score in comparison to sitting transfers.

1. Introduction: Performing a transfer to and from the wheelchair
seat is a necessary skill for wheelchair users who want to complete
independently many Activities of Daily Living (ADL) [1]. The
number of wheelchair transfers performed daily by wheelchair users
varies greatly, with some studies reporting an average number as low
as 8 transfers per day [2], while others estimate numbers which are
closer to 20 transfers per day [3]. Although it might seem surprising at
first, this large variation should be expected. Wheelchair users are a
very diverse population that encompass individuals of different sex,
age and medical conditions but, more importantly, different functional
abilities and lifestyles [4]. Most studies on wheelchair transfers focus
mainly on the analysis of sitting pivot transfers performed by
individuals with Spinal Cord Injury (SCI) [5]-[8]. Although
individuals with SCI represent a significant group within the
wheelchair users’ population, they are not representative of the full
population. Sitting pivot transfers are routinely performed by
wheelchair users without a SCI and inclusion criteria for studies on
wheelchair transfers should be based on functional ability rather than
medical condition in order to produce more generalizable results [9].
Additionally, many wheelchair users might be able to reach a standing
position and perform a standing pivot transfer [10], while others might
use a transfer board in one or more circumstances in order to facilitate
transfer performance [11]. Surprisingly, although the use of transfer
boards is recommended in order to reduce reaction forces during
independent transfers, the effect of using a transfer board on these
transfers has never been measured [12]. The few studies that
evaluated the effectiveness of transfer boards on reducing forces
during wheelchair transfers were carried out on assisted transfers of
dependent patients performed by health operators [13], [14].

The performance of wheelchair transfers has been shown to be
related to two different risk factors for wheelchair users. Firstly,
sitting wheelchair transfers have been linked to pain and injury in the
upper limbs [15], [16]. A study from [17] showed how repeated
wheelchair transfers cause acute damage to the shoulder tendons that
might accumulate over time and cause the onset of overuse injuries.
Similar results were described in [18] where ultrasound examination
after repeated transfers revealed increases cross sectional area (CSA)
of the median nerve which could, overtime, lead to development of
carpal tunnel syndrome. Overuse upper limb injuries among
wheelchair users are believed to be related to the high forces
generated during activities such as propulsion and transfers [19]. Due

to the experiment design, the researchers in [17] are unable to
establish any connection between the reaction forces generated during
transfers and the ultrasound findings. On the other hand, this
relationship appears quite clear in [18] as subjects with increased body
mass, who are likely to exhibit greater reaction forces, had increased
CSA after transfers. Additionally, results showed how individuals
who performed transfers with better technique had a decreased
swelling ratio of the median nerve after the experiment. A recent
study from [8] seems to confirm the importance of correct technique
for subjects performing sitting pivot transfers as it found that subjects
who performed better transfers were less likely to complain of
shoulder pain and present signs of shoulder pathology during
ultrasound examination.

Secondly, wheelchair transfers have been identified as one of the
main wheelchair activities that can lead to falls, potentially causing
traumatic injuries to the individual and decrease their level of
confidence [20]-[24]. Although the risk of developing upper limb
injuries might be more relevant to people who perform sitting
wheelchair transfers, the risk of falling while performing a transfer is
equally relevant for individuals performing standing transfers. To our
knowledge, no clinical scale has been developed to evaluate the risk
of falling during the performance of standing and sitting transfers
performed independently or with the aid of a transfer board. However,
researchers in [25] have developed and refined [26] a clinical tool
called Transfer Assessment Instrument (TAI) that can be used to
evaluate the performance of independent and assisted wheelchair
transfers performed with a standing or sitting technique with or
without the aid of a transfer board. The TAI provides a valid and
reliable tool to assess aspects of transfer performance which includes
the strategy for conservation of the upper limb and the safety of the
transfer.

This study aims to evaluate the effect of different transferring
techniques (sitting, standing) and transfer board use on the reaction
forces under the hands as measured during transfer performance and
TAI score. These measures were chosen as they represent an indicator
of the risk factors for falling and upper limb injury which are normally
associated with wheelchair transfers.

2. Methods
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2.1 Subjects: The study received ethics approval from the University
College London Ethics Committee (Study number 4271/002).
Participants were recruited from a laboratory database, national and
local charities. After reading and providing informed consent, six
manual wheelchair users and one power wheelchair user (6 males, 1
female) participated in the study. Inclusion criteria were: aged
between 18 and 85 years, use of a manual or powered wheelchair as a
primary mean of mobility, ability to perform independent transfer
(sitting or standing) with or without the use of a transfer board and no
UE pain or injury that would affect their ability to transfer.

2.2 Experimental Protocol: The majority (6) of our participants were
manual wheelchair users. All subjects were asked to perform a
transfer from their wheelchair to a transfer bench, then transfer back
into their own wheelchair, twice. We attempted to match the height of
the bench onto which the wheelchair user would transfer to that of a
rigid-frame wheelchair in a standard set-up with pressure-relief
cushion. The height of the transfer bench was 55cm. Transfers were
level for nearly all participants and only one subject (Subject 2) had to
perform a transfer with a height gap greater than 3cm (7cm). Subjects
were instructed to freely approach the bench and position the
wheelchair at a distance and angle that they were comfortable with.
They were also asked after each transfer if they wished to reposition
the wheelchair before performing a new SPT, including switching side
in order to maintain a consistent leading and trailing arm. After a
familiarization period, two transfers were recorded: wheelchair to
bench, bench to wheelchair. If they were familiar with the use of a
transfer board, we asked participants who performed sitting transfers
to complete the third and fourth transfer using a standard wooden
curved transfer board (length 72cm and width 25cm). If the subject
agreed to use the transfer board, additional practice time was granted
before the recording of the following two transfers.

2.3 Data Analysis: Video recording of transfers were collected using
two USB Logitech C930e Webcam (Logitech Europe S.A., CH)
positioned at different angles in order to capture the transfers. Videos
were used to assess the quality of the transfers using the TAIL. The
evaluation was carried out independently by two trained
physiotherapist using Part 1 of the TAI version 3.0 [26] (Appendix 1).
This strategy was chosen as each transfer is scored individually in Part
1 of the TAI, while Part 2 evaluates the summary of the performance
of four transfers. Additionally, the final score of the TAI, that includes
Part 1 and 2, has been shown to be highly correlated to the score for
Part 1 [27]. Both physiotherapists completed the evaluation separately
at first, any disagreement over item score was then resolved through
consensus meetings. Items 4, 5 and 15 of the TAI were removed from
the evaluation as they were not applicable to any of the recruited
participants.

When quantifying vertical reaction forces under both leading and
trailing hands, we wished to avoid constraining the transfer technique
in any way. For this reason, instead of measuring reaction forces using
force platforms with fixed placements, we opted for asking all
subjects to wear a pair of polyurethane gloves that had attached the
Tekscan Grip System (Tekscan South Boston, MA, USA)(Fig 1) To
guarantee accurate force measurement we placed a wooden board of
0.5cm thickness on the transfer bench. The sampling frequency for the
Tekscan system was 25Hz. The complete set up for the experiment is
shown in Fig 2.

Analysis of the Tekscan data was completed using a custom Matlab
script (Matlab 2015b, Mathworks, Inc., Natwick, MA, USA).
Reaction forces were normalized as a percentage of body weight as
previously recommended by [5]. The gloves were calibrated
according to the manufacturer instructions. For each transfer the peak
and mean forces above a threshold of 20N were calculated for both

leading and trailing hand. Force values below 20N were e¢liminated
from the calculation of transfer mean. This threshold was arrived at
after consulting the video and concluding that forces under 20N were
often due to baseline noise of the sensors or to contact between the
hands and other surfaces (hands resting on thighs).

.

Fig. 1 Position of the sensors on the force sensing glove

Fig. 2 Set-up of théexpnt

2.4 Statistical Analysis: The means and standard deviations of
demographic characteristics were computed. Mean TAI score, peak
and mean forces for both hands were calculated for each transfer.
These were then averaged across individuals for each transfer
technique. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to
assess the effect of technique and transfer board use on mean TAI
score, peak and mean forces under leading and trailing hands. Tukey
tests was used for post hoc analysis when significant differences were
found. The Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated between the
mean TAI score and both peak and mean forces for leading and
trailing hands. Finally, we used a paired t-test to evaluate the effect of
transfer board use on transfers performed by the same individual. The
level of significance for all tests was set at 0.05. The statistical
analysis was performed using SPSS 24 statistical software (SPSS Inc.,
Chicago, IL, USA).

3. Results
3.1 Subjects: Demographic characteristics of participants are provided
in Table 1
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Table 1 Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Subject Medical Condition T;zgiﬁr;:lr;g }?’;lg]l)lt V\Eitgg)ht Gender  Age  Years of Use wﬁzglil?:ir
1 Double BKA Standing 177.8 84.5 M 77 9 Manual
2 Multiple Sclerosis Standing 188.9 95.4 M 58 5 Electric
3 SCIT9 Sitting 180.3 63.3 M 56 32 Manual
4 SCITI12 Sitting 195.6 92.7 M 28 7 Manual
5 EDS-Marfans Sitting 182.9 75 M 26 1 Manual
6 SCI T4 Sitting 180.2 58.8 M 39 22 Manual
7 Endometriosis Stage [V Sitting 170.2 70.4 F 25 3 Manual
Mean 182.3 77.2 44.1 11.3
SD 8.1 14.2 20 114
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of TAI score and forces for different techniques
Technique Value Minimum Maximum Mean Standard Deviation
(%BW) (%BW) (%BW) (%BW)
Standing Peak Leading 11.7 18.0 14.8 4.5
Peak Trailing 143 222 18.2 5.6
Mean Leading 4.6 6.0 53 1.0
Mean Trailing 8.2 8.8 8.5 0.4
TAI Score 4.9 4.9 4.9 0.3
Sitting Peak Leading 24.4 359 324 4.7
Peak Trailing 28.3 413 36.8 5.2
Mean Leading 9.7 14.4 11.4 2.2
Mean Trailing 11.1 16.5 13.8 2.0
TAI Score 6.1 8.2 7.2 0.8
Transfer Board Peak Leading 293 30.7 30.0 1.0
Peak Trailing 355 35.7 35.6 0.1
Mean Leading 11.4 12.2 11.8 0.6
Mean Trailing 11.7 12.3 12.0 0.4
TAI Score 4.6 6.3 5.5 1.2

Only subjects 3 and 4 could perform the last two transfers with the
aid of a transfer board as they had received appropriate training for it
during their rehabilitation and were familiar with its use.

3.2 Effect of Technique and Transfer Board: Means and standard
deviation for TAI score, peak and mean reaction forces for each group
are displayed in Table 2 (Forces value are reported in BW%).

As expected, sitting transfers displayed generally higher peak and
mean reaction forces under both hands. Standing transfers
significantly reduced peak reaction forces under the leading and
trailing hands. This was further confirmed by post hoc analysis
showing, a consistent, significant decrease in force when completing a
standing transfer compared to the other techniques (highest p-value
0.03). Reaction forces were not significant between transfers
performed with a sitting technique or with a transfer board (lowest p-
value 0.4). Interestingly, we found that the TAI score was negatively
affected by the performance of transfers with a standing technique and
with a transfer board. However, this difference was only significant
between sitting and standing transfers (p-value 0.04). Paired t-test
showed a similar trend. Mean differences between peak and mean
reaction forces under the leading and trailing hands and between
sitting and transfer board transfers were respectively 3.3 + 3.0 (Peak
Leading), 3.3 + 2.0 (Peak Trailing), 2.0 + 0.7 (Mean Leading), 0.1 +
1.8 (Mean Trailing), while the mean difference for TAI score was -
1.7+ 0.6. However, none of these differences was found to be
significant.

3.3 Relationship between TAI score and reaction forces: When
analysed across all techniques, we found no significant correlation
between reaction forces and TAI score (lowest p-value 0.09), we were
initially surprised to notice that there was a positive trend between
higher TAI scores and greater reaction forces underneath both leading
and trailing hands (Fig 3).

However, when sitting transfers are examined separately, they
exhibit an inverse trend where negative correlations are observed
between the TAI score, peak leading hand reaction forces (-0.2), mean
leading hand reaction forces (-0.2) and mean trailing hand reaction
forces (-0.5). Peak trailing hand reaction forces showed a mildly
positive correlation (0.1) with the TAI score. None of the above
correlations between the TAI score and reaction forces for sitting
transfers was found to be significant (lowest p-value 0.4). Due to the
low number of samples, correlation between reaction forces and the
TAI score during standing and transfer board wheelchair transfers
were not calculated.

4. Discussion: Previous studies have identified the strong links
between the performance of wheelchair transfers, risk of falling and
the development of upper limb injuries [16], [17], [22].
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Fig. 3 Scatter plot showing the relationship between reaction forces and TAI score across all groups

Despite the fact that people with SCI represent only a small portion of
wheelchair users [4], previous studies have mainly focused on this
population when analysing the relationship between wheelchair
transfers, falls and upper limb pain [5]-[8]. Additionally, although the
use of transfer board has been recommended in order to reduce the
load on the upper limbs during sitting wheelchair transfers its efficacy
has never been tested [12]. To our knowledge, our study is the first to
investigate the impact of sitting or standing technique and transfer
board use on the overall transfer quality and the vertical reaction
forces underneath both leading and trailing hands.

Results from our study confirm the expectation that standing and
transfer board transfers will exhibit lower reaction forces under both
hands when compared to sitting transfers. However, this difference
was only significant between sitting and standing transfers. Transfer
boards were only partially effective in reducing the weight born by the
upper limbs. However, individuals who used them more regularly
than our participants might be able to gain a greater benefit from their
use When comparing our results to previous studies which measured
reaction forces during sitting pivot transfers we found that our mean
and peak values are lower than what is described by both [5] and [28].

Reasons for this discrepancy can be explained. First, the difference
in mean forces can be explained by the fact that both [5] and [28]
monitored reaction forces during the transfer itself only, while we
included the preparation phase in order to capture the occurrence of
scooting motions. This resulted in a considerably larger window of
time, lowering the mean value of reaction force for both leading and
trailing hand. Second, the peak reaction forces were higher in [5], who
reported forces of 44.5 BW% under the trailing hand and up to 39.6
BW% under the leading hand; compared to 36.8 BW% and 32.4BW%
measured during our study. However, subjects for both [5] and [28]
were individuals with SCI, while participants in our study had
different medical conditions that might have allowed them to bear
more weight on their legs, hence reducing the load underneath their
hands.

Although the risk of developing upper limb injuries might be lower
for individuals performing standing and transfer board transfers —
resulting in the lower peak forces we observed — their transfer quality
scored poorly, which would put them at higher risk of falling. Results

from our study showed that transfers performed with a transfer board
or a standing technique tended to receive lower TAI scores, and this
difference was found to be significant for standing transfers. Although
this could be partially due to the individual characteristics of the
study’s participants or to a lower accuracy of the TAI to assess
standing and transfer board transfers, it potentially represents an
important clinical indicator of the increased safety of sitting
wheelchair transfers. This was further confirmed by the positive
correlation found between TAI score and reaction forces across
different techniques as sitting transfers had higher reaction forces
compared to the other groups, but they were also judged to have been
performed better.

When looking at the correlation between the forces generated during
sitting transfer performance and the total score of the TAI Part 1, the
overall trend of our findings confirms the results presented by [27].
However, the negative correlation was found to be non-significant.
Reasons are likely related to the fact that both the set-up of the
experiment and the number of TAI’s items included in the analysis
were different between the two studies. Additionally, [27] evaluated
the TAI against kinetics variables such as specific joint reaction
forces and moments rather than global reaction forces. The position of
each joint and the presence of shear forces could easily be responsible
of the discrepancy between the results.

Results presented in this study highlight some important differences
between transfers performed with sitting, standing technique or with
the aid of a transfer board and the effect that these differences might
have on common risk factors associated with wheelchair transfers.
Nonetheless, inherent limitations of the study suggest caution in the
interpretation of the results, in particular the small sample size.
Additionally, only one type of transfer was examined in this study and
generalization to different real life situations such as transfers
performed between the wheelchair and a car seat or a bathtub cannot
be assumed. We would recommend a larger study which looks to
categorise a range of transfer types with a larger population.

4. Conclusion: Transferring in and out of the wheelchair is an
important activity for wheelchair users and has been previously
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associated with risk of falling and development of upper limb injuries.
Previous studies have mainly focused on the relationship between
these risk factors and the performance of sitting transfers by
individuals with SCI. In this study, we extend the investigation to the
relationship between reaction forces and transfer quality among
individuals with different disabilities performing transfers with
standing, sitting technique and using transfer boards. Although sitting
transfers generated higher reaction forces which might lead to a
greater risk to develop upper limb injuries they also seem to be of
better quality, potentially resulting in a decreased risk of falling
compared to other techniques.

5. Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge the contribution of
Tatsuto Suzuki (Ph.D.), Nikolaos Papadosifos (MSc) and Andrew
Symonds (PT) for their assistance during data collection.

6. Funding and Declaration of Interests: This study was sponsored
by the Adaptive Assistive Rehabilitative Technologies-Beyond the
Clinic funded by the UK Engineering and Physical Sciences Research
Council (EP/M025543/1). The authors declare no conflict of interest.

6. References:

[1] W. B. Mortenson, W. C. Miller, C. L. Backman, and J. L.
Oliffe, ‘Association Between Mobility, Participation, and
Wheelchair-Related Factors in Long-Term Care Residents
Who Use Wheelchairs as Their Primary Means of Mobility’, J.
Am. Geriatr. Soc., vol. 60, no. 7, pp. 1310-1315, Jul. 2012.

[2]  S. E. Sonenblum, S. H. Sprigle, and J. S. Martin, ‘Everyday
sitting behavior of full-time wheelchair users’, J. Rehabil. Res.
Dev. Wash., vol. 53, no. 5, pp. 585-597, 2016.

[3] D. Gagnon, S. Nadeau, L. Noreau, J. J. Eng, and D. Gravel,
‘Trunk and upper extremity kinematics during sitting pivot
transfers performed by individuals with spinal cord injury’,
Clin. Biomech., vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 279-290, Mar. 2008.

[4] S. G. Fitzgerald, A. Kelleher, E. Teodorski, D. M. Collins, M.
Boninger, and R. A. Cooper, ‘The development of a
nationwide registry of wheelchair users’, Disabil. Rehabil.
Assist. Technol., vol. 2, no. 6, pp. 358-365, Jan. 2007.

[5] D. Gagnon, S. Nadeau, L. Noreau, P. Dehail, and D. Gravel,
‘Quantification of Reaction Forces During Sitting Pivot
Transfers Performed by Individuals with Spinal Cord Injury’,
J. Rehabil. Med., vol. 40, no. 6, pp. 468476, Jun. 2008.

[6] P. Kankipati, M. L. Boninger, D. Gagnon, R. A. Cooper, and
A. M. Koontz, ‘Upper limb joint kinetics of three sitting pivot
wheelchair transfer techniques in individuals with spinal cord
injury’, J. Spinal Cord Med., vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 485-497, Jul.
2015.

[7] M. Kataoka, T. Yasuda, T. Kataoka, E. Ueda, R. Yonetsu, and
K. Okuda, ‘Movement strategies during car transfers in
individuals with tetraplegia: a preliminary study’, Spinal Cord,
vol. 50, no. 6, pp. 440-445, Jun. 2012.

[8] N. S. Hogaboom, L. A. Worobey, and M. L. Boninger,
‘Transfer Technique Is Associated With Shoulder Pain and
Pathology in People With Spinal Cord Injury: A Cross-
Sectional Investigation’, Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil., vol. 97,
no. 10, pp. 1770-1776, Oct. 2016.

[91 T. M. Crytzer, R. Cooper, G. Jerome, and A. Koontz,
‘Identifying research needs for wheelchair transfers in the built
environment’, Disabil. Rehabil. Assist. Technol., vol. 0, no. 0,
pp. 1-7, May 2015.

[10] J. A. Sanford, K. Echt, and P. Malassigné, ‘An E for ADAAG’,
Phys. Occup. Ther. Geriatr., vol. 16, no. 3—4, pp. 39-58, Jan.
2000.

[1

[12]

[13]

[15]

[16]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[24]

[25]

[26]

ite the paper please use the doi provided on the Digital Library page.
1] Kp P P A ) )ﬁ).ggnes,

as, L. Yazmalar, V. Sah, A. Aydin, and
‘Rehabilitation of spinal cord injuries’, World J. Orthop., vol.
6, no. 1, pp. 8-16, Jan. 2015.
‘Preservation of Upper Limb Function Following Spinal Cord
Injury’, J. Spinal Cord Med., vol. 28, no. 5, pp. 434-470, 2005.
P. Grevelding and R. W. Bohannon, ‘Reduced push forces
accompany device use during sliding transfer of seated
subjects’, J. Rehabil. Res. Dev. Wash., vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 135—
9, Feb. 2001.
J. A. Hess, L. D. Kincl, and D. S. Mandeville, ‘Comparison of
Three Single-Person Manual Patient Techniques for Bed-to-
Wheelchair Transfers’:, Home Healthc. Nurse J. Home Care
Hosp. Prof-, vol. 25, no. 9, pp. 577-579, Oct. 2007.
J. C. Bayley, T. P. Cochran, and C. B. Sledge, ‘The weight-
bearing shoulder. The impingement syndrome in paraplegics.’,
J Bone Jt. Surg Am, vol. 69, no. 5, pp. 676-678, Jun. 1987.
M. Alm, H. Saraste, and C. Norrbrink, ‘Shoulder Pain in
Persons with Thoracic Spinal Cord Injury: Prevalence and
Characteristics’, J. Rehabil. Med., vol. 40, no. 4, pp. 277-283,
Apr. 2008.
N. S. Hogaboom12, B. F. Fullerton, L. M. Rice45, M. L.
Oyster, and M. L. Boninger16, ‘Ultrasound Changes, Pain, and
Pathology in Shoulder Tendons after Repeated Wheelchair
Transfers’, 2013.
N. S. Hogaboom, J. A. Diehl, M. L. Oyster, A. M. Koontz, and
M. L. Boninger, ‘Ultrasonographic Median Nerve Changes
After Repeated Wheelchair Transfers in Persons With
Paraplegia: Relationship With Subject Characteristics and
Transfer Skills’, PM&R.
J. L. Mercer, M. Boninger, A. Koontz, D. Ren, T. Dyson-
Hudson, and R. Cooper, ‘Shoulder joint kinetics and pathology
in manual wheelchair users’, Clin. Biomech., vol. 21, no. 8, pp.
781-789, 2006.
S. M. Ummat and R. L. Kirby, ‘NONFATAL WHEELCHAIR-
RELATED ACCIDENTS REPORTED TO THE NATIONAL
ELECTRONIC INJURY SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM’, J.
Phys. Med., vol. 73, no. 3, pp. 163—167, Jun. 1994.
E. C. Jorstad, K. Hauer, C. Becker, S. E. Lamb, and on behalf
of the ProFaNE Group, ‘Measuring the Psychological
Outcomes of Falling: A Systematic Review’, J. Am. Geriatr.
Soc., vol. 53, no. 3, pp. 501-510, Mar. 2005.
0.J. M, G. V. L, and R. Deidre, ‘Wheelchair Falls: 5 Years of
Data From a Level I Trauma Center’, J. Trauma Nurs., vol. 16,
no. 2, pp. 98-102, 2009.
A. L. Nelson et al., ‘Wheelchair-Related Falls in Veterans
With Spinal Cord Injury Residing in the Community: A
Prospective Cohort Study’, Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil., vol. 91,
no. 8, pp. 1166-1173, Aug. 2010.
T. Akhigbe et al., ‘A retrospective review of lower extremity
fracture care in patients with spinal cord injury’, J. Spinal Cord
Med., vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 2-9, Jan. 2015.
L. A. McClure, M. L. Boninger, H. Ozawa, and A. Koontz,
‘Reliability and Validity Analysis of the Transfer Assessment
Instrument’, Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil., vol. 92, no. 3, pp. 499—
508, Mar. 2011.
C.-Y. Tsai, L. A. Rice, C. Hoelmer, M. L. Boninger, and A. M.
Koontz, ‘Basic Psychometric Properties of the Transfer
Assessment Instrument (Version 3.0)°, Arch. Phys. Med.
Rehabil., vol. 94, no. 12, pp. 24562464, Dec. 2013.
C.-Y. Tsai, N. S. Hogaboom, M. L. Boninger, and A. M.
Koontz, ‘The Relationship between Independent Transfer
Skills and Upper Limb Kinetics in Wheelchair Users’, BioMed
Res. Int., vol. 2014, p. €984526, Aug. 2014.

Healthcare Technology Letters



Healthcare Technology Letters Page 6 of 6

Thisarticle has been accepted for publication in a futureissue of thisjournal, but has not been fully edited.

Content may change prior to final publication in an issue of thejournal. To cite the paper please usethe doi provided on the Digital Library page.
[28] E. B. Forslund, A. Granstrom, R. Levi, N. Westgren, and H.

Hirschfeld, ‘Transfer from table to wheelchair in men and
women with spinal cord injury: coordination of body
movement and arm forces’, Spinal Cord, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 41—
48, Jan. 2007.

Healthcare Technology Letters



