
• Provide knowledge regarding low dose radiation risk and recovery problems
• Practice decision making based on a variety of data and ideas in a limited timeframe
• Discuss among groups why different strategies were developed and decisions were made

Based on questions and comments during the session and 
the reflection, the participants understood the basic ideas 
regarding radiation risk and all groups successfully came to 
their own decisions and action plans. However, during the 
session, some groups found it extremely difficult to make a 
decision, and almost all presentation about their plans were 
similar although their plans were different each other. 
Therefore, participants learned that decision making goes 
through similar stages, despite the fact that the results 
turned out to be very different from one another.

Site Visit
The site visit for the STeLA Leadership Form for 2012 was to The Port and Airport Research Institute (PARI). 
This visit presented to the participants the reality of how the research institute operated in the aftermath of 
the the 2011 Pacific Coast Tohoku Earthquake Tsunami. The site visit to PARI consisted of three parts: 
watching introductory video about PARI, touring and experiencing an experimental facility inspection, and 
listening to a lecture from researchers at the Asia-Pacific Center for Coastal Disaster Research, particularly 
Tomohiro Takagawa. Open discussion with researchers is one of the best ways to learn about the actual state 
of the research regarding the tsunami.
 
First, participants watched an instructional video about PARI, with the aim of providing an overview of the 
institute and the research conducted there. We understood the role of PARI, as an independent 
administrative institution which aims at improving technology advances related to effective and efficient 
development of ports and airports through investigation, research and on-site technology design.
 
Second, participants took a tour of three experimental 
facilities: the Intertidal Flat Experimental Facility, the Large 
Hydro Geo Flume and the Dual Face Serpent-Type Wave 
Basin. It was a great opportunity to see and ask questions 
about facilities that actually research the effects of tsunamis 
and tidal coastlines. Participants enjoyed the tour and gave us 
positive feedback such as, “It was amazing to feel the power 
of wave by seeing the video of various experiments of waves 
in front of the Large Hydro Geo Flume.”
 
Finally, participants listened to a lecture titled “The 2011 off the Pacific Coast of Tohoku Earthquake Tsunami 
and Tsunami Research Activities in PARI” by Tomohiro Takagawa. During the lecture, participants were 
provided with information about the outline of the 2011 Japan Earthquake and Tsunami research 
opportunities from a scientist out on the front line. 
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As a whole, participants learned about the reality of tsunami research in Japan through the site visit at PARI. 
Most of the information is not accessible to the media, which makes the visit a unique opportunity to learn 
information not yet publicly available. By directly visiting the research institute, participants were able to 
discuss directly with the researchers in PARI and become familiar with the research facilities and projects.

Group Project
The group project is the final piece of the forum during which all of the previously learned skills and insights 
are put to the test. The goal is to simulate a real life situation where effective teamwork, sharp analytical 
thinking and stress management are crucial for high-quality end results. Moreover, it is aligned with the 
overall theme, so the knowledge that participants have gained throughout the week is useful. At STeLA, we 
believe that a demanding task, with a tight deadline and many possible solutions is required to effectively 
push participants to learn about how they actually behave in a team and emulate group dynamics. The group 
project is conducted in the six or seven person reflection groups which participants have been in throughout 
the week, so they are already familiar with one another and their group facilitators. 

This year’s group project was to design and build rescue robots. This topic allowed us to give the participants 
many different viewpoints on the subject of natural disasters in a challenging and technology-based 
environment. With the wonderful support and guidance of Professor Niimi, we were able to provide each 
team with an advanced platform to build a remote controlled robot.

All participants were immersed in a virtual natural disaster 
situation and faced three different assignments, each 
providing a different perspective on natural disasters. In the 
evening of the first day, we introduced the group project 
and practical information about logistics, but during this 
presentation we dimmed the lights, sounded an alarm and 
then showed a prerecorded newsflash which displayed the 
ruins of a virus lab that was damaged by an earthquake and 
from which a dangerous virus might have escaped. In light 
of this situation, the government (STeLA staff members) was 
considering sending rescue robots to the afflicted area.

Each team of participants acted as a rescue robot company. Their first assignment was given to them shortly 
after the newsflash. They had to put together a poster presentation about the advantages of using robots by 
the next morning and convince the government to send in rescue robots. Not only did this assignment 
challenge participants through the time limitations, it also acted as a general introduction to the actual use 
and real life effectiveness of rescue robots. The next morning, the STeLA staff members were surprised and 
impressed by the variation, quality and cleverness of the presentations. Each group had found a different way 
to convince the government and the limitation of a poster did not stop some teams from showing videos, 
detailed pictures or even a complete simulation of the situation.

The next two assignments were given after the 
presentations. The main assignment was to build an actual 
rescue robot that could complete a series of tasks needed 
to increase and ensure safety in the lab area. We split each 
team in two groups, one receiving instructions on 
controlling the robot with the computer and the other 
instructed to build the basic robot platform. By that 
evening, almost every team had a functioning robot 
platform they could work from the next morning. While we 
knew that the the tasks remaining to be completed in the 
short amount of time left would be difficult, we knew that it 
was not impossible. Teams would have to learn to work 
efficiently and effectively in order to be successful. Since robotics and engineering is a very specific field, 
many participants did not have the background experience others had, so the highly technical portion was 
balanced with a few “out of the box” tasks.  For example one of the added difficulties was to control this 
robot only through a mini camera placed on the top of the robot. This required a lot of practice and logical 
thinking about camera placement.The second assignment, also given that evening, was to make a model of a 
relevant situation in which rescue robots are useful. This situation had to be presented together with the 
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robot in a 5 minute presentation. The goal of this assignment was to ensure that participants were thinking 
about their robots from the viewpoint of someone who would be anticipating future use in natural disaster 
situations. Both assignments were judged on nine criteria: speed, effectiveness, cool/cute (audience vote), 
best presentation of planned robot and exhibition field, originality, sustainability, best robot (participant 
vote), overall best group. We chose many criteria so that teams had the ability to discuss many options for 
design and what to focus on.

The next day all teams had a full day to work on their robots at 
a laboratory at the Tokyo Institute of Technology. They were 
provided with a standard set of parts and could buy extra parts 
in the STeLA shop, which was balanced so they had to choose 
between different solutions. The teaching assistants and staff 
helped with technical problems, but did not provide solutions 
for the assignments or design advice. That evening we 
monitored the progress of all of the teams and provided crucial 
tips if necessary for the team to advance for the next day. That 
evening, we announced an extra task and a reduced budget. 
This emulates real-world changes that may occur and forced the 
teams to be adaptable with their plans. It also increased their 
stress levels, again forcing out dysfunctional group behavior. 
The following day they had one afternoon to finish they robot 
and model. Based on the new task assigned, some teams had 
to completely change the direction of their original plan, while 
others were able to continue with their original designs. The 
evening time limitation was extended to allow for teams to 
complete their robots.

Final presentation
The Final Presentation took place at the Rinkai Disaster Prevention Park, which is the actual location where 
decisions are made when a disaster strikes the Tokyo area. The teams had the morning to practice their 
presentations and robot simulations. The afternoon was reserved for the final presentation. The presentation 
was divided into two parts. First, all groups had to present their robots and models and then demonstrate the 
skills of their robots in a simulated disaster field.

 

 

Presentation at the academic conference
The achievement of the group project has been reported on The 
13th SICE System Integration Division Annual Conference 2012 
(http://www.si-sice.org/si2012/index_e.html). WIth support from Prof. 
Hirofumi Niimi from College of Industrial Technology, STeLA staff 
member Michiko Namazu and Tsuyoshi Inoue reported the utility of 
rescue robot contest as a method of the leadership education. 

1K3-2 STeLA リーダーシップフォーラム 2012 におけるレスキューロボット開発の実践
京大 ○生津 路子, 井上 剛史, Ecole Centrale de Lille/慶大 Kalchman Johann, Delft Univ. of Tech. Rozemuller Chris, Lockheed Martin Advanced 

Tech. Lab. Hemann Garrett, 東大 中根 拓, 東工大 高橋 航圭, 坂本 啓, 齋藤 滋規, 産技短大 二井見 博文

2A3-6 STeLA フォーラム 2012におけるリーダーシップ教育を目的としたグループプロジェクトの構築
京大 ○井上 剛史, 生津 路子, Ecole Centrale de Lille/慶大 Kalchman Johann, MMIEngineering Agrawal Pallav, Delft Univ. of Tech. Goemans 

Valerie, 北京大 Wang Miao, 東大 中根 拓, 東工大 高橋 航圭, 坂本 啓, 齋藤 滋規, 産技短大 二井見 博文
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Group 1: Their model showed a volcanic area where a 
village could only be saved by demolishing a dam. It 
was their robot’s task to push an unreachable button to 
destroy the dam and release the river. 

Group 2: The situation displayed was a collapsed 
underground parking garage. The task of their robot 
was to assist and advise the people inside. The robot 
they built was cleverly disguised as a bunny with a 
camera hidden in the nose.

Group 3: Both the robot and situation had a 
Spiderman theme. Their model displayed how a robot 
could be of help in a terrorist attack.

Group 4: This group had the philosophy that rescue 
robots should be directly available in every situation, 
therefore their scenario was to use rescue robots as 
waiters in restaurants. For their robot, they utilized the 
idea of a lift platform to raise all of their tools and the 
camera.

 

 

Group 5: They presented the many different tasks of a 
rescue robot in a collapsed house with water, fire and 
debris. Their robot, designed as a cowboy with a lasso, 
had impressive speed and accuracy on the 
demonstration. 

Group 6: They built a very detailed reconstruction of 
the tsunami area we had visited in the Tohoku area. 
They showed how a robust robot could be used to 
conduct a first inspection of a heavily damaged area. 
The theme of their robot was based off a television 
show, Johnny Bravo.

Group 7: They showed how it was impossible for 
humans to get close to a burning chemical lab, but 
that a robot could handle the job easily. Their robot 
was called Pikachu 2.0. 
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Accounting Report

2%13%

36%

49%

Revenues

Participation Fee
Grants
Donations (Organizations)
Donations (Private)

$79.3
thousand

8%

91%

Expenses: Total

Leadership Forum
Tohoku Trip
Public Relations
Consumables and Miscellaneous Expences

$70.3
thousand

8%
7%

3%

11%

26%

40%

Expenses: Leadership Forum

Accomodation
Food
Travel
Printing
Social Expences
Consumables and Miscellaneous Expences
Materials
Insurance

$63.3
thousand

($1=￥80)

Expenses:
Total ￥ $ %

Leadership Forum

Tohoku Trip

Public Relations

Consumables and 
Miscellaneous Expences

Certification

Printing

Communication

Total

5,061,886 63,274 90

464,612 5,808 8.3

10,000 125 0

50,453 631 0.9

15,400 193 0.3

12,680 159 0.2

6,850 86 0

5,621,881 70,274 100

Revenues ￥ $ %

Participation Fee

Grants

Donations (Organizations)

Donations (Private)

Total

3,127,351 39,092 49

2,302,048 28,776 36

800,960 10,012 13

113,000 1,413 1.8

6,343,359 79,292 100

Expenses:
Leadership Forum ￥ $ %

Accomodation

Food

Travel

Printing

Social Expences

Consumables and 
Miscellaneous Expences

Materials

Insurance

Transportation

Bank Charge

Total

2,029,929 25,374 40

1,332,857 16,661 26

538,064 6,726 10.6

164,730 2,059 3.3

338,074 4,226 6.7

422,455 5,281 8.3

151,566 1,895 3.0

56,650 708 1.1

20,056 251 0.40

7,505 94 0.15

5,061,886 63,274 100
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Participant and Staff Information 

Participants: 45 students

JP
Ayaka Hayashi

Eriko Fukumoto

Francisco Javier Valencia Willis

Fumiya Matsushita

Martin Leonard Tangel

Masaki Adachi

Mei Maruki

Shabbar Sagarwala

Shingo Hashimoto

Toshihiro Kaseda

Yoko Yamagishi

Yuki Ichikawa

US
Adam J Edelman

Alorah Harman

Chae Won Lee

Craig Broady

Joe Ouadah

Kathy Tong

Takuma Nakamura

EU
Adriana Sofron

Charlotte Suzanne van Leeuwen

Coco van Weelden

Eline Marielle Krijkamp

Fatih Han Caglayan

Hylke de Visser

James Tull

Joep Franciscus Kooijman

Jurgen Kuipers

Rachik Laouar

Renske Kroeze

Simone Dekker

Tim van de Grift

CN
Anka Zhao

Du Hongru

Hu Rui 

Ju Zaiqiang

Lu Xiang

Ma Jingdong

Shang Jin

Song Jian

Tatsuya Murakami

Tian Bo

Wang Zeyu

Wu Huixin

Xin Chen

Staffs: 45 students

JP
Azusa Shiohara

Johann Kalchman
Jun Takemura

Junichi Nishida
Kei Nagao

Kenya Motokuni
Khan Fahim

Limvorapitux Rungmai
Masahiko Muramatsu

Maya Nagasawa
Mayu Yoshikawa
Michiko Namazu

Nobuyoshi Matsumoto
Riichiro Kimura

Riku Ito
Sung Jaeuk

Takahiro Nakao
Taku Nakane
Taro Hizume
Tomoaki Kuji

Tsuyoshi Inoue
Yasuo Iwako

Yuhsuke Iwasaki
Yuka Nomura
Yuki Ichikawa

US
Garrett Hemman

Liujing Xing
Pallav Agrawal

Yosuke Sugishita

EU
Christian Gerwoud Rozemuller

Emiel Barten
Emma Petronella Adriana van Bruggen

Hussen Alkisaei
Johanna Hoogslag

Philippe Lee Meeuw Kjoe
Valerie Yessica Goemans

CN
Li Jinfeng
Lin Yangrui

Liu Ge
Long Huajiang
Tian Xuezeng

Tian Yuan
Wang Miao

Zhuang Quntao
Zhu Zhonghui
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University Breakdown

The University of Tokyo 5

Tokyo Institute of Technology 3

Keio University 1

Kitasato University 1

Kyoto University 1

Waseda University 1

MIT 4

Stanford 2

Purdue 1

Delft University of Technology 3

University of Amsterdam 3

VU University Amsterdam 2

Ecole Centrale de Lille 1

ETH Zurich 1

Imperial College 1

Technical University Delft 1

TU Delft 1

Peking University 6

Tsinghua University 3

Beijing Institute of Technology 2

Beijing JiaoTong University 1

Graduate University of Chinese
Academy of Science 

1

Participants
The University of Tokyo 5

Tokyo Institute of Technology 3

Keio University 1

Kitasato University 1

Kyoto University 1

Waseda University 1

MIT 4

Stanford 2

Purdue 1

Delft University of Technology 3

University of Amsterdam 3

VU University Amsterdam 2

Ecole Centrale de Lille 1

ETH Zurich 1

Imperial College 1

Technical University Delft 1

TU Delft 1

Peking University 6

Tsinghua University 3

Beijing Institute of Technology 2

Beijing JiaoTong University 1

Graduate University of Chinese
Academy of Science 

1

staffs
The University of Tokyo 12
Keio University 3
Tokyo Institute of Technology 3
Kyoto University 2
Tohoku University 2
Hirosaki University 1
Ochanomizu University 1
Waseda University 1

Stanford 2
MIT 1
Suffolk University 1

Delft University of Technology 6
VU University 1

Tsinghua University 5
Peking University 3
Chinese Academy of Sciences 1

Grade

 

11%

38% 51%

Participants

24%

40%

33%

Staffs

Undergraduate
Master
Ph. D
Graduated

Major

Participants                  Staffs
Architecture

Arts and Sciences
Computer Science

Engineering
Environmental Science

General Science
Life Science

Management
Medicine
Pharmacy

Physics
Sociology 1

3
4

2
2

5
1

4
16

3
1

3 Agriculture
Architecture

Computer Science
Economics

Engineering
Environmental Science

Life Science
Mathematics

Medicine
Pharmacy

Physics
Psychology

Public Policy 1
1

4
5

1
1
2
2

21
2
3

1
1
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