
Abstract
Children with acquired brain injury (ABI) can face a

broad array of challenges that can endure over their lifetime,
making this a complex area of specialization for life care
planners. Education is a primary component of children’s
lives. Therefore, it is important when attempting to determine
supports and services, to identify key impacts of the brain
injury to a child’s current and future functioning.
Comprehending the nuances that may occur over time when
an ABI is superimposed on a developing child’s brain is key.
Understanding the nature, diversity, effects and remedies for
these potential long-term challenges requires the expertise of
numerous specialists, including, educational specialists with
specific training and experience in educating children with
ABI. 
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The Centers for Disease Control identifies brain injury
as a leading cause of disability for children and adolescents
in the United States (Faul, Xu, Wald, Coronado, & Dellinger,
2010). A World Health Organization (2006) report states that
neurological disorders are “seriously underestimated by
traditional epidemiological and health statistical methods that
take into account only mortality rates but not disability rates”
(p. 1). Children and youth who sustain a brain injury may
experience specific and complex learning, social, and
communication issues that potentiate significant educational
ramifications that can require enduring lifetime supports.  A
combination of medical, rehabilitation, school, and family
supports and services, may be required both initially and over
time, to promote successful outcomes. 

Acquired brain injuries (ABI) occur after birth, not
before or during, and encompass both traumatic (caused by
an external force) and non-traumatic (caused by an internal
force) brain injuries (Brain Injury Association of America,
2018). There are many different taxonomies for describing
the levels of severity of traumatic brain injury (TBI). For
example, for purposes of initial treatment, TBI onset is
frequently triaged into three different levels of severity based
on the duration of alteration or loss of consciousness (LOC).
This includes mild (less than 30 minutes LOC – sometimes
no LOC but an alteration of consciousness), moderate (less

than 24 hours LOC), and severe (greater than 24 hours LOC).
Concussion is one form of mild TBI. Contrary to common
misconceptions (McKinlay, Bishop, & McLellan, 2011),
functional outcome is inconsistently correlated with the
initially diagnosed severity of the brain injury (Bernard,
Ponsford, McKinlay, McKenzie, & Krieser, 2017; Dettmer,
Ettel, Glang, & McAvoy, 2014; Haarbauer-Krupa et al.,
2017). It is important to determine the mild, moderate, or
severe impacts that the brain injury inflicts upon the child’s
life.

Each brain injury is unique, and multiple factors can
affect functional outcomes. This includes but is not limited
to: age at injury onset (Anderson & Moore, 1995; Anderson,
Catroppa, Morse, Haritou, & Rosenfeld, 2005; Catroppa,
Anderson, Mores, Haritou, & Rosenfeld, 2008); location and
severity of injuries (Anderson et al., 2005; Catroppa et al.,
2008; Catroppa et al., 2017; Steyerberg, Mushkudiani, Perel,
& Butcher, 2008); premorbid capacities and limitations (e.g.,
Babikian, McArthur, & Asarnow, 2013; Fay et al., 2010;
Satz, 1993; Stern, 2009); co-morbid injuries; initial access to
treatment following injury onset (e.g., Goldstein, Mayfield,
Thaler, Walker, & Allen, 2016; Ylvisaker et al., 2005); and
social, family and cultural issues (e.g., Anderson et al., 2001;
Anderson, Morse, Catroppa, Haritou, & Rosenfeld, 2004;
Hawley, Ward, Magnay, & Long, 2009; Hoofien, Vakil,
Gilboa, Donovick, & Barak, 2002). Understanding these
factors is critical for successful case formulation. 

Not every child who experiences a brain injury will
develop symptoms or sustain disability.  The onset of
dysfunction, however, may also not always be immediate or
directly obvious. For example, a student diagnosed with a
concussion may return to school experiencing daily migraine
headaches and short-term memory issues that require
immediate school intervention. Another student with TBI
may return to school and initially function remarkably well.
However, this initial presentation may not be representative
of long-term functioning. Latent neurological damage along
with the increasingly complex environments that children
face as they age may later reveal a variety of diverse
challenges that impact capacities to learn, communicate,
maintain friendships, and lead a productive life. 

Medical to School Transition Planning
Brain injury is often referred to as an invisible injury

because the resulting cognitive impairments can be hidden in
a child who physically appears to have returned to normal.
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Planning and consistent communication among the medical,
rehabilitation, education, and family sectors does not always
systematically occur upon transition from medical
rehabilitation to school (Andersson, Bellon, & Walker, 2016).
This lack of collaboration can adversely affect the student’s
learning potential (Discala, Osberg, & Savage, 1997; Glang
et al., 2008). Many children with ABI return to school soon
after injury before effective supports can be instituted.
Additionally, some parents may not notify school staff about
their child’s brain injury, in hopes that everything will return
to normal and the brain injury can be forgotten (Davies,
Wade, & Wu, 2008). Any of these underlying factors can lead
to ineffective educational planning, both initially and over
time.

The Developing Brain
A child’s brain is different than an adult’s brain. It is not

until adulthood that the human brain is fully anatomically and
operationally developed (Casey, Giedd, & Thomas, 2000).
Research indicates that children’s brains do not simply
bounce back after injury (Giza & Prins, 2006). An adult has
a plethora of prior experiences and knowledge to support
recovery in the event of brain injury; whereas injured
children do not have these same reserves of experiences and
skills. Unlike adults with brain injury onset, youth often face
the challenge of amassing and developing critical skills with
impaired abilities. 

Because pediatric brain injury occurs while the brain is
still developing (Whateley Driscoll, Quinones-Pagen,
Savage, & Riddick-Grisham, 2011), the younger damaged
brain is more at risk for lifelong adverse effects (Babikian,
Merkley, Savage, Giza, & Levin, 2015; Ewing-Cobbs et al.,
2004; Giza & Prins, 2006). Children who sustain a brain
injury may experience “significant and persistent
consequences in the development of intellectual and
academic functions as well as deleterious effects on academic
performance” (Ewing-Cobbs et al., 2006, p. 297). During
child and adolescent development, defined regions of the
brain undergo episodic periods of maturation and
development (Casey et al., 2000; Gogtay, Giedd, & Lusk,
2004; Sowell, Delis, Stiles, & Jernigan, 2001). When
neurological damage occurs to a child, it is superimposed on
a developing brain (Babikian et al., 2015; Savage, 2009;
Savage, 2010). Prior knowledge typically is not disrupted,
but the child’s future learning, emotional and adaptive
capabilities can be compromised (Savage, 2009, Savage,
2010; Ewing-Cobbs et al., 2004. Babikian et al. (2015) found
that there are “chronic aspects of medical/health,
cognitive/academic, emotional/behavioral, and family/social
outcomes after pediatric TBI” (p. 1849).  Increasing demands
as one matures following brain injury can create future
challenges. 

One example of latent effects is a kindergarten student
who sustains a frontal lobe injury. The frontal lobes are where
executive functions are housed.  The kindergartener might

return to school and appear to function reasonably well. The
frontal lobe region of the brain does not undergo rapid
development until the middle school years and achieves full
maturation in adulthood (Gogtay et al., 2004). Since students
in early elementary grades are not required to perform
higher-level cognitive tasks that involve executive
functioning, deficits may not be immediately apparent. Over
the years, as injured areas of the brain are relied upon to
perform more complex, higher-level cognitive activities, new
deficits may emerge. Whateley Driscoll et al. (2011)
summarized the following regarding brain injury in students,
“If we thought algebra was challenging in secondary school,
try marriage, and if we thought that history studies were
difficult, try competitive work” (p. 482). Therefore, it is
important to continue monitoring students over time
following brain injury.

Pediatric Brain Injury and Schools
A child’s job is to be a student and school is where they

spend the majority of their time working. Brain injury is
considered a low incidence disability in schools (National
Center for Education Statistics, May 2017; United States
Department of Education, 2010), even though brain injury is
a leading cause of disability among youth (Faul et al., 2010).
This discrepancy is a national educational issue (Glang et al.,
2016). It is crucial that professionals working with families to
support children and adolescents following a brain injury
ensure the school is not only aware that a brain injury
occurred but that the school is also informed of possible
supports and services that may assist the creation of an
appropriate educational plan.

Many school staff exhibit misconceptions about students
who have experienced a brain injury (Canto, Chesire,
Buckley, Andrews, & Roehrig, 2014; Duff & Stuck, 2014;
Ettel, Glang, Todis, & Davies, 2016; Hooper, 2006; Linden,
Braiden, & Miller, 2013). A few common misconceptions
include: all students recover from brain injury; outward
physical recovery signifies full cognitive recovery;
concussions do not result in long-term learning deficits; and
neurological damage did not occur if neuroimaging scans are
clear. One reason school staff harbor misconceptions is
because most have not received adequate information and
training about brain injury (Davies, Fox, Glang, Ettel, &
Thomas, 2013; Glang et al., 2008; Glang et al., 2016; Glang,
Dise-Lewis & Tyler, 2006; Glang, Ettel, Tyler, & Todis,
2013; Glang, Todis, Sublette, Eagan Brown, & Vaccaro,
2010). 

A prior brain injury may not be linked to newly emerging
cognitive or behavioral issues for several reasons. First, there
may be no documentation of a student’s past brain injury in
the school records. Second, school staff may not know how
to monitor the student for latent onset deficits. Lastly, parents
may not have received information from medical and
rehabilitation providers about potential future effects their
child may experience over time. These reasons can lead to



misdiagnosis, ineffective educational planning, iatrogenic
treatment, and further learning challenges for the student.
This can be especially deleterious if a student’s educational
plan is created based on the misassumption that the she or he
has a psychiatric disorder, intellectual disability, autism,
social-language disorder, attention deficit hyperactive
disorder, or other disability or disorder. Studies have found
that lack of appropriate supports and services may lead to
dropping out of school (Barrat et al., 2014), drug and alcohol
abuse (Ilie et al., 2015), and criminal involvement (Williams
et al., 2015). Hughes et al. (2015) found that up to 72% of
incarcerated youth had sustained a prior TBI, and 100% of
juveniles who were on death row had experienced a prior TBI
(p. 94). Hence, the chronic nature of brain injury requires
long-term surveillance.

Developing an effective educational plan is a multi-
factored and multi-disciplinary effort. Whateley, Driscoll et
al. (2011) stated, it is possible to “predict long-term deficits
and needs of individuals” (p. 485) after a pediatric brain
injury. However, numerous factors must be investigated,
including, but not limited to the child’s age at the time of
injury, current age and functioning, prior developmental
progress, family support, school support, access to healthcare
services that includes rehabilitation, and a history of
modifiers (i.e., learning difficulties, migraines, prior brain
injuries). Collecting these data requires a comprehensive
review of all available records, including medical, social,
educational, legal, unique event files; comprehensive on-site
parent, student, and school staff interviews; direct
observation of the student at both home and school; and
detailed communication with professionals and other sources.
This information is compiled into an in-depth report that
includes specific information regarding recommended
educational supports and other treatment modalities;
supported by the latest peer-reviewed research from the field. 

Records Review
First, a thorough records review should be conducted

that includes all past and current medical, rehabilitation,
neuropsychological, educational and other records of
significance such as unusual life events, legal issues, family
issues such as divorce or other stressors, with particular
attention paid to critical issues that can impact learning and
development. Critical issues can include, but not be limited to
brain injury location and severity, seizures, pain syndromes,
premorbid learning capacities, prior injuries and illnesses,
and behavioral changes. Additionally, topics that require
follow up during the on-site interviews and observations are
noted at this time.   

School, Parent, Student Interviews and Observations
Interviewing parents, school staff, and the child, as well

as conducting observations at school and home are essential
when constructing a comprehensive picture of the child’s
prior and current functioning. Both settings provide excellent

opportunities to correlate medical diagnoses,
neuropsychological test results (e.g., cognitive and behavioral
deficits) and other clinical findings with functional
performance. In addition, these natural environments may
reveal other strengths and limitations that the child
experiences that were not evident in the controlled
environmental settings where most clinical evaluations occur. 

Record reviews, interviews, and observations can help to
create a comprehensive picture of the student’s current
functioning.  In some cases, the compiled information
warrants involvement by other professionals. For example, a
child who has continuing headaches while viewing a
computer screen, watching television, becomes dizzy when
walking up stairs, frequently reports that his eyes feel tired
and has trouble reading sentences because the words jump
around may suggest the need for a vestibular-ocular
evaluation. Teacher reports of a student’s frequent episodes of
daydreaming, parent reports of spacing out at home, and
classroom observation of these episodes may suggest the
need for a neurological evaluation. 

Teachers can provide valuable information regarding
residual deficits (if they understand brain injury) because of
the daily time they spend with students. School staff
interviews should also include teachers the student had prior
to the brain injury, if possible, to compare pre and post-injury
function. In some instances, even though current teachers
recognize the student has learning disabilities, they may be
unaware that the student experienced a prior brain injury until
the interview and observation take place. This is also the time
when the evaluator can determine what school staff know
about the effects of a brain injury and how to appropriately
support such a student at school. 

When interviewing teachers, it is essential to ask
teachers more than generalized questions such as “How is the
student doing in school?” Probing questions based on
information discovered during the record reviews are also
required such as:

• Do you adjust the student’s academic supports based on
her performance?

• What type of formative and summative assessments do
you use in your class? How does this student perform?

• How does this student’s academic performance
compare to her peers?

• If you knew the student before her brain injury, how
was she the same or different in comparison to now?

After a brain injury, a student may know the correct
answer to a test question one day, but not the next. Does the
teacher know if this is a retrieval issue or a comprehension
issue? Teachers without adequate training may see this as an
issue of not knowing the answer rather than an information
retrieval issue. A teacher might view a student’s daily acts of
defiance as willful disobedience and take away daily recess as
punishment because he or she does not know that a prior
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brain injury can impact behaviors years later. With
appropriate brain injury training, the teacher may learn to
track and modify the antecedents triggering a student’s
behavioral outbursts to facilitate educational success (Bruce,
Gurdin, & Savage, 2006; Feeney & Ylvisaker, 1995).  

A student with brain injury may look exceptionally well
on paper when educational tests, homework, quizzes, and
report card grades are reviewed. However, a different picture
may emerge when the learning support plan is reviewed,
academic work samples are gathered, and teachers are
interviewed. It may be discovered that the student takes all
tests using an open book, has no deadlines for work
completion, is excused from writing all papers, or takes all
tests and quizzes in a separate room in conjunction with
cueing by the teacher. In such instances, working with school
staff to employ scaffolding strategies is important to
facilitating new learning, as well as teaching the student self-
advocacy skills to prepare for the post-high school
graduation transition. The key issue is to understand the
processes that are promoting or encumbering current
performance in order to make salient long-term
recommendations. 

As students prepare to transition from high school to
post-secondary education, work, and community living, it is
vital to determine the potential barriers she or he may
experience when these abundant academic supports are no
longer in place. Many students with brain injury may fall
through the cracks after they graduate from high school
because these previously available services are no longer
available. Dr. Ron Savage explained that “students [with
brain injury] who have left high school no longer receive six
hours a day of support in a safe (school) environment. Post-
graduation, work accommodations are minimal, and
community supports are not funded” (personal
communication, January 27, 2018).

Formal Education Supports
All students with disabilities in the United States have

access to a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE). FAPE
is guaranteed by the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act  (IDEA) and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. In some
cases, a student may need a Section 504 Plan or an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) to access these
services. Parents can request that the public school conduct
an evaluation.  This requires the school to initiate a
multifactored evaluation process to determine if the student
qualifies for formal supports and services. Although a
medical or rehabilitation provider cannot medically require
the school to provide a 504 Plan or IEP, the academic
planning decisions for a student should always be informed
by other outside information when available. Outside
medical, rehabilitation, psychological, neuropsychological,
or educational evaluations provided to the school must be
considered by the school team, but this information does not
automatically dictate services and supports. Determining the

need for a 504 Plan or an IEP, and associated services is
ultimately a school team decision. There can be differences
between what services the school team offers and what
parents, outside professionals or others recommend. 

Formal Academic Accommodations-Not Special
Education 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a federal
civil rights law enforced by the Office of Civil Rights to
prevent discrimination against individuals with disabilities.
This law can protect students who qualify as having a
physical or mental impairment (e.g., brain injury) that
substantially limits one or more major life activities (e.g.,
thinking, concentrating, reading, sleeping, learning) (Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973). The key emphasis in
this definition is that the impairment (in this case brain
injury) must have a substantial impact on a major life
function. A 504 Plan is created by the school team to provide
formal academic accommodations so that a student with a
disability can access and learn the same curriculum content
as other students. This is intended to “level the playing field”
(Lerner, 2004, p. 1045) between students with disabilities and
their peers. However, the learning expectations and
curriculum remain the same. A few common academic
accommodations may include but not be limited to extra time
for testing, testing in a separate room, copies of teacher notes,
and audiobooks.

Formal Academic Accommodations and Modifications-
Special Education

The school team evaluation may determine that a student
needs both formal academic accommodations and academic
modifications. Academic modifications are provided through
special education and signify that the student’s academic
curriculum needs to be adjusted or changed relative to the
standard general education curriculum. Students requiring
this higher level of service are then assigned to a primary
exceptionality category recognized by the federal special
education law, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). In 1990, the category of Traumatic Brain Injury was
added to IDEA and specifies that a TBI is:

“…an acquired injury to the brain caused by an external
physical force, resulting in total or partial functional
disability or psychosocial impairment, or both, that
adversely affects a child’s educational performance. The
term applies to open or closed head injuries resulting in
impairments in one or more areas, such as cognition;
language; memory; attention; reasoning; abstract
thinking; judgment; problem-solving; sensory,
perceptual, and motor abilities; psycho-social behavior;
physical functions; information processing; and speech.
The term does not apply to brain injuries that are
congenital or degenerative, or to brain injuries induced
by birth trauma” [34  Code of Federal Regulations
§300.8(c)(12)]. 



Students with non-traumatic brain injury who are found
in need of special education cannot be included under the
federal IDEA definition of TBI. Instead, these students may
qualify for special education services under a different IDEA
special education category such as Other Health Impaired.
However, it is important to check with the state Department
of Education where the student resides, as several states have
adapted the definition to include all ABIs. 

Special education is provided in the form of an IEP that
specifies individual goals for the student’s education. School
staff are required to monitor the student’s progress towards
reaching those goals during the academic year. The school-
based IEP team, which includes the parents, determines what
academic services and supports the student requires to be
successful in school (not for medical improvement) and
incorporates them into the IEP. A student may also benefit
from extended school year (ESY) services from the school
district. Many students following a brain injury benefit from
ESY services over the summer months, so that regression of
learning does not occur. The school team determines the need
for ESY, following a school-based data collection process.
Parents should be informed that this is a possible service their
child.
Neuropsychological evaluations. It can be valuable for

a qualified neuropsychologist to conduct an evaluation and
provide recommendations to the school team to help inform
educational planning. A properly administered
neuropsychological evaluation can help reveal the student’s
strengths and impairments by investigating cognitive
processes such as short and long-term memory, attention,
speed of processing, and executive functions, to name a few.
The school team should work in collaboration with the
neuropsychologist and any other current health care providers
to create an appropriate individualized educational plan.
However, it is important to note that schools are not required
to pay for a student’s neuropsychological evaluation or other
outside examinations. Often, this cost falls to the family or
the medical insurance. If parents disagree with the school-
based assessment findings, the parents can provide a written
request asking the district to pay for an independent
educational evaluation before the evaluation occurs. The
school will either 1) provide the parents with information
regarding local evaluators to contact or 2) refuse the request
and commence a special education due process hearing. 
Medically-based versus school-based therapies.

Medical rehabilitation therapy follows a medical model.
School-based therapy follows an educational model. Because
a student had previously received medically-based
rehabilitation therapy (e.g., physical therapy, occupational
therapy, speech therapy) it does not mean that the student will
automatically qualify for those same therapies in the school
setting. The school team determines if the student is
experiencing an educational impact that requires the related
service of a school-based therapist to enable the student to
receive equal access to an education. As previously noted,

there may be other challenges that the student continues to
experience outside of school, which are typically deemed
unrelated to educational performance, that do not qualify for
school-based services.

Students who sustain a brain injury often have unique
needs. Some school-based therapists may not have familiarity
working with students after a brain injury. If the student is
receiving both community-based and school-based therapies,
it is vital that the therapists communicate so the goals are
reinforced in all settings. Contacting the state’s Brain Injury
Association or Brain Injury Alliance can be one way to
identify local medical and rehabilitation providers with
experience in brain injury. 

Expert Educational Planning 
Comprehensive compilation and assimilation of the

medical, rehabilitation, educational, social, and other
information is required to develop viable and effective
resources that can aid a student with educational challenges
following brain injury onset.  Expertise in the fields of special
education and brain injury is crucial to helping others
involved in the student’s support system understand and
navigate the full scope and limitations of a school system.
This professional should also maintain astute proficiency in
educational law. In addition to recommending requisite
educational services and supports, it is also important to
identify how to access local resources to promulgate desired
functional outcomes such as assisting families in obtaining
services from the Department of Developmental Disabilities.
A Brain Injury Educational Specialist is one type of
professional who has extensive clinical experience working
with students with brain injuries coupled with background
training, education, and certification coursework in the
combined fields of special education, brain injury, and child
development. 

These specialists can serve as the expert in the
neurodevelopmental aspect of brain injury as it relates to
education, transition planning, peer relations, home and
community involvement due to their ability to concisely
determine pre-and post-injury functioning of the child both at
home and school and operationalize associated supports and
services that may be required. 

The expert professional assessing and compiling
recommendations for the educational supports and services
following pediatric brain injury should be able to understand
and operationalize the neurodevelopmental aspects of brain
injury as it relates to education, transition planning, peer
relations, home and community involvement, navigation of
school systems, proper data collection and monitoring
required by school staff, and strategies for the development of
effective educational plans. When considering life care plans
created for forensic cases, the professional must also be able
to be qualified as an expert within court requirements. This
can vary across jurisdictions, but at a minimum requires
professional documented clinical experience, education,
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ongoing training, and contribution to the field of pediatric
brain injury.

Conclusion
Brain injury is considered a chronic disease process that

evolves over time (Babikian et al., 2015; Institute of
Medicine, 2009; Masel & DeWitt, 2010). Therefore, it is
crucial that children and adolescents be monitored for as long
as possible to account for any deficits that manifest over
time. Medical, rehabilitation, and educational providers are
unable to change the primary effects of a brain injury (e.g.,
the area of the brain damaged, the severity of the injury).
However, it is possible for these providers to positively
impact the potential chronic outcomes following pediatric
brain injury if appropriate supports and services are available
to children and adolescents both initially and over time.

References
Anderson, V., Catroppa, C., Haritou, F., Morse, S., Pentland,

L., Rosenfeld, J., & Stargatt, R. (2001). Predictors of acute
child and family outcome following traumatic brain injury
in children. Pediatric Neurosurgery, 34, 138–148.

Anderson, V., Catroppa, C., Morse, S., Haritou, F., &
Rosenfeld, J. (2005). Functional plasticity or vulnerability
after early brain injury?  Pediatrics, 116, 1374–1382.
doi:10.1542/peds.2004-1728

Anderson, V., & Moore, C. (1995). Age at injury as a
predictor of outcome following pediatric head injury: A
longitudinal perspective.  Child Neuropsychology,  1(3),
187-202. doi:10.1080/09297049508400224

Anderson, V., Morse, S., Catroppa, C., Haritou, F., &
Rosenfeld, J. (2004). Thirty month outcome from early
childhood head injury: A prospective analysis of
neurobehavioural recovery.  Brain,  127, 2608-2620.
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awh320 

Andersson, K., Bellon, M., & Walker, R. (2016). Parents’
experiences of their child’s return to school following
acquired brain injury (ABI): A systematic review of
qualitative studies.  Brain Injury,  30, 829–838.
doi:10.3109/02699052.2016.1146963

Babikian, T., McArthur, D., & Asarnow, R. (2013).
Predictors of 1-month and 1-year neurocognitive
functioning from the UCLA longitudinal mild,
uncomplicated, pediatric traumatic brain injury study.
Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society,
19(2), 145–154. doi:10.1017/S135561771200104X

Babikian, T., Merkley, T., Savage, R., Giza, C., & Levin, H.
(2015). Chronic aspects of pediatric traumatic brain injury:
Review of the literature. Journal of Neurotrama, 32, 1849–
1860. doi:10.1089/neu.2015.3971

Bernard, C., Ponsford, J., McKinlay, A., McKenzie, D., &
Krieser, D. (2016). Predictors of post-concussive
symptoms in young children: Injury versus non-injury
related factors.  Journal of the International
Neuropsychological Society,  22, 793–803.

doi:10.1017/S1355617716000709
Bernard, C., Ponsford, J., McKinlay, A., McKenzie, D., &

Krieser, D. (2017). Do concussive symptoms really resolve
in young children? Journal of Head Trauma
Rehabilitation,  Publish Ahead of Print, 1.
doi:10.1097/HTR.0000000000000298

Barrat, V. X., Berliner, B., Voight, A., Tran, L., Huang, C.,
Yu, A., & Chen-Gaddini, M. (2014). School mobility,
dropout, and graduation rates across student disability
categories in Utah (REL 2015–055). Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education
Sciences, National Center for Education Evaluation and
Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory
West. Retrieved from: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs

Brain Injury Association of America. (2018). Brain Injury
Overview. https://www.biausa.org/brain-injury/about-
brain-injury/nbiic/what-is-the-difference-between-an-
acquired-brain-injury-and-a-traumatic-brain-injury

Bruce, S., Gurdin, L.S., & Savage, R.C. (2006). Strategies for
managing challenging behaviors of students with brain
injuries. LA Publishing: Wake Forest, NC.

Canto, A., Chesire, D., Buckley, V., Andrews, T., & Roehrig,
A. (2014). Barriers to meeting the needs of students with
traumatic brain injury. Educational Psychology in
Practice,  30(1), 88–103. doi:10.1080/02667363.2014.
883498

Casey, B., Giedd, J., & Thomas, K. (2000). Structural and
functional brain development and its relation to cognitive
development.  Biological Psychology, 54(1), 241–257.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0301-0511(00)00058-2 

Catroppa, C., Anderson, V., Morse, S., Haritou, F., &
Rosenfeld, J. (2008). Outcome and predictors of functional
recovery 5 years following pediatric traumatic brain injury
(TBI).  Journal of Pediatric Psychology,  33(7), 707–718.
doi:10.1093/jpepsy/jsn006

Catroppa, C., Anderson, V., Muscara, F., Morse, S., Haritou,
F., Rosenfeld, J., & Heinrich, L. (2009). Educational skills:
Long-term outcome and predictors following pediatric
traumatic brain injury.  Neuropsychological
Rehabilitation,  19, 716–732. doi:10.1080/
09602010902732868

Catroppa, C., Hearps, S., Crossley, L., Yeates, K.,
Beauchamp, M., Fusella, J., & Anderson, V. (2017). Social
and behavioral outcomes following childhood traumatic
brain injury: What predicts outcome at 12 months post-
insult?  Journal of Neurotrauma,  34, 1439–1447.
doi:10.1089/neu.2016.4594

Coronado, V., Haileyesus, T., Cheng, T., Bell, J., Haarbauer-
Krupa, J., Lionbarger, M., … Gilchrist, J. (2015). Trends in
sports- and recreation-related traumatic brain injuries
treated in US emergency departments: The national
electronic injury surveillance system-all injury program
(NEISS-AIP) 2001-2012.  Journal of Head Trauma
Rehabilitation,  30(3), 185-197. doi:10.1097/
HTR.0000000000000156



Davies, S., Fox, E., Glang, A., Ettel, D., & Thomas, C.
(2013). Traumatic brain injury and teacher training: A gap
in educator preparation.  Physical Disabilities Education
and Related Services, 32(1), 55–65.

Davies, S., Wade, S., & Wu, M. (2008). Parent perceptions of
school-based support for students with traumatic brain
injuries.  Brain Injury,  22, 649–656.
doi:10.1080/02699050802227162

Dettmer, J., Ettel, D., Glang, A., & McAvoy, K. (2014).
Building statewide infrastructure for effective educational
services for students with TBI: Promising practices and
recommendations. Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation,
29, 224–232. doi:10.1097/HTR.0b013e3182a1cd68

Discala, C., Osberg, J., & Savage, R. (1997). Children
hospitalized for traumatic brain injury: Transition to post
acute care.  Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation, 12(2),
1–10.https://doi.org/10.1097/00001199-199704000-00002 

Duff, M. C., & Stuck, S. (2014). Pediatric concussion:
Knowledge and practices of school speech-language
pathologists.  Brain Injury, 29(1), 64–77.
doi:10.3109/02699052.2014.965747

Ettel, D., Glang, A., Todis, B., & Davies, S. (2016).
Traumatic brain injury: Persistent misconceptions and
knowledge gaps among educators.  Exceptionality
Education International,  26(1), 1–18. doi:10.1097/
HTR.0b013e3181e5a8

Ewing-Cobbs, L., Barnes, M., Fletcher, J. M., Levin, H. S.,
Swank, P. R., & Song, J. (2004). Modeling of longitudinal
academic achievement scores after pediatric traumatic
brain injury. Developmental Neuropsychology, 25, 107–
133. doi: 10.1207/s15326942dn2501&2_7

Ewing-Cobbs, L., Prasad, M. R., Kramer, L., Jr, C. S.,
Baumgartner, J., Fletcher, S., … Swank, P. (2006). Late
intellectual and academic outcomes following traumatic
brain injury sustained during early childhood.  Journal of
Neurosurgery: Pediatrics,  105(4), 287–306.
doi:10.3171/ped.2006.105.4.287

Faul, M., Xu, L., Wald, M., Coronado, V., & Dellinger, A.
(2010). Traumatic brain injury in the United States:
National estimates of prevalence and incidence, 2002–
2006.  Injury Prevention,  16(Suppl 1), A268–A268.
doi:10.1136/ip.2010.029215.951

Fay, T., Yeates, K., Taylor, G., Bangert, B., Dietrich, A., Nuss,
K., … Wright, M. (2010). Cognitive reserve as a moderator
of postconcussive symptoms in children with complicated
and uncomplicated mild traumatic brain injury. Journal of
the International Neuropsychological Society, 16(01), 94–
105. Retrieved from http://journals.cambridge.org/
abstract_S1355617709991007

Feeney, T. & Ylvisaker, M. (1995). Choice and routine:
Antecedent behavioral interventions for adolescents with
severe traumatic brain injury. Journal of Head Trauma
Rehabilitation.10, 67–86.

Gioia, G., Glang, A., Hooper, S., & Eagan Brown, B. (2016).
Building statewide infrastructure for the academic support

of students with mild traumatic brain injury. Journal of
Head Trauma Rehabilitation,  31, 397-406.
doi:10.1097/HTR.0000000000000205

Giza, C., & Prins, M. (2006). Is being plastic fantastic?
Mechanisms of altered plasticity after developmental
traumatic brain injury. Developmental neuroscience, 28(4-
5), 364-379.

Glang, A., Dise-Lewis, J., & Tyler, J. (2006). Identification
and appropriate service delivery for children who have TBI
in schools. Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation, 21,
411-412. http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00001199-200609000-
00013 

Glang, A., Ettel, D., Todis, B., Gordon, W., Oswald, J.,
Vaughn, S., … Brown, M. (2015). Services and supports
for students with traumatic brain injury: Survey of state
educational agencies. Exceptionality,  23(4), 211–224.
doi:10.1080/09362835.2014.986612

Glang, A., Ettel, D., Tyler, J., Todis, B. (2013) Educational
issues and school re-entry for students with TBI. In: Zasler,
N., Katz, D., Zafonte, R. (Eds.), Brain Injury Medicine:
Principles and Practice. 2nd ed.  (pp. 602–620). New York,
NY: Demos Medical. https://doi.org/10.1056/
nejmbkrev58073 

Glang, A., Todis, B., Sublette, P., Eagan Brown, B., &
Vaccaro, M. (2010). Professional development in TBI for
educators: The importance of context. Journal of Head
Trauma Rehabilitation,  25, 426–432. doi:10.1097/
HTR.0b013e3181fb8f45

Glang, A., Todis, B., Thomas, C., Hood, D., Bedell, G., &
Cockrell, J. (2008). Return to school following childhood
TBI: Who gets services? Neurorehabilitation, 23, 477-486.
Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/
19127001#sthash.OS3nW35w.dpuf 

Goldstein, G., Mayfield, J., Thaler, N., Walker, J., & Allen, D.
(2016). Cognitive and academic achievement changes
associated with day hospital rehabilitation in children with
acquired brain injury. Applied Neuropsychology Child. 1–
7. http://dx.doi.org.proxy1.library.jhu.edu/10.1080/
21622965.2016.1253478

Gogtay, N., Giedd, J., & Lusk, L. (2004). Dynamic mapping
of human cortical development during childhood through
early adulthood. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 101(21), 8174–
8179. doi:10.1073/pnas.0402680101

Haarbauer-Krupa, J., Ciccia, A., Dodd, J., Ettel, D.,
Kurowski, B., Lumba-Brown, A., & Suskauer, S. (2017).
Service delivery in the healthcare and educational systems
for children following traumatic brain injury: Gaps in
care.  Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation,  Publish
Ahead of Print, 1. doi:10.1097/HTR.0000000000000287

Hawley, C., Ward, A., Magnay, A., & Long, J. (2009).
Parental stress and burden following traumatic brain injury
amongst children and adolescents. Brain Injury, 17(1), 1–
23. doi:10.1080/0269905021000010096

Hoofien, D., Vakil, E., Gilboa, A., Donovick, P., & Barak, O.

                                                  Addressing Educational Challenges Following Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury                                               59



60                                                                     Brenda Eagan-Johnson and Sharon Grandinette

(2002). Comparison of the predictive power of socio-
economic variables, severity of injury and age on long-
term outcome of traumatic brain injury: Sample-specific
variables versus factors as predictors. Brain Injury, 16(1),
9-27. doi:10.1080/02699050110088227

Hooper, S. (2006). Myths and misconceptions about
traumatic brain injury: Endorsements by school
psychologists.  Exceptionality, 14(3), 171–182.
doi:10.1207/s15327035ex1403_5

Hughes, N., Williams, Chitsabesan, P., Walesby, R., Mounce,
L., & Clasby, B. (2015). The Prevalence of traumatic brain
Injury among young offenders in custody: A systematic
review. The Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation, 30(2),
94-105. doi:10.1097/HTR.0000000000000124

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 20
U.S.C. 11 1400–1482 (2006). Ilie, G., Mann, R., Hamilton,
H., Adlaf, E., Boak, A., Asbridge, M., … Cusimano, M.
(2015). Substance use and related harms among
adolescents with and without traumatic brain
injury. Journal Head Trauma Rehabilitation, 30(5), 293–
301. doi:10.1097/HTR.0000000000000101

Institute of Medicine. (2009). Gulf war and health, Vol. 7:
Long-term consequences of traumatic brain injury. The
National Academies Press, Washington, DC.

Jones, C. (1979). Glasgow Coma Scale. American Journal of
Nursing,  79(9), 1551–1557. https://doi.org/10.1097/
00000446-197909000-00033 

Jordan, J., & Linden, M. (2013). It’s like a problem that
doesn’t exist: The emotional well-being of mothers caring
for a child with brain injury. Brain Injury, 27, 1063–1072.
doi:10.3109/02699052.2013.794962

Lerner, C. S. (2004). Accommodations for the learning
disabled: A level playing field or affirmative action for
elites. Vanderbilt Law Review, 57, 1043-1124.

Linden, M., Braiden, H., & Miller, S. (2013). Educational
professionals’ understanding of childhood traumatic brain
injury.  Brain Injury,  27(1), 92–102.
doi:10.3109/02699052.2012.722262

Masson, F., Thicoipe, M., Aye, P., Mokni, T., Senjean, P.,
Schmitt, V., … Labadens, P. (2001). Epidemiology of
severe brain injuries: A prospective population-based
study.  Journal of Trauma and Acute Care Surgery,  51,
481–489. https://doi.org/10.1097/00005373-200109000-
00010 

Masel, B., & DeWitt, D. (2010). Traumatic brain injury: A
disease process, not an event. Journal of Neurotrauma, 27,
1529–1540. doi:10.1089/neu.2010.1358

McKinlay, A. (2014). Long-term outcomes of traumatic brain
injury in early childhood. Australian Psychologist,  49,
323–327. doi:10.1111/ap.12084

McKinlay, A., Bishop, A., & McLellan, T. (2011). Public
knowledge of “concussion” and the different terminology
used to communicate about mild traumatic brain injury.
Brain Injury,  25, 761–766.
doi:10.3109/02699052.2011.579935

McKinlay, A., Grace, R., Horwood, R., Fergusson, D., &
MacFarlane, M. (2010). Long-term behavioral outcomes
of pre-school mild traumatic brain injury. Child Care,
Health and Development,  36(1), 22–30.
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2214.2009.00947.x

Narad, M., Treble-Barna, A., Peugh, J., Yeates, K., Taylor, H.,
Stancin, T., & Wade, S. (2016). Recovery trajectories of
executive functioning after pediatric TBI: A latent class
growth modeling analysis.  Journal of Head Trauma
Rehabilitation. Advance Online Publication.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/htr.0000000000000247 

National Center for Education Statistics. (May 2017).
Children and youth with disabilities. The condition of
education at a glance. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/Indicator_cgg.asp

Prigatano, G., & Gray, J. (2007). Parental concerns and
distress after pediatric traumatic brain injury: A qualitative
study.  Brain Injury,  21, 721-729.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.htr.0000341433.67251.01 

Satz, P. (1993). Brain reserve capacity on symptom onset
after brain injury: A formulation and review of evidence
for threshold theory.  Neuropsychology, 7, 273.
doi:10.1037/08944105.7.3.273

Savage, R. (2010). Brain development in children and
adolescents: What happens after brain injury? Youngsville,
NC: Lash and Associates Publishing. 

Savage, R. (2009). The developing brain after TBI:
Predicting long-term deficits and services for children,
adolescents, and young adults. International Brain Injury
Association, 4. 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 29USC §701
et seq (1973)

Sise, R., Calvo, R., Spain, D., Weiser, T., Staudenmayer, K.,
Sise, R., …Staudenmayer, K. (2014). The epidemiology of
trauma-related mortality in the United States from 2002 to
2010. Journal of Trauma and Acute Care Surgery. 76, 913-
920. doi:10.1097/TA.0000000000000169

Sowell, E., Delis, D, Stiles, J., & Jernigan, T. (2001).
Improved memory functioning and frontal lobe maturation
between childhood and adolescence: A structural MRI
study.  Journal of the International  Neuropsychological
Society, 7, 312-322. https://doi.org/10.1017/
s135561770173305x 

Stein, S., Georgoff, P., Meghan, S., & Mizra, K. (2010). 150
years of treating severe traumatic brain injury: a systematic
review of progress in mortality. Journal of
Neurotrauma, 27, 1343–1353. doi:10.1089/neu.2009.1206

Stern, Y. (2009). Cognitive reserve.  Neuropsychologia,  47,
2015 2028. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.
2009.03.004 

Steyerberg, E., Mushkudiani, N., Perel, P., & Butcher, I.
(2008). Predicting outcome after traumatic brain injury:
Development and international validation of prognostic
scores based on admission characteristics.  PLoS
Medicine,  5, 1251–1261. doi:10.1371/journal.pmed.



0050165 
United States Government. (2004).  Code of federal

regulation, title 34, Section 300.8.
United States Department of Education, Office of Special

Education Programs (2010). Thirty-Fourth annual report
to Congress on the implementation of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, Parts B and C. 2012. Number
of students ages 6 through 21 served under IDEA, Part B,
by disability category and state: Fall 2010. Retrieved
fromhttp://www2.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/osep/2012/p
arts-b-c/part-b-data/index.html

Whateley Driscoll S., Quinones-Pagen, V., Savage, R., &
Riddick-Grisham, S. (2011). Life care planning for the
child with acquired brain injury. In S. Riddick-Grisham &
L. Deming (Eds.), Pediatric life care planning and case
management (465-502). Boca Raton, FL: Taylor and
Francis.

Williams, W., McAuliffe, K., Cohen, M., Parsonage, M.,
Ramsbotham, J., & David, G. (2015). Traumatic brain
injury and juvenile offending: Complex causal links offer
multiple targets to reduce crime. Journal of Head Trauma
Rehabilitation,  30(2), 69–74. doi:10.1097/HTR.
0000000000000134

World Health Organization (2006). Neurological disorders
public health challenges. Geneva, Switzerland: WHO
Press. Retrieved from http://www.who.int/mental_health/
neurology/ neurological_disorders_report_web.pdf

Ylvisaker, M., Adelson, D., Braga, L., Burnett, S., Glang, A.,
Feeney, T., … Todis, B. (2005). Rehabilitation and ongoing
support after pediatric TBI: Twenty years of progress.
Journal of Head Trauma Rehabilitation,  20(1), 95–109.
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001199-200501000-00009 

About the Authors
Brenda Eagan-Johnson, MEd, CBIS has worked as a

Brain Injury Educational Specialist for over two decades. She
is the State Program Coordinator for BrainSTEPS Brain
Injury School Consulting Program in PA and also conducts
expert legal work in education and brain injury cases
nationally. For the past 11 years, Brenda has focused on
training, consultation, and development of the 300
educational consultants serving on 30 BrainSTEPS teams.
She is currently in a Mind-Brain educational leadership
doctoral program at Johns Hopkins University and serves as
an adjunct instructor at the George Washington University in
the Graduate School of Education and Human Development
masters program in pediatric brain injury. Brenda served as
an external expert reviewer for the 2018 Centers for Disease
Control Report to Congress on Management of Traumatic
Brain Injury in Children. She is published, regularly presents
at the national and international levels, and has received
multiple awards for her work in the field of pediatric brain
injury. She has trained over 1,300 Return to Learn
Concussion School Teams and co-led the 1st National
Concussion Return to Learn Consensus. Her brother

sustained a severe TBI when they were teenagers, which is
where her passion began.  www.brendaeaganjohnson.com

Sharon Grandinette, MSEd, CBIST is a nationally and
internationally recognized consultant, trainer, advocate and
expert witness in the field of special education as a Brain
Injury Educational Specialist, and has published in the field.
She is an adjunct instructor at the California State University
Dominguez Hills in the graduate Special Education
Credential program.  Sharon serves on the executive board of
NABIS, and served on the board of the Brain Injury
Association of CA, where she was chair of the state
conference for several years.  She was the Executive Director
of both the We Can Pediatric Brain Tumor Network and The
California Association of Physical & Health Impairments.
Sharon was instrumental in the developing the TBI Added
Authorization that became a part of the special education
credential requirements in CA. She owns and operates
Exceptional Educational Services in Redondo Beach, CA.
www.helpkingkidsbrains.com.

Corresponding author: Brenda Eagan-Johnson
b.eagan.johnson@gmail.com

                                                  Addressing Educational Challenges Following Pediatric Acquired Brain Injury                                           61




