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MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA
Monday, May 20, 2019
1 Hour Meeting

Location: Department of Rehabilitation
721 Capitol Mall, Room 401
Sacramento, CA 95814
 
TELECONFERENCE INFORMATION
Teleconference: (866) 725-1892 
Participant Passcode: 4204052#

To access the California Relay Service (CRS), dial 711 to be connected and provide teleconference details to operator.

TBI NEEDS ASSESSMENT Members (In-Person): Kim Baker, Dr. Charles (Chuck) Degeneffe, Susan Hansen, Stephanie Kolakwsky-Hayner, Todd Higgins and Eric Williams.   

TBI NEEDS ASSESSMENT Members (on the Phone): Lili Whitaker (member of public as physical address was not posted).

TBI NEEDS ASSESSMENT Members Not Present: None

DOR Staff: Karl Ortega

Members of the Public (Phone): Elsa Quezada with the Central Coast Center for Independent Living.

Members of the Public: Dan Clark, Lindsey Black, Monique Flores and Jacqelyn Sharp.

1. Welcome and Introductions	
Chair Todd Higgins called meeting to order and a meeting quorum was established. 


2. Approve the April 12, 2019 Meeting Minutes (Act and Discuss)
Lead, Todd Higgins
Meeting minutes approved with grammatical corrections. 
(Yes members: Baker, Degeneffe, Hansen, Kolakwsky-Hayner, Higgins and Williams, Abstain members: Lili Whitaker. No members: None).

3. Review the 2002 TBI Planning Project and the Advancing TBI 2010 Next Steps summary document and propose a deadline
Lead Todd Higgins, Dr. Chuck Degeneffe, Susan Hansen

Member Higgins opened the meeting to discuss the 2002 California TBI Planning Project document and the 2010 California TBI Advisory Board Strategic Planning Summary report. Member Degeneffe looked at demographics and made some broad conclusions. There appears to be an under-sampling of people under the age of 18 with the number of TBI survivors who were surveyed.  There was an over-sampling for 36 to 59 years old and over-sampling of white participants while there was an under sampling of Latino and Afro-Americans participants that were impacted by brain injuries. The key findings also pointed-out an under sampling high school students under a 11th grade level of education.  There was an over-sampling of vehicle motor accidents with brain injuries and there was an under-sampling of brain injuries related to falls. Member Degeneffe said there appears to be an issue with TBI research because there is no real sampling of the entire TBI population. Member Degeneffe said the information is valuable and there needs to be a real intentional approach to utilize the findings from the report.  

Member Degeneffe said it would be interesting to determine where the survey respondents came from. For example, urban vs. a rural part of the state. It appears that the survey results were over-sampled in urban regions and there was no clear explanation how those regions were impacted throughout the state. Member Degeneffe mentioned that a TBI needs assessment should include reaching out to military respondents throughout California and there should be something on TBI parent surveys. TBI surveys should capture the transportation needs of TBI survivors, the relationship TBI survivors have with the Department of Rehabilitation, and how TBI survivors use assistive technology tools. Finally, there should be questions about how TBI survivors can access adequate health insurance and long-term care insurance. 

Member Hansen said the transportation survey should include TBI survivors who use Uber and Lyft as this information was not available at the time the surveys were completed. 

Member Degeneffe informed members that key findings from the 2010 plan showed how representatives responded from the six stakeholder meetings and the one conference call. There were only 13 counties represented out of the 58 counties in California. 45 of the counties were not represented in the stakeholder meetings and he believes that is a big issue. Member Hansen mentioned that San Diego and a few TBI centers participated while other parts of the state did not participate in the survey. Member Kolakwsky-Hayner believes this could be an opportunity for committee members to reach-out to other parts of the state through the ‘Go to Meeting’ and ‘Zoom’ platforms to reach additional TBI stakeholders as these platforms did not exist during the time of the surveys. 

Member Higgins said that TBI data should include the entire state of California as members develop a TBI needs assessment tool that makes the most sense moving forward.  Members need to develop a timeline with recommendations to present to the full advisory committee on a TBI needs assessment that should be used in the future.  He also mentioned that members would be given assignments in July to contact other states on their needs assessment tools and provide their assessment. Member Kolakwsky-Hayner said she would prefer if multiple people could look at the same needs assessment data to avoid missing anything and for subcommittee members to come to a consensus.  

Elsa Quezada, a member of the public, thanked the TBI subcommittee members for all their work and she said members did a great job providing their assessments of the two reports and looks forward for seeing a TBI needs assessment tool that captures all the work members have put in. 

4. What other states are doing with funding of TBI Services?
Eric Williams

Member Williams provided members with an overview of funding streams from other states and he pointed out five areas of interest members should use to develop a TBI needs assessment tool for the future:

1. Public Education, Awareness, Prevention, and Research
2. Case Management and neuropsychological evaluation
3. Rehabilitation Services including, physical, occupational, speech, and cognition
4. Psychological Services for survivors and family members
5. Supported, Assisted, and Future Employment

Member Williams pointed out five states that will require additional investigation on TBI services that could be used to develop the TBI needs assessment tool are: Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Maine, New Jersey and Vermont. 

5. Public Comment
None

6. Adjournment
Motion to adjourn was seconded and meeting adjourned. 


*Please note that the meeting will adjourn upon completion of agenda.
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