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BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGY

IN RE: The Suitability of Douglas C. Darnall, Phq 0 [ 1 89
To Retain His License to Practice Psychology

Notice of Opportunity for Hearing issued September 12, 2003

DECISION AND ORDER OF THE BOARD

This matter came on for hearing before the State Board of Psychology of Ohio (hereinafter
“Board”) and Hearing Examiner Marc Myers, Esq., beginning on September 30, 2004 at 10:10
AM in Room 1960 on the 19" floor of the Riffe Center for Government and the Arts, 77 South
High Street, Columbus, Ohio. The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order of the
Beard referenced herein are solely the product of the Beard. Mr. Myers served exclusively as a
facilitator of the hearing as arbiter of issues relative to the clarification of gvidentiary and

procedural issues raised therein.

A Noftice of Opportunity for Hearing approved by the Board and sent on September 12,
2003 by USPS Certified Mail, return receipt requested, was received by Douglas C. Darnall,
Ph.D. (hereinafter “Dr. Darnall’) and his counsel. A hearing was timely requested in
response to the Notice. At the hearing the Notice was amended by agreement befween
the parties and this Order is based on that amended Nofice.

A hearing was conducted in this matter pursuant to Chapter 119. and Section 4732.17 of the
Ohio Revised Code (CRC) relative to a Notice of Oppartunity for Hearlng issued September 12,
2003 and captioned as “Regarding the Suitability of Douglas C. Darnall, Ph.D. to Retain His
License to Practice Psychology.” The hearing on these charges was consolidated with charges
in a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing issusd on December 9, 2002, A separate Order shall be
mailed to Dr. Darnall relative to the charges in the Notice issued December €, 2002. The
hearing was conducted before a quorum of the Board on September 30, Ocicker 1, and
October 2, 2004; November 3, 2004; January 20 and January 21, 2005; and February 10,

2009.

PROCEDURAL MATTERS

By agreement between the parties, in additicn to the aforementioned agreement tc amend the
Notice, paragraphs H, J, and K of the Notice were struck and paragraph | was amended tc delete
“Cllent H." These were agreed upon by the parties in an effort to remove all references to Client
H from the Notice considerad at this proceeding.

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

Dr. Darnall is a psychologist licensed to practice psychology in the State of Ohio, holds License
# 1730, original date of licensure February 7, 1975, and is subject to all laws and rules of Ohio
regulating the practice of psychology. Dr. Damall is employed as a psychologist in private
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practice at PsyCare Inc. in Youngstown, Chio and as a psychologist by the Trumbull County
Family Court in Warren, Chio.

The Board issued a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing to Dr. Darnall on DQan”bJr 9,@002. Dr.
Darnall timely requested a hearing on the allegations in that Notice. The Board notified Dr.
Darnall that it had received three (3) new complaints against him since the issuance of the
December 2002 Notice of Opportunity for Hearing. Said notification was made through the
delivery of three (3) separate letters sent via certified mail on July 8, 2003. Twa (2) of the
certified |etters were received by Dr. Darnall on July 10, 2003, while the third was received on
July 11, 2003. Dr. Darnall did not respond fo the Board in writing regarding the three {3)
inquiries.

Dr. Darnall failed to clarify impertant aspects of the limits of confidentiality and the disposition of
records with the subjects of his evaluations. He made statements indicating he possessed the
evaluation records and had the authority to share those records, (see, for example, Dr.
Darnall's informed consent form in Exhibit 6B, pages 000076 and 000077). Testimony
indicated that Dr. Darnall had no such authority. Testimony indicated that the evaluation
records were the property of the Trumbull County Family Gourt and that the records were not
shared with evaluative subjects or their attorneys except within a limited scope defined by Court
policy. Dr. Darnall failed to provide written documentation for evaluative clients and counsel
that he did not maintain control over his evaluation records. Dr. Darnall did in some cases
provide to evaluation participants written information about the limits of confidentiality, but in
‘doing so implied that he maintained control of the records when in fact he did not. Cr. Darnall
did not release records to the Board upon request and he failed to convey fo the Board, in a
timely manner, the lack of control he possessed over the records of his psychological services
for the Court.

Dr. Darnall provided evaluative psychological service to Client L in response to an order from
the Trumbull County Family Court relative to domestic relations litigaticn. Dr. Darnall used an
insufficiently validated instrument, the “Parental Alienation Scale” as a part of his assessment
of Client L. Dr. Darnall rendered expert opinions to the Court concerning Client L’s parenting
behaviors with her children, and rendered psychological opinions about the capacity of both
Client L. and her former spouse, Mr. P, to parent (State’s Exhibit 4B). Dr. Damall used an
insufficiently validated instrument, the “Parental Alienation Scale’ as a part of his assessment
of Client P. While testimony indicated that the Parental Alignation Scale was used to gather
information similar to a written interview, the evidence in reports written by Dr. Darnall indicated
that scores were calculated and provided in reports, and those scores were used to form
opinions. Dr, Darnall rendered opinions in the matter of Client L and Client P without observing
or otherwise assessing the behaviors of either parent when interacting with their children
through standardized observation methods, controlled settings, or other methods to ensure the
reliability and validity of the data upon which the opinions were based. Prevalling standards
when rendering psychological opinions about parenting capacity indicate that direct
observations of parent-child interactions should be done.

In the Client L matter, Dr. Darnall failed to adequately assess Mr. P relative 1o the presence of a
head injury that may have caused him a traumatic brain injury and associated cognitive deficits
that are reasonably related to the capacity to parent. Dr. Damnall did not assess the presence
and impact of traumatic brain injuries on Mr, P’s functioning, including skills associated with
parenting, when the presence of the brain injury was alleged and raised as an issue through
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other data collected in the evaluation, Dr. Damall did not refer Mr. P for additional evaluation
even though the possible brain injury was reasonably related 1o parental capacity.

Dr. Darnall completed a custody evaluation, including a psychological evalua@)@ ib rle@chse to
a court order relative to Client C and her ex-husband, thereby establishing a professional
psychological evaluative relationship (State’s Exhibit 6B). Dr. Darnall recommended that Client
C and her ex-husband be court-ordered into the P.R.E.P. program at the Court, so that he
could monitor their compliance with the court's orders, creating the potential for multiple roles
as a psychological evaluator and a compliance monitor.

Mr. S, an aduit male not licensed by the Board, was employed as a Psychology Assistant for
the Trumbuli County Court. On May 15, 1897 Dr. Darnall signed a position description, which
specified that Mr. S had essential duties and responsibilities such as “psychological screenings”
and “psychological reperts.” Dr. Darnall’s Trumbull County position descripticn includes
responsibility to “assume the legal responsibility for the report contents and recommendations”
of the Psychology Assistant. Dr. Darnall failed to register Mr. S with the Board as a
psychological supervisee.

Mr. S, by virtue of the job title “Psychology Assistant,” was held out to the public by a fitle
incorporating the term “psychology.” Mr. S is referred to in numerous court documents as the
“Assistant Court Psychologist” of the Trumbull County Family Court. Mr. S was never licensed
by the Board and was never registered as a supervisee with the Board. Mr. S meets no
requirements for exemption from licensure requirements. Mr. 8 was therefore practicing
psychology for the Trumbull County Family Court. Dr. Damnall did not take steps to correct
these misunderstandings and misrepresentation, nor did he nolify the Board of the
unauthorized use of fitle and practice of psychology by Mr. S.

Dr. Darnall, when completing psychological evaluations as an employee of the Trumbull County
Family Gourt, relied on reporis from staff members at a local agency, the Solace Center, to
inform him regarding the quality and character of parent-child interactions between evaluation
subjects and their children. Dr. Darnall has been on the board of directors of the Solace
Center, Therefore, Dr. Damall created the possibility of impaired objectivity and impaired
competence through his roles as a board member of the Solace Center and his role as an
evaluator relying cn reports from Solace Center staff and volunieers, and failed to manage
those influences on his professional conduct. The failure to manage these influences is seen in
his refiance on data from Solace Center staff to inform his expert opinions for the Court, despite
the lack of standardized data collecticn procedures at the Solace Center, and desplte the lack
of data about the reliability and validity of those observations.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the evidence presenied at the hearing, mciuding the exhibits and the testimony,
the Board makes the following Findings of Fact:

1. The Board issued a Notice of Opportunity for Hearing to Dr. Darnall on December 9,
200Z. Dr. Darna]l timely requested a hearing on the allegations in that Notice.

2. The Board notified Dr. Darnall that it had received three (3) new complaints against him
since the issuance of the December 2002 Notice of Opportunity for Hearing. Said






