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Return Receipt Requested # 7001 0360 0002 4134 1686

BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF PSYCWG‘?GZYU 0

IN RE: The Suitability of Douglas C. Darnall, Ph.D.
To Retain His License to Practice Psychology

Notice of Opportunity for Hearing issued December 9, 2002

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 Rcom 1960 on the 19" floor of the Riffe Center for Govermnment and the Arts, 77 South
High Street, Columbus, Ohio. The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order of the
Board referenced herein are solely the product of the Board. Marc E. Myers, Esaq., served
exclusively as a facilitator of the hearing as arbiter of issues relative to the clarification of
evidentiary and procedural issues raised therein.

A Notice of Oppartunity for Hearing (hereinafter “Notice”) approved by the Board on
December 9, 2002 sent by USPS Certified Mail, return receipt requested, was raceived by
Douglas C. Darnall, Ph.D. (hereinafter "Dr. Darnall”) and his counsel. A hearing was timely
requesied in response to the Notice. At the hearing the Notice was amended by
agreement between the parties and this Order is based on that amended Notice.

A hearing was conducted in this matter pursuant fo Chapter 119, and Section 4732.17 of the
Ohio Revised Code {ORC) relative to a Notice captioned as “Regarding the Suitability of
Douglas C. Damall, Ph.D. to Retein His License to Practice Psychology.” The hearing on
these charges was consoiidated with charges in a Notice issued on September 12, 2003. A
separate Order shall be mailed to Dr. Carnall relative to the charges in the September 2003
Notice. The hearing was conducted before a querum of the Board on September 30, October
1, and October 2, 2004: November 3, 2004; January 20 and January 21, 2005; and February
10, 2005. '

SUMMARY OF THE EVIDENCE

Dr. Damall 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 Ohic regulating the practice of psychology. Dr. Damall is employed as a psychologist in
private practice at PsyCare Inc. in Youngstown, Ohio and as a psychologist by the Trumbull
County Family Court in VWarren, Ohio.

At the Trumbull County Family Court, by magistrate’s order, Dr. Darnall engaged in ths
provision of psychological services to Client W from approximately October 2000 through
approximately February 2001. Dr. Darnall held one (1) individual session with Client W at his
private practice in Youngstown, Chio in February 2000. Despite recognizing that Client YV was
initially referred to his private practice by an attorney and was seeking a custody evaluation,
Dr. Darnall conductaed an initial evaluative session in his private practice before clarifying the
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nature of the referral and the possible presence of a multiple relationship, given his
employment by the Trumbull County Family Court. After starting the evalygtive process in his
private practice, Dr. Damall suggested to Client W that she seek thii@a[l@i@ iby him
through the Trumbul! County Family Court.

Dr. Darnall subsequently conducted a court-ordered evaluation and rendered an opinion
regarding Client VW's parenting behaviors to the Court. The court Order directed the parties to
be “psychologically evaluated” by Dr. Darnall. Dr. Darnall wrote in his report that a purpose of
the report was one "...of providing the Court recommendation (sic) regarding the custedy of
their son, Nicholas age 3° (Damal! report, State’s Exhibit 2B). Dr. Damall expanded the scope
of the evaluation beyend the court-ordered psychological evaluation to ane that included
custody issues, but did net inform Glient W or the Court of the expansion of the scope when
conducting the evaluation, and did not discuss in his report any rationale for the expanded

scope.

Dr. Darnall was aware that the court order did not reguest opinions on custody issugs, but
despite this knowledge he did not limit the scope of the evaluation, the content of the report, or
his recommendations. Instead, Dr. Darall opined regarding Client W's parenting behaviors
and issues invelving companionship time between Client W's son and his father.  In the
summary section of the report, Dr. Darnall characterized Client W as exhibiting behaviors of
concern and behaviors unsupportive of her child’s relationship with the father. Dr. Darnall did
not summarize the father's self-reported behaviors that were not supportive of the chiid's
relationship with Client W, including a failure to pay child support and alienating behaviors
identifizd in the self-report measure known as the Parental Alienation Scale.

Although Dr. Damall was aware of concemns expressed by Client W and her counsel about his
role as the court appointed evaluator, he failed to remove himself from the evaluation and in
his report he did not address the possible impact of those concerns on Client W's cooperation
as a subject of his evaluation. Dr. Darnall failed to properly and accurately identify Client W in
the report, suggesting that Client W was known as Delores McGuire, although further in his
report he identifies that Client W was not married to Mr. McGuire and the court order
referenced her name as "Wargo." The report therefore reflects a lack of professionalism and -
is inconsistent with the standards normally expected of a psycholegist. In addition, the report
contains language suggesting that Client W “waived their rights of confidentiality” but no
records were produced that indicate informed written consent from Ciient W was obtained to
release confidential information.

At the Trumbull County Family Court, by magistrate’s order, Dr. Darnall engaged in the
provision of psychological services to Client S from July 2000 through January 2001. The
Court ordered Client S to submit to an evaluation by Dr. Damall (Order dated June 26, 2000)
indicating that the purpose of the evaluation was a “psychological “ evaluation of Client S, her
former spouse, and their children’s paternal grandparents. Dr. Darnall included in his report of
the evaluation (State’s Exhibit 3B) that the purpose of the evaluation included the visitation
between the children and the father. The stated purpose in Dr. Darnall's report exceeded the
scope of his couri-ordered evaluation. By rendering a recommendation to the Court about
parameters of the relationship of the children with their father, treatment recommendations
about the children, and the capacity of Client S to meet the needs of the children, Dr. Darnall
rendered psychological opinions beyond the court’s stated purpose.
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Dr. Darnall never met the children at issue in the evaluation and he relied exclusively on .
parent-child ohservations conducted by staff and volunteers in fraining at a local agency, the
Solace Cenier, 1o inform his opinions. Testimony by the Director of the Solace &fﬁj’ﬁﬁﬁ
Mary Olesh, indicated that no procedures were in place to train the Solace : -
members creating the observation notes nor inter-rater procedures, creating a substantial risk
that the observations reflect unstandardized observation procedures and unreliable and invalid
Information. Dr. Darnall did not address this possible limitation to the reliability and validity of
those data in his report.

Dr. Darnall in his work for the Court and in the matter reflected in State's Exhibit 3B used a
taxonomy not subjected to reliability and criterion-based validation procedures, and for which
no base-rates regarding correct or incorrect classification are known, to classify Client S’s
behavior as “consistent with individuals who are active or obsessed alienators.” Dr. Darnall
also used non-validated interpretations of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-
Revised (MMPI-2) and the Millon Clinical Multiaxial Personality Inventory-Third Edition (MCMI-
i) as the bases for assigning these labels. Dr. Darnall made prognostic judgments regarding
Cliznt S' response to treatment based solely on these categories, which lack scientific
evidence that they have utility for such clinical purposes, and inconsistent with the MCMI-11I
computer-based actuarial interpretation of Client S' profile. '

Dr. Damnall used an insufiiciently validated instrument, the “Parental Alienation Scale” as a
basis for reaching conclusions in psychological assessments. Testimony from Dr. Darnall and
his expert, Dr. Sandra McPherson, indicated that the Parental Alienation Scale was used fo
gather information similar to a written interview. The content of reports written by Dr. Darnall
indicated that Parental Alienation Scale scores were calculated by Dr. Darnall and were
provided in reports, and those scores were used to form opinions.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. At the Trumbull County Family Court, by magistrate’s order, Dr, Darnall engaged in the
provision of paychological services to Client W from approximately October 2000
through approximately February 2001,

2. Dr. Darnall held one (1) indvidual session with Client W at his private practice in
February 2000. Ths session was not a psychotherapy session as alleged In the
Notice. Dr. Darnall conducted this initial evaluative session before clarifying the nature
of the referral and the possible presence of a multiple relationship, given his
employment by the Trumbull County Famiiy Court.

3. Dr. Darnall subsequently conducted a court-ordered evaluation and rendered an
opinion regarding Client W's parenting behavicrs 1o the Court.  The court order stated
that the parties were to be “psychologically evaluated” by Dr. Damall. Dr. Darnall wrote
that a purpose of the evaluation was “...providing the Court recommendation (sic)
regarding the custody of their son, Nicholas age 3" {Darnall report, State's Exhibit 2B).
Dr. Darnall expanded the scope of the evaluation beyond the court-ordered
psychological evaluation to one that included custody issues. Dr. Damall did not limit
the scope of the evaluation, the contant of the report, or his recommendations. Dr.






