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Friday, May 10, 2024

Agenda Item #1: Call to Order/Roll Call/Establishment of a Quorum

Dr. Tate called the meeting to order at 9:01 a.m. A quorum was present and due notice

had been sent to all interested p

arties.

Agenda Item #2: President’s Welcome

a) Mindfulness Exercise

Dr. Tate offered opening remarks and Dr. Rodgers led a mindfulness exercise for all

participants in the meeting.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.
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Agenda Item #3: Public Comment for Items Not on the Agenda. Note: The Board
May Not Discuss or Take Action on Any Matter Raised During this Public
Comment Section, Except to Decide Whether to Place the Matter on the Agenda
of a Future Meeting [Government Code sections 11125 and 11125.7(a)].

Dr. Tate called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #4: Discussion and Possible Approval of the Board Meeting
Minutes: February 29 — March 1, 2024

Mr. Foo joined the meeting.
Dr. Tate introduced this item and called for Board comment.

It was (M)Foo(S)Nystrom(C) to adopt the February 29 — March 1, 2024, Board meeting
minutes with any technical amendments.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Dr. Phillips pointed to line 511 in the draft minutes where ‘complains’ should read
‘complaints’.

Votes
9 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Nystrom, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers,
Tate), 0 Noes

Agenda Item #5: President’s Report
a) Meeting Calendar

Dr. Tate provided the update on this item.

Mr. Foo commented that it would be supportive of the communities the Board is trying to
reach if the meetings were held in locations convenient to that population. He
commented that Wright Institute in Berkeley, CA might be a good location for the next
Board meeting in August.

Ms. Whitney commented that staff was in talks with the Wright Institute to host the
August 2024 Board meeting.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.
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Agenda Item #6: Executive Officer’s Report

a) Personnel Update

Ms. Sorrick provided the update on this item.
Dr. Tate called for Board comment.

No Board comment was offered.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #7: DCA Update

Assistant Deputy Director of Board and Bureau Relations Yvonne Dorantes provided
the update on this item.

May 5" — May 11t is Public Service Recognition Week at DCA, and honors the
thousands of DCA employees dedicated to consumer protection.

On April 30t, DCA hosted a meet-and-greet with Agency Secretary Tomiquia Moss and
Executive leadership. This was an opportunity for DCA leadership to meet Secretary
Moss and hear her vision and priorities for the Business, Consumer Services, and
Housing Agency, and the Department itself.

DCA has become aware of a new scam targeting licensees, in which licensees of the
various Boards are contacted and fraudulently notified that they are under investigation.
Ms. Dorantes advises Boards to be vigilant and proactive, by providing tips to their
licensees about how to avoid potential scams.

On April 5%, DCA’s Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Steering Committee (DEI) held its
quarterly meeting. The committee reviewed and discussed the member application
process, establishing subcommittees, and solicited committee input on how to expand
language access, workforce development, and to advance DEI through the end of 2024.

The next DEI Committee meeting will be held July 26, 2024.

Ms. Dorantes commented that many DEI| courses are available to Board Members and
staff online.

In April, DCA’s Office of Public Affairs staff participated in two Facebook Live events
hosted by the Consulate of Mexico’s Sacramento and Fresno Offices. Staff shared a
variety of consumer and licensing information in English and Spanish; additional events
are scheduled for the coming months.
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Ms. Dorantes commented that all Board Members must complete the Board Member
Orientation training within one year of their appointment or reappointment. The next full-
day training is coming up in June and again in October.

Ms. Dorantes concluded her remarks by once again offering thanks to Board Members
and staff for all the work they do for consumer protection.

Dr. Tate asked whether DCA had materials that the Board could share with its licensees
to help them identify and avoid potential scams.

Ms. Dorantes replied that DCA does have language that the Board could post online or
include in a ListServ email message.

Dr. Cervantes commented on technical and logistical problems that arise as a result of
DCA’s data processes, which are problems that staff at the Board meetings have limited
ability to troubleshoot and fix. She pointed to the amount of time and staff resources it
takes to keep her state-issued laptop computer functioning properly so she can
complete her duties efficiently.

Ms. Dorantes commented that DCA is always happy to help with streamlining
processes.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #8: Budget Update

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 21.

Dr. Tate called for Board comments.
No Board comment was offered.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #9: Enforcement Report

Ms. Sorrick provided the update on this item for Ms. Monterrubio which was included in
the meeting materials beginning on page 26.

Ms. Sorrick commented on the search to fill a vacancy in the Enforcement Unit, and to
recruit Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to assist with case investigations.



185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229

Dr. Casuga asked about the SME program, as to what percentage of applicants to the
program would actually be recruited compared to how many might not be qualified to
serve as SME.

Ms. Sorrick replied that of the twenty-six applications most recently received, five of
those did not meet the qualifications and were not recruited; a common disqualification
was for not having been in practice for the minimum required time. Having a pool of one
hundred SMEs would be ideal, and would save the board from having to rely on a small
number of Experts to review all the cases.

Dr. Casuga commented to licensees in attendance that serving as SME is a great way
to improve their profession and is a valuable service.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked to hear the qualifications to serve as SME.

Ms. Cheung answered on Ms. Sorrick’s behalf and read selected qualifications from the
overall list:

e Valid license for a minimum three years prior to application as SME

Have an active practice, consisting of at least eighty hours a month in a direct
client contact or teaching

Submit a Curriculum Vitae

Education or Training appropriate to the chosen specialty

Writing samples on topics relevant to SME casework

Clean enforcement record with the board, and no current enforcement activity
No criminal convictions

Attend in-person training and repeat training every two years

Must agree to testify when necessary

Agree to a three-year term

Have a working knowledge of the Board’s laws and regulations

Dr. Casuga asked how long the process took from application to recruitment as SME.

Ms. Sorrick replied that the required initial training occurs only once a year, and in some
cases may be every two years. The location typically alternates from Northern California
/ Bay Area to Southern California, and is contingent upon the ability to travel as well as
the availability of the Attorney General’'s Office to participate.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked about the list of qualifications that Ms. Cheung had read for SME
recruitment, and wanted clarification as to what degree the knowledge of forensics
would be required for qualification as SME.

Discussion ensued.
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Dr. Phillips commented that a forensics background is preferred in cases that might go
to administrative hearing, but the lack of such a background would not be grounds for
eliminating an applicant from recruitment.

Dr. Cervantes commented that the Board and staff have worked over the years to build
the SME program and asked whether the board had printed material to distribute at
meetings for potential SMEs to learn about the program.

Dr. Rodgers asked whether any kind of acknowledgement would be sent to applicants
who submitted to the SME program. Ms. Sorrick commented that it would be a good
idea to do so, and she would follow up with Ms. Monterrubio about this.

No further Board comment was offered.
Dr. Tate called for public comment.

Public comment was made asking whether and how much compensation would be paid
for case review in the SME program.

Ms. Sorrick replied that the compensation was comparable to what other health boards
pay their own experts.

An additional comment was made, suggesting that the question of interest in becoming
an SME could be a part of the license renewal application.

An additional suggestion was made that two experts could be assigned to collaborate
on certain cases, but in any case there should be a support structure for SMEs to
consult with others on technical or ethical matters that fall outside their experience or
knowledge.

A comment was made asking whether certain other combinations of qualifications might
be acceptable for serving as SME, since the list as it stood excluded practitioners who
nonetheless were spending many hours in related areas of patient care.

Dr. Phillips commented that the Board has been considering amending the
qualifications list to include more categories than those currently available.

Further comment was made about the seeming difference in transparency between the
Licensing Unit and the Enforcement Unit, and that potential changes discussed about
reworking the initial contact letter in enforcement cases had never come to light months
after it was discussed during the Strategic Planning Session in December 2023.

Comment was made requesting two things:

e That Enforcement Unit meetings be publicly-noticed, and if not, why not?

e That the initial notice letter sent to licensees in enforcement cases be revised to
read that the licensee has the option of seeking legal advice before responding to
board
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Ms. Sorrick commented that historically the activities of the Enforcement Committee
have not been open to the public, citing the presence of Enforcement Analysts and the
sensitive nature of discussions on open cases. However, any decisions and policies
made by the Enforcement Committee would be brought back to the full Board for
discussion, in the interest of transparency.

Dr. Phillips commented that the less-formal format of Enforcement Committee meetings
enables the Committee to have direct communication with Enforcement staff about
particular cases. Additionally, the meetings are organized in this way to protect the
privacy and personal safety of Enforcement staff, who may become the targets of
threats and harassment.

Mr. Foo commented that, as previously stated by Ms. Sorrick, any policy decisions
made at the Committee level, and even internal changes like revisions of SME
application materials, etc. would be brought before the full Board for consideration in a
public meeting.

Public comment continued with Dr. Elizabeth Winkelman of CPA commenting on the
use of the word ‘informal’ as used in the initial inquiry letter sent to licensees who are
the subject of a filed complaint, that perhaps that word should be removed as possibly
misleading the licensee about the potential ramifications of being investigated.

Dr. Tate commented that would like to have the earlier suggestions given during public
comment regarding SMEs to be added to the discussion going forward.

Dr. Casuga referred to an earlier public comment about resources available to SMEs,
and what technical guidance they might receive from other licensees with that particular
expertise. She requested that this discussion be added to a future agenda for further
discussion.

Dr. Phillips commented on the problems that could arise when a SME is consulting with
someone outside of the program, given the sensitivity of the material being shared. The
alternative approach of having two Board-trained SMEs working on the same would be
cost prohibitive.

Agenda Item #10: Licensing Report

Ms. Cheung provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting
materials beginning on page 34.

Dr. Tate called for Board comment.
No Board comment was offered.
Dr. Tate called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.
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Agenda Item #11: Examination Report

Ms. Cheung provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting
materials beginning on page 44.

Ms. Cheung commented on EPPP pass rates and pointed to a slightly-lower passing
rate for January to March 2024 compared to the previous period. Pass rates for the
CPLEE overall for the same period is 82%.

Ms. Cheung commented further that in response to a question from Mr. Foo at the
previous Board meeting about the impacts of the ASPPB study, a report would be made
at a later date to the full Board.

Additionally, she commented that there would be a full update given at the August
Board meeting regarding the feasibility of a California practice exam.

Dr. Tate called for Board comment.

Mr. Foo asked Ms. Cheung for perspective on how the board’s exam pass rates
compare with other jurisdictions and commented that it would be helpful at the first
Board meeting of 2025 to report on the pass rate for all of 2024, to provide a full picture
of trends for the entire year. This information could then be compared with that of other
jurisdictions to see if these numbers were part of a larger trend, and then the impact of
remote learning could be seen more clearly.

Dr. Cervantes concurred with Mr. Foo.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked whether it would be possible to break out online learning, as
distinct from remote learning, to see the impact on passing rates.

Dr. Phillips commented that ASPPB also provides statistics broken out by state, and
that it is relatively easy to make comparisons state-by-state and year-by-year without
drawing on additional resources.

Dr. Rodgers expressed concern about the future implementation of the EPPP2 and
wondered what the pass rates looked like for states that have already implemented it.

Mr. Foo commented on Dr. Rodgers’ comment, saying that when ASPPB releases the
results of the EPPP, they report it as a single exam, not broken out into Parts | and II.

Dr. Harb Sheets commented that it would be likely that since the two parts of the exam
are taken at a wide interval, the statistics should already be distinct enough to report out
apart from the other set.

No further Board comment was offered.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.
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No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #12: Continuing Professional Development and Renewals Report

Ms. Whitney provided the update on this item.

Dr. Harb Sheets commented on the chart depicting the total number of audits per month
and pointed out that some of the data do not add up to one hundred percent.

Ms. Whitney confirmed that some audits have been received, but not yet completed.
No further Board comment was offered.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.

Public comment addressed the topic of the online training that the board provided to
explain the changes and new requirements related to receiving CPD credit and being
audited.

Ms. Whitney commented that the CPD training webinar was recorded and could be
viewed on the Board’s website at https://psychology.ca.gov/licensees/ce.shtml for CPD
credit.

No further public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #13: Legislative and Requlatory Affairs Committee Report and
Consideration of Committee Recommendations

Dr. Cervantes introduced this item.
a) Legislative Proposals
1. SB 1526 — Consumer Affairs - Psychological Associates: Business and Professions

Code Section 2913: Change of Supervisor Fee: Business and Professions Code
Section 2987: Health and Safety Code 124260

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 46.

He provided the Committee’s recommendation that the Board request the Senate
Committee consider the additional changes to Business and Professions Code Sections
2913 and 2987 relating to fees and education to qualify for a psychological associate
registration.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Harb Sheets(S)Phillips(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the
Board should continue to request that the Senate Committee consider the additional
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changes to BPC Sections 2913 and 2987 as outlined on page 47 of the Board meeting
materials.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.

Mr. Foo commented that the analysis presented by Mr. Polk indicated that the Board
would be supported by the California Psychological Association in making this
recommendation, and asked whether that support had in fact been offered. He
commented further that CPA was represented at this meeting and he hoped they would
address their level of support in public comment.

Ms. Nystrom recused herself from items 13, 14, and 15.

No further Board nor staff comments were offered.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

Dr. Winkelman from CPA commented that she did not believe CPA had taken a position
on SB 1526.

Mr. Polk commented that there was currently no other support except as expressed by
the Board, and likewise there was no opposition to SB 1526.

No further public comment was offered.
Votes
8 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0

Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

b) Review of Bills for Active Position Recommendations to the Board

1. AB 2270 (Maienschein) Healing arts: continuing education: menopausal mental and
physical health

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 131.

Mr. Polk provided the Committees recommendation that the Board take a position of
support.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Casuga(S)Tate(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the Board
take a support position on AB 2270.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comments.
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Dr. Harb Sheets asked whether voting on a position of support was a vote to consider a
position or to continue the discussion. Dr. Cervantes commented that this vote was
actually to confirm a support position by the Board for this bill.

Mr. Pane commented that the Board is voting on a position on this bill in its current
state, and that pending further changes to the language, the bill may need to come
before the Board for further discussion and a new vote.

Dr. Casuga commented that the intention of the Legislative & Regulatory Committee in
making this recommendation to the full Board was to allow coursework on menopausal
and mental health to be taken for CPD credit, but not that such coursework would be
mandated. The Committee wanted to acknowledge the importance of such coursework
and that it should be available for providers working with this population.

Dr. Phillips commented that AB 2270 does not mandate the continuing education
providers to create coursework in this area, so taking a support position is expressing a
sentiment rather than mandating anything.

No further Board comment was offered.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.

Votes
8 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0
Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

2. AB 2282 (McKinnor) Family reunification services

Mr. Polk presented the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 158.

On April 12t AB 2282 was presented to the Legislative and Regulatory Affairs
Committee for possible position recommendation. The Committee determined that the
bill may be outside of the Board’s scope and passed a motion to continue to watch AB
2282 as the bill makes its way through the legislative process.

No motion necessary to continue watching this bill, and it is presented for informational
purposes only.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.
No Board comment was offered.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.
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No public comment was offered.

3. AB 2581 (Maienschein) Healing arts: continuing education: maternal mental health

Mr. Polk presented an update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 185.

Mr. Polk provided the Committee’s recommendation that the Board take a position of
support.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Rodgers(S)Phillips(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the
Board take a support position on AB 2581.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.

Dr. Casuga commented that as with AB 2270, the intention of the Legislative &
Regulatory Committee in making this recommendation to the full Board was to allow
coursework on maternal mental health to be taken for CPD credit, but not that such
coursework would be mandated. The Committee wanted to acknowledge the
importance of such coursework and that it should be available for providers working with
this population, and as such this recommendation is aspirational.

No further Board comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Votes
8 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0
Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

4. AB 2703 (Aguiar-Curry) Federally qualified health centers and rural health clinics:
psychological associates

Mr. Polk presented the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 210.

Mr. Polk provided the Committees recommendation that the Board take a position of
support.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Phillips(S)Tate(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the Board
take a support position on AB 2703.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comments.
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565 No Board comment was offered.

566

567 Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

568

569 Dr. Winkelman of CPA thanked the Board for considering supporting this bill, and
570 commented that this bill was co-sponsored by CPA and the California Primary Care
571 Association. She commented that this bill would allow for greater access to services,
572  while also providing more sites for psychological associates to receive training and
573  supervision. She concluded her remarks expressing hope that the Board would take a
574  support position on AB 2703.

575

576  Dr. Andrea Davis, CPA member and Chair-Elect of Division | of CPA, commented on
577  the challenges in hiring psychological associates into these Medicaid facilities that serve
578  over half of the children and many of the adults in California, because they will not be
579 reimbursed for services provided by psychological associates. She expressed strong
580 support for AB 2703.

581

582  Dr. Casuga commented that when the Legislative and Regulatory Affairs Committee
583 discussed AB 2703, the purpose of recommending a support position was two-fold:
584

585 1) To ensure that the training was proactive in providing consumer protection, and
586 2) To ensure that there was adequate access to care for underserved populations
587 and rural populations

588

589  No further public comment was offered.

590

591 No further Board comment was offered.

592

593 Votes

594 8 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0
595 Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

596

597 5. AB 2862 (Gipson) Licenses: African American applicants

598

599 Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
600 beginning on page 236.

601

602  Staff continues to watch AB 2862.

603

604  Dr. Cervantes called for Board and staff comment.
605

606 Dr. Rodgers asked how many applicants are received that would fall under the bill's
607 language.

608

609 Dr. Cervantes commented that the board does not collect data on race and ethnicity
610 from its applicants.

611
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Dr. Rodgers commented that there was uncertainty as to how this prioritization of one
class of application would impact staff workflow.

Dr. Phillips commented that the board is legally prohibited from gathering race data, and
that the way the bill is worded, it will be operationally very difficult for staff to determine
who qualifies as descended from an enslaved person.

Ms. Sorrick commented that the board currently has an expedited process for military
service members, and that applicants are asked to provide documentation of active
military service. There would have to be system modifications to allow for new
checkboxes that covered new eligibility parameters.

Ms. Rescate asked for clarification on what it would mean to prioritize these
applications, according to current usage.

Dr. Tate replied that a prioritized application goes to the front of the line to be
processed.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.
6. SB 1012 (Wiener) The Regulated Psychedelic-assisted Therapy Act and the

Regulated Psychedelic Substances Control Act 7. SB 1067 (Smallwood-Cuevas)
Healing arts: expedited licensure process: medically underserved area or population

Mr. Polk presented the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 248.

Mr. Polk provided the Committees recommendation that the Board take an oppose
position.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Harb Sheets(S)Casuga(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the
Board take an Oppose position on SB 1012.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board and staff comment.

Mr. Foo asked whether the concerns raised in Committee regarding SB 1012 were
shared with the bill’s author in an official capacity.

Mr. Polk replied that staff had not yet reached out to the author’s office, but would wait
until the Board adopted an official position on the bill.

Mr. Foo asked whether the Board might consider a position to oppose unless amended,
or whether the Committee was firmly opposed and made their recommendation thus.
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Dr. Phillips replied that the concerns brought up by the Committee were shared by
many in the mental health field and that there were concerns about creating a quasi-
mental health discipline among a class of individuals who did not necessarily have
medical training.

Dr. Casuga commented that the goal of psychedelic-assisted therapy are tied to
psychological services, such as treatment of anxiety, PTSD, for which conditions the bill
would require that the practitioner be licensed; however, at this time, the advisory
committee only calls for one mental health professional, and the Board of Psychology
would not necessarily be represented. The current language of this bill is too broad for
the Committee to recommend anything but a position to oppose.

Mr. Foo asked what position the Boards of Oregon and Colorado took on the issue
proposed by this bill, and what issues and lessons arose from the creation of this new
class of registrant by those states.

Dr. Casuga commented on a public comment given at the Committee meeting by an
individual licensed in California and Oregon, who indicated that there were issues with
the adoption of this new class of practitioner in Oregon that this Board should be aware
of by contacting the Oregon Board.

Mr. Polk commented that the board had not yet reached out to the Oregon Board for
information responsive to this question. Immediately following this meeting, Mr. Polk
intended to reach out to the author’s office prior to drafting the opposition letter.

Dr. Phillips commented that for a certain percentage of the population who have such
conditions as anxiety and PTSD, treatment with psychedelics has actually led to a
worsened condition. He commented on the potential dangers of allowing a 21-year-old
facilitator with unknown education providing therapy for a patient who might need a
more thorough evaluation before even considering administering psychedelics. He
advised a slower approach, going where the research leads, before voicing support for
this bill.

No further Board comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

Dr. Winkelman of CPA commented that there are many psychologists are interested in
working in this new field, but many more who have concerns in common with those
expressed by the Board. She asked what special concerns this Board might have that
might not be shared by other health care Boards. She asked whether boards other than
Board of Psychology were specifically included in the oversight committee described in
this bill.

Mr. Polk confirmed that the latest advisory called for one member to have a background
in mental or behavioral health, but for the Board members appointed, nothing clearly
states that a psychologist would be among their number.
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Further public comment touched on research in the October edition of Monitor on
Psychology by the American Psychological Association, and provided an assessment of
the negative effects experienced by 200,000 subjects related to the use of psychedelics.

Dr. Andrea Davis questioned why there would need to be a new Board with a separate
testing process for each different new kind of treatment. She would like to see the Board
take a position to oppose this bill.

Further public comment expressed a change of position to no longer be in support of
this bill, given the scarcity of information and understanding as to what effect these
psychedelics have on the brain over time.

Additional public comment touched on the amount of resistance encountered whenever
one profession tries to expand its scope into the practices of other professions, and that
there is a lot of contradiction in play in this process involving the Board in a larger
debate.

No further public comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.

Dr. Harb Sheets commented that if the State of California is not going to allow
psychologists to prescribe psychotropic prescriptions, there is a scary precedent in
allowing non-mental and behavioral health practitioners to provide mental or behavioral
health services including the use of psychedelics.

Mr. Foo commented that he had a better understanding of this issue as he prefers a
collaborative approach with complex issues. He sees the value in speaking with other
jurisdictions about their experiences as a way to inform this Board’s positions.

Votes
7 ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 1 No
(Foo), 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

7. SB 1067 (Smallwood-Cuevas) Healing arts: expedited licensure process: medically
underserved area or population

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the hand carry
materials beginning on page 8.

Mr. Polk expressed the Committees concerns regarding the bill language, specifically
the lack of clarity regarding the definition of “medically underserved area” or “medically
underserved population” and which documentation would be required. The Committee
recommended taking a Support if Amended Position on SB 1067.

Staff worked with legal counsel to draft the proposed amendments included in the
meeting materials.
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Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Phillips(S)Tate(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the Board
take a Support if Amended position on SB 1067.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.

Mr. Foo commented that if the Board takes this position, and the amendments are not
made, then the Board essentially falls back on a neutral position without being able to
influence the final product.

Ms. Sorrick commented that the Committee in their discussion was in support of the
concept behind this legislation, namely to clarify the language so that qualifications
could be defined. She commented that it was ultimately a policy call, saying that to take
a position to oppose, it might appear that the Board was opposed to the concept, not
merely to the areas that could be amended for clarity.

Dr. Cervantes restated the recommendation of the Committee to support this bill.

No further Board or staff comment was offered.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

No public comment was offered.

Dr. Casuga asked whether the board was able to use the HCAI data in the same way
the Medical Board had, to determine eligibility under this bill.

Mr. Polk commented that it should be possible for the board to use the HCAI data in this
way.

Dr. Casuga advocated for a position to oppose unless amended.

Mr. Pane advised that the Board could take a vote on the motion currently on the table,
to take a position of support if amended, after which the Board could make a second
motion and vote on a position of oppose unless amended.

Discussion ensued between Board and staff regarding internal mechanisms that might
allow the Board to take an official position while also conveying to the Governor
concerns about potential challenges to implementation.

Votes
8 ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0
Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

c) Bills with Active Position Taken by the Board

1. AB 2051 (Bonta) Psychology interjurisdictional compact
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Mr. Polk provided the update for this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 359.

Dr. Cervantes commented that the Board had already voted its position on this bill at the
last Board meeting and called for Board comment.

No Board comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #14: Review Bills for Possible Action

Dr. Cervantes introduced this item.

a) AB 1991 (Bonta) Licensee and Registrant Records

Mr. Polk provided the update for this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 400.

Mr. Polk provided the staff recommendation is for the Board to take an Oppose position
on AB 1991 as there are concerns regarding the bill language, specifically in the latest
amendments.

Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Phillips(S)Tate(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the Board
take an Oppose position on AB 1991.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board comment.

Mr. Foo asked whether the recommended opposition arises from the call for that
particular demographic data being collected, with all its potential implementational
challenges, or because of the discipline to be imposed against licensees and registrants
who would decline to provide that information.

Mr. Polk commented that the language of the bill made mandatory provisions that had
formerly been voluntary, and that now licensees and registrants would be denied
licensure or registration, or renewal of existing licensure or registration. He added that
the amended language now prohibited certain boards to deny renewal, but could still
impose discipline where the information was not provided.

Mr. Foo commented that he would like to see a letter of opposition containing a few
lines that the Board does focus on increasing workforce access and that the Board has
been supportive of addressing workforce shortages in a meaningful way. He added that
it would be helpful for the author to understand the work the Board continues to do to
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address these issues. The letter should make clear that it is not the concept itself in
opposition, rather it is the mechanism of implementation that is opposed.

No further Board comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Votes
8 ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers, Tate), 0
Noes, 1 Recusal (Nystrom)

Agenda Item #15: Legislative Items for Future Meeting. The Committee May
Discuss Other Items of Legislation in Sufficient Detail to Determine Whether Such
Items Should be on a Future Committee or Board Meeting Agenda and/or Whether
to Hold a Special Meeting of the Committee or Board to Discuss Such Items
Pursuant to Government Code Section 11125.4

Dr. Cervantes introduced this item and called for Board or staff comment.
No Board or staff comment was offered.
Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

Dr. Winkelman of CPA commented that the Board should consider taking a position on
SB 1451 (Ashby), restricting the use of the word “doctor”, or the initials “Dr.”

CPA has taken a position of opposed unless amended.

Dr. Andrea Davis, Chair-Elect of Division | of CPA, commented that there were several
bills the Committee should consider taking a position on in order to improve patient
access to care.

AB 236 (Holden)
SB 1120 (Becker)
SB 999 (Cortese)
SB 294 (Wiener)

No further public comment was offered.

Agenda Item #16: Regulatory Update, Review, and Consideration of Additional
Changes

Dr. Cervantes introduced these items.
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A) 16 CCR sections 1391.13, and 1391.14 — Inactive Psychological Associates
Registration and Reactivating a Psychological Associate Reqistration

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which were included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 411.

On April 22", the Board did receive a comment regarding the inactive regulation
package. A copy of the comment is included in the meeting materials.

The comment regarded the 72-month time limit and the pausing of that time limit when
an active registration is placed on inactive status. In working with the Regulations
Counsel, staff found that the concerns provided in the comment were specifically
addressed in the regulation package documents; the Initial Statement of Reason goes
into great detail regarding the 72-month limit and the impact the inactive status has on
the time-limit.

It was agreed that the comment does not warrant a change to the proposed text and
does not warrant a hearing; however, the comment is presented to the Board for further
discussion if deemed necessary. The comment and response will be included in the
package documents when the comment period closes.

Dr. Cervantes called for Board or staff comment.

No Board or staff comment was offered.

b) 16 CCR 1395.2 — Disciplinary Guidelines and Uniform Standards Related to
Substance-Abusing Licensees

Mr. Polk provided this update which was informational only, with no action required.
This was included in the meeting materials beginning on page 411.

c) 16 CCR sections 1380.3, 1381.1, 1381.2, 1381.4, 1381.5, 1382, 1382.3, 1382.4,
1382.5, 1386, 1387.1, 1387.2, 1387.3, 1387.4, 1387.5, 1387.6, 1391, 1391.1, 1391.3,
1391.4, 1391.5, 1391.6, 1391.8, 1391.11, and 1391.12 — Pathways to Licensure

Mr. Polk provided this update which was informational only, with no action required.
This was included in the meeting materials beginning on page 411.

d) 16 CCR sections 1380.6, 1393, 1396, 1396.1, 1396.2, 1396.4, 1396.5, 1397, 1397.1,
1397.2, 1397.35, 1397.37, 1397.39, 1397.50, 1397.51, 1397.52, 1397.53, 1397.54,
1397.55 - Enforcement Provisions

Mr. Polk provided this update which was informational only, with no action required.
This was included in the meeting materials beginning on page 411.

e) 16 CCR sections 1397.35, 1397.37, 1397.39, and 1937.40 - Corporations
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Mr. Polk provided this update which was informational only, with no action required.
This was included in the meeting materials beginning on page 411.

f) 16 CCR sections 1381, 1387, 1387.10, 1388, 1388.6, 1389, and 1389.1 — EPPP-2.
Discussion and Possible Approval of proposed lanquage and licensure application
forms related to AB 282.

Mr. Polk provided the update on this item which was included in the meeting materials
beginning on page 413.

§ 1381. Applications.
All applications shall be accompanied by such evidence, statements, or documents as
therein-required to establish that the applicant meets all ef-the-requirements for

licensinglicensure erregistration-as-setforth-in Sections 2914, 2915.4, and 2915.5 of
the Code.

(a) An application to take the Examination for Professional Practice in Psychology
(EPPP) Part 1 shall include the following:

(1) Application to take the EPPP Part 1 (Rev. XX/XX), hereby incorporated by
reference;

(2) Written certification from the registrar or department chair stating that the
applicant has completed all required academic coursework (exclusive of internship
and dissertation) for the qualifying doctoral degree, or official transcript from the
institution that confers the applicant’s qualifying doctoral degree;

(3) Any application fee pursuant to section 1392.

(b) Candidates submitting applications for the EPPP Part 1 received by the Board by
September 30, 2025 must take and pass the EPPP Part 1 before January 1, 2026 to
meet the national examination requirements for licensure. Effective January 1, 2026,
the EPPP will be a two-part examination made up of the EPPP Part 1 (which covers
knowledge) and the EPPP Part 2 (which covers skills) and an applicant must pass
both the EPPP Part 1 and Part 2. The national examination as used in this section is
defined as meeting the requirements set forth by the Association of State and
Provincial Psychology Boards (ASPPB).

(c) Effective January 1, 2026, a candidate who has obtained a passing score on the
EPPP Part 1 is qualified to submit an application to take the EPPP Part 2 which shall

include the following:

(1) Application to take the EPPP Part 2 (Rev. XX/XX), hereby incorporated by
reference;

(2) Official transcript from the institution that confers the applicant’s qualifying
doctoral degree, unless previously submitted for the application to take the EPPP

Part 1;
(3) Verification of Experience (Rev. XX/XX), hereby incorporated by reference;
(4) Any application fee pursuant to section 1392.
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(d) An application to take the California Psychology Law and Ethics Exam (CPLEE) can
be submitted by an applicant at any time after completing all required academic
coursework (exclusive of internship and dissertation) for the qualifying doctoral
degree, and shall include the following:

(1) Application to take the CPLEE (Rev. XX/XX), hereby incorporated by reference;
(2) Additional Verification of Experience (Rev. XX/XX), incorporated by reference in
subsection (c), if applicable;

(3) Any application and examination fees pursuant to section 1392.

(e) An application for licensure shall include the following:
(1) Application for Licensure as a Psychologist (Rev. XX/XX), hereby incorporated
by reference;
(2) Any application fee as listed in section 1392;
(3) Evidence of completion of prelicensure coursework pursuant to Sections 2915.4
and 2915.5 of the Code or sections 1382, 1382.3, 1382.4, and 1382.5.
(4) Evidence of fingerprint submission pursuant to Section 144 of the Code.

(f) Out of state applicants shall submit an Application to take the CPLEE (Rev. XX/XX),
hereby incorporated by reference and as described in subdivision (c), if they have
obtained EPPP eligibility by:

(1) Having taken and passed the EPPP (Part 1 or, after January 1, 2026, both
Part 1 and Part 2) but are not licensed; or

(2) Having taken and passed the EPPP (Part 1 or, after January 1, 2026, both
Part 1 and Part 2), but are licensed in another state, Canadian province, or U.S.

territory.

Note: Authority cited: Section 2930, Business and Professions Code. Reference:
Sections 2940 and 2941, Business and Professions Code.

§ 1387.10 Supervision Requirements for Trainees who have Accrued Hours

Notwithstanding completion of all required hours of supervised professional experience,
all trainees must comply with the requirements of 1387(c).

§ 1388. Examinations.

(a) The Board recognizes the expertise of the Department of Consumer Affairs' (DCA)
Office of Professional Examination Services (OPES). The Board shall utilize the
services of the OPES in licensing examination development and validation through an
interagency agreement.

(b) An applicant for examination-shall-successfully-take-and-pass-the licensing
examinations-prior-to-beinglicensed shall submit to the Board for its approval the

required applications specified in section 1381 and applicable fees as specified in
section 1392. The licensing examinations shall consist of the Association of State and
Provincial Psychology Boards' (ASPPB) Examination for Professional Practice in
Psychology (EPPP), and the California Psychology Laws and Ethics Examination

(CPLEE). An applicant who has met; exceptthatthe-EPPP-shallbe-waived-forthose
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apphicants-who-meet the criteria in section 1388.6 of this chapter—Such-applicants shall
only be required to take and pass the CPLEE.

(c) Effective January 1, 2026, an applicant shall take and pass the EPPP two-part
examlnatlon to satisfy the reqwrements of this sectlon Anapphean%sehgble%e%ake

(d) An applicant is eligible to take the EPPP Part 1 upon completion of all academic

coursework for their qualifying doctoral degree, pursuant to Section 2914 of the Code.
To satisfy this requirement, the applicant shall submit to the Board a written certification
from the regqistrar or department chair stating that the applicant has completed all
required academic coursework (exclusive of internship and dissertation) for their
qualifying doctoral degree. Such certification shall be provided to the Board in an
application (Rev. XX/XX) as specified in section 1381, along with the fee as prescribed

|n Sectlon 2987 of the Code. up@q—appheahen—the—Bbea#d—wﬂknemy—apmrean%s—ef—the#

(e) Effective January 1, 2026, Aan applicant is eligible to take the EPPP Part 2 EPPP

upon completion of a qualifying doctoralte degree and 4560 3000 hours of gualifying
supervised professional experience, as specified in sections 1387 or 1387.4. To satisfy
this requirement, the applicant shall submit to the Board all documentation specified in

sectlon 1381 Ee#e#m&e#ﬂw%?%ke#pneﬁe%eptembeﬁ%@%—m&pas&ﬂg

(f) Applicants are responsible for completing any administrative requirements for taking

Part 1 or Part 2 of the EPPP as established by ASPPB or its agents, including paying
any fees. This subsection applies to those retaking Part 1 or Part 2 of the EPPP as well

as to those taklnq |t for the first t|me Quahﬁed—app%a%&de&mqg%keieh&GPkEE

(eq) For forms of the EPPP taken prior to September 1, 2001, the passing score is the
score that was recognized by the Bboard at that time. For computer administered forms
of the EPPP, the Bboard shall accept the passing score recommended byapply-a-secaled

score as recommended by ASPPB.

(fh) Qualified applicants desiring to take the CPLEE shall submit to the Bboard the fee
set forth in section 1392 ef-this-chapter. Applicants shall comply with all instructions
established by the DCA examination vendor for taking the CPLEE.
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(gi) The passing score on the CPLEE shall be determined for each form of the
examination by a criterion referenced procedure performed by OPES.

(h]) An applicant for whom English is theirthe applicant’s second language may be
eligible for additional time when taking the EPPP Part 1, and/for EPPP Part 2, of-the
EPPP or the CPLEE. The applicant must complete and submit a request for additional
time that states under penalty of perjury that English is theirthe applicant’s second
language. The Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL iBT) certification score of
85 or below shall be sent by Educational Testing Service directly to the Board. The
TOEFL iBT shall have been taken within the previous two years prior to application. The
Board will only consider the highest score of any TOEFL iBT taken within the previous
two years. If approved, the applicant will be allotted time-and-a-half (1.5x) when taking
the examination.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 2930 and 2942, Business and Professions Code.
Reference: Sections 123, 496, 2941, 2942, 2943 and 2960, Business and Professions
Code.

§ 1388.6. License Requirements-and-Waiver-of ExaminationSatisfaction of

Licensure Reguirements.

If an applicant for licensure as a psycholoqist has taken and passed the EPPP Part 1 or

EPPP Part 2 for licensure at the doctoral level in another state, Canadian province, or
US territory, the applicant is not required to retake the EPPP and shall submit
documentation of a passing score on the EPPP Part 1. Effective January 1, 2026, an
applicant shall submit documentation of passing scores on both EPPP Part 1 and EPPP
Part 2, except for those applicants who were licensed by another state, Canadian
Province or U.S. territory, prior to January 1, 2026.

(be) An applicant for licensure as a psychologist who holds a Certificate of Professional
Qualification (CPQ) issued by the Association of State and Provincial Psychology
Boards (ASPPB), shall net-be-required-to-take-the-EPPPsubmit documentation of a
passing score on the EPPP Part 1. Effective January 1, 2026, an applicant shall submit
documentation of passing scores on both EPPP Part 1 and EPPP Part 2, except for
those applicants who were licensed by another state, Canadian Province or U.S.
territory, prior to the January 1, 2026, effective date.

Such an applicant shall be deemed to have met the educational and experience
requirements of subdivisions (b), (c) and (ed) of Gede-sSection 2914 of the Code.
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(cd) An applicant for licensure as a psychologist who is credentialed as a Health Service
Provider in Psychology by the National Register of Health Service Providers in
Psychology (NRHSPP) and has-beenwho is currently licensed based-on-a-doctoral
degreeat the doctoral level in another state, Canadian province, or U.S. territory for a
minimum of two years shall ret-berequired-to-take-the-EPPPsubmit documentation of a
passing score on the EPPP Part 1. Effective January 1, 2026, an applicant shall submit
documentation of passing scores on both EPPP Part 1 and EPPP Part 2, except for
those applicants who were licensed by another state, Canadian Province or U.S.
territory, prior to January 1, 2026. Such an applicant shall be deemed to have met the
educational and experience requirements of subdivisions (b), (c) and (ed) of Cede
sSection 2914 of the Code.

(de) An applicant for licensure as a psychologist who is certified by the American Board
of Professional Psychology (ABPP) and has-beenwho is currently licensed based-ona
doctoral-degreeat the doctoral level in another state, Canadian province, or U.S.

territory for a minimum of two years shall ret-be-required-to-take-the EPPPsubmit
documentation of a passing score on the EPPP Part 1. Effective January 1, 2026, an
applicant shall submit documentation of passing scores on both EPPP Part 1 and EPPP
Part 2, except for those applicants who were licensed by another state, Canadian
Province or US territory, prior to January 1, 2026. Such an applicant shall be deemed to

have met the educational and experience requirements of subdivisions (b), (c) and (ed)
of Cede-sSection 2914 of the Code.

Examnanen—(GPEEE)—aqd—net—bee#subjeet—te—mserplme- Nothlnq in thls sectlon waives

the requirement, as specified in section 1388, for an applicant to take and pass the
California Psychology Law and Ethics Examination (CPLEE).

(f) An applicant who was licensed by another state, Canadian province, or U.S. territory
and has taken and passed the EPPP Part 1 prior to January 1, 2026, is not required to
take and pass the EPPP Part 2 but will be required to submit documentation of a
passing score for the EPPP Part 1.

Note: Authority cited: Sections 2930 and 2946, Business and Professions Code.
Reference: Section 2946, Business and Professions Code.
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Staff recommends that the Board discuss and review the updated language and draft
licensure forms for possible approval.

This regulatory package updates the statutory and regulatory sections needed to
implement the EPPP-2.

The Committee’s recommendation is to increase the number of postdoctoral supervision
hours from 1,500 to 3,000 hours to become eligible to take the EPPP-2, the intention
being that this would allow the applicant the greatest flexibility in completing their hours
and would give them adequate time to prepare all other prerequisites before applying.
Dr. Cervantes called for a motion.

It was (M)Harb Sheets(S)Casuga(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the
Board amend the regulatory language and draft EPPP-2 application.

Mr. Foo commented that BPC 2914 points to the use of the term “doctorate” degree,
and that is the current usage in the application, rather than “doctoral”.

Discussion ensued as to which of the terms “doctorate” and “doctoral” were correct in
view of the BPC 2914 definition.

Mr. Pane commented that the terms should match what is in statute.
Ms. Cheung commented the use of “doctoral” has been consistent throughout the
regulatory language, but considered that a global change to “doctorate” might be called

for to match statutory language.

Dr. Rodgers commented that usage should match statutory language, even if there is a
grammatical preference for one term over another.

Dr. Cervantes asked staff to ensure consistent usage throughout the package.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked why there is still a reference to past employment as a
Registered Psychologist, when this registration type has been eliminated.
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Ms. Cheung confirmed that this question seeks to know the full background of an
applicant, including this retired type. For former Registered Psychologists, the board is
able to save these applicants the additional cost of providing transcripts, since the board
would already have them on file.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked whether it could be misleading on the application simply to
require a doctorate in Psychology, while the regulations require declaration of a
specialty, such as clinical psychology.

Ms. Cheung replied that this language could be changed to match the statutory
language of BPC 2914.

Mr. Foo commented that the terms “doctorate” and “doctoral” are used interchangeably
in statute.

Dr. Casuga commented that in the section on applicants in BPC 2914, the term
“doctoral’ is used; however, in a different section on training guidelines, the term
“doctorate” is used.

Dr. Cervantes called for public comment.

Dr. Winkelman of CPA commented on an apparent contradiction on the application with
16 CCR section 1381(d)(1) regarding the requirement of providing a Verification of
Experience (VOE) to apply for the CPLEE; she commented that 1381(d)(2) should be
deleted:

Additional Verification of Experience (Rev. XX/XX), incorporated by reference in
subsection (c), if applicable;

Mr. Pane commented that this issue might best be referred back to Sam Singh,
Regulatory Counsel to the Board, who was not present at the meeting.

Dr. Winkelman commented further that were the language to be approved as it stands
before Mr. Singh weighs in on the issue, then the problematic VOE language would
become enshrined.

Mr. Pane, while acknowledging that he was not acting as Regulatory Counsel,
commented that this discussion was one part of the process of rulemaking and that the
language could still be updated later.

Dr. Winkelman added that CPA had previously passed legislation that would streamline
the application process, and commented that including the disputed language could
raise inconsistencies.

Ms. Cheung commented that the disputed VOE language could safely be removed, and
that the 3,000-hour requirement was in place to make it simpler to apply for the EPPP-2,
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the intention being that once the EPPP-2 was passed, applicants no longer needed to
be concerned with accruing hours.

Dr. Harb Sheets commented that there were two checkboxes that would need to be
eliminated from the application in order to be consistent with regulations, regarding
submission of VOE.

Mr. Pane suggested obtaining these ‘friendly’ amendments before putting the item to a
vote.

Dr. Cervantes restated the motion currently on the floor, amending the motion to
remove 1381(d)(2) [lines 48-49 in the packet materials].

Ms. Cheung commented that some applicants would already have received their
doctoral degree prior to applying, and the board wanted to give these applicants the
option of choosing from the VOE options on the CPLEE application.

Discussion ensued regarding the amendment to remove the checkboxes in question,
and the amendment was summarily dropped from the motion.

Mr. Pane confirmed with Drs. Harb Sheets and Casuga that they agreed with the
friendly amendments to their motion; both were amenable to the amended motion.

No further Board comment was offered.

Dr. Winkelman commented on 1387(g) [line 180 of the packet materials] regarding a
reference to co-supervisors, and whether this implied two primary supervisors, further
how co-supervisor qualifications would be documented.

Ms. Cheung commented that this amendment was made as part of the Pathways
package, and the definition of co-supervisor was provided there; that package is not yet
adopted. Staff would work to incorporate the approved language when the time comes.

Further public comment was made on the use of the term “doctoral” versus “doctorate”
as understood in current usage. “Doctoral” was described as an adjective, while
“doctorate” was described as a noun; therefore, the term ‘doctorate degree’ would be
redundant in this interpretation.

No further public comment was offered.

Votes
9 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Nystrom, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers,
Tate), 0 Noes, 0 Recusals

Agenda Item #17: Review, Discussion, and Possible Action on Research
Psychoanalyst Ad hoc Advisory Committee — Utilizing Title 16 CCR 1367 — 1378.5
as a basis for adopting requlations for Research Psychoanalyst under the Board
of Psychology’s requlations.
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Dr. Phillips provided the update on this item which was included in the hand carry
materials beginning on page 20.

1390 — Citation

This article may be cited and referred to as the “Research Psychoanalyst Requlations.”
NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.1 — Registration:-Definitions

As used in this article:

(a) “Research Psychoanalyst” means a psychoanalyst who is registered with the Board.

(b) “Student” means a person enrolled in a psychoanalytic institution for training in
psychoanalysis who is reqgistered with the Board.

(c) “Graduate psychoanalyst” means a licensed physician and surgeon, psychologist,
licensed clinical social worker or licensed marriage, and family therapist who has had
training in psychoanalysis equal to that specified in Section 1390.9 or a research
psychoanalyst who is a graduate of either a psychoanalytic institute specified in Section
2950 of the Business and Professions code (Code) or a psychoanalytic institution
deemed equivalent by the Board which meets the criteria set forth in Section 1390.9

(d) “Psychoanalytic institution” means any institution, institute, department or program
organized to provide training in psychoanalytic theory and technique meeting the criteria
of Section 1390.9 and which certifies students engaged in such training.

(e) “Research psychoanalysts law” means Chapter 6.6 of Division 2 of the Code.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.2 — Delegation Authority

The power and discretion conferred upon the Board to review and approve applications
for registration and to enforce the provisions of the research psychoanalysts law are
hereby delegated and conferred upon the executive officer of the Board or their staff.
NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.3 — Evidence Required of Graduate or Student Status

All applicants shall submit to the Board with the application for registration official
certification of graduation or student status from the registrar or a similar official of the
institution attended.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.4 — Registration Not Required
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Physicians and surgeons, psychologists, licensed clinical social workers, licensed
marriage; family therapists licensed in this state, and any other persons otherwise
exempt from the Medical Practice Act (Section 2000 et seq. of the code) or otherwise
exempt from other state licensure laws are not required to reqgister with the Board in
order to engage in research psychoanalysis.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.5 - Completion of Clinical Training Defined

The term “completed clinical training” as used in Section 2950 of the code means
completion of psychoanalytic training in a psychoanalytic institute referred to in that
section or from an institute, department or program deemed equivalent by the Board.
NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.6 — Adjunct Defined

A research psychoanalyst may engage in psychoanalysis as an adjunct to teaching,
training or research. “Adjunct” means that the research psychoanalyst may not engage
in a full-time clinical practice rendering psychoanalytic services on a fee-for-service
basis. A research psychoanalyst may render psychoanalytic services on a fee-for-
service basis for not more than an average of one-third of their total professional time
including time spent in practice, teaching, training or research. Such teaching, training
or research shall be the primary activity of the research psychoanalyst. This primary
activity may be demonstrated by meeting any of the following criteria:

(a) A full-time faculty appointment at the University of California, a state university or
college, or an accredited or approved educational institution as defined in Section
94885, subdivisions (a) and (b), of the Education Code.

(b) Significant ongoing responsibility for teaching or training as demonstrated by the
amount of time devoted to such teaching or training or the number of students trained:;
or

(c) A significant research effort demonstrated by publications in professional journals or
publication of books.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.7 — Criteria for Supervision

Students may practice psychoanalysis under proper supervision meeting the following
requirements:

(a) Each supervisor of a student shall be a graduate psychoanalyst who has a minimum
of five years of postgraduate clinical experience in psychoanalysis following completion
of their psychoanalytic education.
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(b) Each such supervisor shall:

(1) provide individual supervision of each student for a minimum of one (1) hour for
each week per case of patient psychoanalysis for the first year of such supervision, then
no less than one (1) hour per case each month thereafter;

(2) supervise no more students than, in the judgment of the psychoanalytic institute, can
be effectively supervised.

(c) There shall be a minimum of 50 hours of supervision for each case for a total of at
least 150 hours of supervision during training.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed requlation] Reference:

1390.8 — Registration After Graduation

Any person who has been reqgistered with the Board as a student research
psychoanalyst who wishes to continue to perform psychoanalysis shall first, upon
completion of training in psychoanalysis, reqgister with the Board as a research
psychoanalyst.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.9 — Criteria for Equivalent Psychoanalytic Institutes

In order to be deemed an equivalent psychoanalytic institute by the Board, such an
institute, department or program shall meet the following criteria:

(a) Have a curriculum which is designed and implemented by a faculty which is
predominantly graduate psychoanalysts;

(b) Require each student to have practical clinical exposure to a wide variety of
psychopathologies and training in their differential diagnosis;:

(c) Require each student research psychoanalyst prior to admission to have received a
doctorate degree, or its equivalent in education and experience from the University of
California, a state university or college, an educational institution which is accredited or
approved pursuant to section 94885 of the Education Code or an educational institution
located outside the state which has current accreditation by a national or applicable
regional accrediting agency recognized by the United States Department of Education;

(d) Require each student research psychoanalyst prior to admission to have shown
achievement in teaching, training or research with demonstrated aptitude in their
primary field of scholarly or scientific endeavor:;

(e) Require each student research psychoanalyst to participate in at least 560 hours of
classroom training over at least three (3) years on all phases of psychoanalysis;
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(f) Require each student research psychoanalyst to participate in continuous case
conferences conducted by graduate psychoanalysts;

(9) Require each student research psychoanalyst to undergo a minimum of 300 hours
personal psychoanalysis conducted by a graduate psychoanalyst who has a minimum
of five years of postgraduate clinical experience in psychoanalysis following the
completion of their psychoanalytic education;

(h) Require each student research psychoanalyst to conduct at least three (3)
psychoanalyses of a client under the supervision of three different graduate
psychoanalysts, at least one of which is taken to termination except in those rare
instances where a delay may impose an extreme hardship on the student research
psychoanalyst and the institute has made provision for continuing supervision of the
student research psychoanalyst after graduation until at least one case is taken to
termination;

(i) Require each student research psychoanalyst to either pass a comprehensive
examination or write an approved thesis.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.10 — Applicants from Equivalent Institutions

(a) Any applicant from a psychoanalytic institution which is claimed to be equivalent to
an institute specified in Business and Profession Code (Code) section 2950 shall have
presented to the Board evidence that such institution complies with the criteria set forth
in Section 1390.9.

(b) In its discretion the Board may register an applicant who graduated from an
equivalent institution before the time of its approval by the Board, if the program
undertaken by the applicant as a student research psychoanalyst otherwise complies
with the provisions of Section 1390.9

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.11 — Fees

a) The registration fee is $150 for research psychoanalyst and students.

b) The biennial renewal fee is $75.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed requlation] Reference:

1390.12 — Verification of Student Status (Renewing)
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Students research psychoanalysts renewing their registration shall present to the Board
verification of their continuing student status from the registrar or similar official of the
psychoanalytic institute attended.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.13 — Expiration of Registration

All registrations expire and become invalid at midnight on the last day of February of
each even-numbered year if not renewed. To renew an unexpired reqistration, the
registrant shall, on or before the date on which it would otherwise expire, apply for
renewal on a form provided by the Board, accompanied by a required verification and
the prescribed renewal fee.

NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

1390.14 - Application

All applications for registration shall be submitted on a form provided by the Board and
shall be accompanied by such evidence or documents which may be necessary to
determine the applicant's qualifications for registration. All such applications shall be
filed with the Board's and shall be accompanied by the required reqgistration fee.
NOTE: Authority cited: [Add citations for each proposed regulation] Reference:

The Research Psychoanalyst Ad Hoc Committee met in April 2024 and determined that
the rulemaking for Research Psychoanalysts should be completed through two separate
regulatory packages.

The first package will utilize the Medical Board’s existing Research Psychoanalyst
regulations as the basis of this Board’s regulations with non-material changes added for
necessity and clarity. The aspirational effective date of the approved package would be
January 1, 2025.

The second package would make more substantive changes and would rely more
heavily on the involvement of stakeholders to ensure that the regulations are as
comprehensive as possible.

The Committee intends that this two-pronged approach should allow for adequate
regulation as of the first day Research Psychoanalysts come under the board’s purview,
while continuing to gather stakeholder feedback on the more substantial updates to
come.

The Committee recommendation is for the Board to review and adopt the first package
of regulations for Research Psychoanalyst.

Dr. Phillips called for a motion.
It was (M)Foo(S)Rodgers(C) to adopt the Committee’s recommendation that the Board

approve non-substantive changes to existing regulations being transferred from Medical
Board to Board of Psychology.
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Dr. Phillips called for Board comment.
No Board comment was offered.
Dr. Phillips called for public comment.
No public comment was offered.

Votes
9 Ayes (Casuga, Cervantes, Foo, Harb Sheets, Nystrom, Phillips, Rescate, Rodgers,
Tate), 0 Noes, 0 Recusals

Agenda Item #18: The Board will Meet in Closed Session Pursuant to Government
Code Section 11126(c)(3) to Discuss Disciplinary Matters Including Petitions for
Reinstatement, Modification, or Early Termination, Proposed Decisions,
Stipulations, Petitions for Reinstatement and Modification of Penalty, Petitions for
Reconsideration, and Remands.

The Board did not convene Closed Session.

Agenda Item #19: Recommendations for Agenda Items for Future Board
Meetings. Note: The Committee May Not Discuss or Take Action on Any Matter
Raised During This Public Comment Section, Except to Decide Whether to Place
the Matter on the Agenda of a Future Meeting [Government Code Sections 11125
and 11125.7(a)].

Dr. Tate called for Board and staff comment.

Mr. Foo commented that EPPP-2 staff report will be discussed again at the Board
meeting in August 2024 as was previously requested.

Dr. Harb Sheets asked Ms. Cheung about whether an item coming up on the agenda of
the July Licensure Committee regarding qualification needed to be included on the
agenda of the August Board meeting.

Ms. Cheung confirmed that it did not.

Ms. Sorrick commented that she had reached out to HCAI about receiving another
update over the summer on the status of the Health Professions Education Fund, and
added that a new data report was available on the Health Workforce Survey. She asked
HCAI to provide updates on these items at the August meeting.

No further Board or staff comment was offered.

Dr. Tate called for public comment.

No public comment offered.
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ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 1:40 p.m.
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