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Implications for School Psychological Services: 
 Proposed APA Model Act for the 

Licensure of Psychologists (2009)
The National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) strongly opposes the proposed revisions by the APA Model Act Task Force to the American Psychological Association’s (APA) Model Act for State Licensure of Psychologists (2009). Specifically, the proposed model act calls for limiting the provision of psychological services and use of the title “psychologist” to only those individuals licensed by a state psychology licensure board or with a doctoral degree in psychology. This would seriously curtail the practice of the majority of school psychologists and the provision of necessary services to children, families, and schools.
The current 30-year old model act includes an appropriate and necessary exemption for school psychology. Currently, the exemption from licensure restrictions extends to school psychologists who have completed training at the specialist, (typically 60 hours or more of integrated program of graduate studies in school psychology), and doctoral levels and are credentialed by the state board of education. The exemption acknowledges that the training and qualifications of doctoral and specialist-level school psychologists working in school settings are appropriate for psychological services provided for the purpose of improving students’ academic and mental health outcomes. 
The APA proposed model act recommends removing this exemption for specialist-level school psychologists and limiting the title use and practice of doctoral-level school psychologists.  This removal is without cause or evidence of public benefit in doing so. The proposed model act restricts the use of the term school psychologist or certified school psychologist to individuals who: 1) have a doctoral degree in psychology; 2) are certified by the state education agency; and 3) are using the terms only during their practice in the public schools. A primary purpose of a professional model licensure act should be to ensure access to effective services provided by qualified professionals in order to protect and promote the public welfare. Far from accomplishing this goal, APA’s proposed removal of the 30-year old exemption for non-doctoral school psychologists credentialed by their state board of education has no basis in scholarly research that the current practice of school psychology causes public harm, nor that removing the exemption will promote the public welfare. 

The practice of school psychology is well-established in law and regulation. Federal and state statutes and regulations refer to the practice of school psychology and the title “school psychologist” for important services for children, in general and in special education. More than 90% of state boards of education use the title “school psychologists” for credentialing of professionals in public schools. Further, case law has affirmed the right and benefit to the public of school psychologists credentialed by their state board of education to practice in schools.

The proposed model act, if enacted as written, could cause unnecessary, disruptive conflict at the state level. Adoption of the proposed APA model act would put state statutes in conflict with state boards of education credentialing laws and regulations regarding certification or similar credentialing processes for positions providing psychological services (as described in the model act) and/or that include the words “school psychologist,” “psychological,” or “psychology.” This could distract public officials and educators from more important issues and jeopardize schools providing needed school psychological services. 

The proposed model act may cause public harm by disrupting and limiting access to services. Most school psychologists serve in public schools and are credentialed by their state boards of education, not the state psychology licensure board. Adoption of the proposed model act by state legislatures as written could eliminate the ability of the majority of school psychologists to continue providing services and/or use the title “school psychologist.” There is already a shortage of school psychologists and it would take states and the profession years to overcome the disruption in service. 
The proposed model act creates public confusion as it permits licensed psychologists working in any setting, including schools, to refer to themselves as “school psychologists” without having met state or national credentialing requirements for school psychologists.  Currently, the title “school psychologist” is reserved for people who meet a specific set of credentialing standards established by a state or the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP). In all states these standards reflect, in part or whole, those adopted by NASP. These standards require demonstration of successful completion of graduate study in school psychology and supervised application of acquired skills in school settings.  The model act proposes that licensed psychologists be exempted from these credentialing requirements in the use of this title. 
A close analysis of the proposed model act reveals four primary areas of serious concern.

1. Improper restraint of trade, preventing qualified and appropriately credentialed school psychologists from providing school psychological services and using the title “school psychologist” granted to them in their valid credentials from state boards of education.

2. Potentially unconstitutional claiming of exclusive property rights to the title and terms “psychologist,” “psychological,” and “psychology.” 

3. Denial of the well-established practice of school psychology by properly credentialed specialist level and doctoral level school psychologists. (Fifty years of independent practice in schools, during 30 of which APA policy has acknowledged the title and practice through exemption in the model act; more than 90% of state education credentials use the title of “school psychologist.”) 

4. Potential for unnecessary, unfounded recommendations to state legislating bodies about changes in well-established and effective state department of education credentialing practices that could result in: 1) conflicts with existing state department of education regulations and procedures; and 2) harm to the public due to confusion about the profession of school psychology and reduced access to needed services. 

A line-by-line analysis is attached but additional related issues of concern to NASP include:

· Disregard for the existing, well-documented, and widely implemented high standards of training and practice that govern the field of school psychology today. 

· Presumption of APA’s purview over the governance of school psychology when NASP, with more than 25,500 members and a 40-year long history of developing, promoting, and enforcing the training and practice standards guiding the profession, is clearly the primary organization representing school psychology.  

· Promoting unnecessary chaos in the more than 132 specialist-level training programs, 56 NASP-approved doctoral-level programs and 155 institutions nationwide who meet or exceed NASP standards for training, many of which are also accredited by NCATE, the premier accrediting body for training of professionals working in education.

· Promoting unfounded, time-consuming, and disruptive conflict between state boards of education and state psychology licensure boards caused when these governing bodies are forced to redo credentialing and licensing systems and procedures. 
· Potential for serious public confusion, cost, and disruption of services caused to children, families, school personnel, and other consumers in states that adopt the model act as written.

· Potential for subjecting school psychologists credentialed by the state board of education to criminal fines and penalties in states that adopt the proposed model act as written.

· Probable increased cost to individual school psychologists who are forced to apply for licensure and/or are forced to limit their role and services delivered to children in need.

· And most important, the inevitable negative impact on services to children and families as the number of trained school psychologists who are able to practice in schools, where there are already shortages, is severely diminished.

NASP strongly recommends that all school psychologists, their colleagues, and consumers of school psychological services contact APA and urge them to reinstate the exemption for school psychologists, making the specific points outlined above and in the accompanying document. For further information and to access prepared talking points for your personalization go to http://www.nasponline.org/standards/apamla.aspx.
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