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Executive Summary 
 
Since the submission of the interim report, the Workgroup has convened six additional meetings 
to further its critical mission. During this time, the Workgroup engaged in additional 
presentations from members, as detailed later in this report, and enlisted the consultancy team of 
CMAG & Associates LLC to support the development of this final report. CMAG & Associates 
has played a key role in assisting with research efforts, including exploring alternative pathways 
to licensure and conducting research on the components of a bias analysis. 
 
Discussions in the Workgroup meetings since the interim report have encompassed a range of 
critical topics, including strategies to reduce barriers to licensure, a detailed review of 
Maryland’s licensure requirements, considerations for the unique needs of deaf and 
hard-of-hearing social workers, insights from the bias analysis, and evaluation of alternative 
pathways. Additionally, the Workgroup conducted a survey and gathered individual feedback 
from members to inform its recommendations on addressing the barriers identified. This 
collaborative and evidence-driven approach forms the foundation for the findings and 
recommendations presented in this final report. 
 
Per Senate Bill 871 (SB 871)/Chapter 228 (2023), the Workgroup was charged to conduct a 
study to examine each type of license under the Maryland Social Workers Practice Act (Title 19 
of the Health Occupations Article) by:  

(i)​ Conducting a bias analysis of the qualifications for each type of license;  
(ii)​Determining whether each type of license is necessary;  
(iii)​ Identifying alternatives to examination requirements that may be used to assess an 

applicant’s qualifications for each type of license;  
(iv)​ Considering examination testing options, including the development of a State–based 

competency examination, minimum requirements for a national examination to be 
approved for State applicants, utilization of ranges of examination scores, and other 
policies to ensure a bias-free examination;  

(v)​Identifying barriers in addition to the examination that present challenges to licensure in 
the State; and  

(vi)​ Identifying the circumstances under which unlicensed individuals work in state and 
federal government positions as Social Workers.  

 
On or before December 1, 2024, the Workgroup shall report to the Senate Finance 
Committee and the House Health and Government Operations Committee, in accordance 
with § 2–1257 of the State Government Article, on its:      

(i)​ Findings; and      
(ii)​Recommendations to eliminate bias and make the process for licensing social 

workers in the State more fair, diverse, and efficient.   
 
With the support of the Maryland Department of Health and the Workgroup, CMAG was tasked 
with the following: 

 
 



 
 

●​ Research the states that have an alternative pathway in place or are in the process of 
discussing their path forward based on the ASWB Pass Rate Report.  

●​ Research the components of conducting a Bias Analysis for standardized tests and 
provide information to assist the workgroup in developing a concrete plan for conducting 
the bias analysis. 

●​ Participate in several workgroup-related meetings including MDH leadership Workgroup 
meetings and subgroup meetings for the purpose of the completion of the final report. 

●​ Conduct a survey of all Workgroup members to allow them to identify which alternative 
pathways they believe would best benefit Maryland Social Workers. Workgroup 
members also had an opportunity to provide comments about their choices.  

●​ Present findings of all research conducted in writing and during workgroup meetings. 
 
Overall, the workgroup has developed a consensus for the recommendations provided in this 
report; however, the majority also agreed that there are more details and research needed in many 
of the Workgroup focus areas. This information is included in the recommendations section of 
this report.  
 
 
Background 
SB0871 Social Workers – Sunset Extension, Notification of Complete Application, and 
Workgroup on Social Worker Requirements for Licensure, sponsored by Senator Mary 
Washington, was approved by the Governor of Maryland – Chapter 228. In synopsis, SB0871 
was enacted to continue the State Board of Social Work Examiners in accordance with the 
provisions of the Maryland Program Evaluation Act (sunset law) by extending to July 1, 2025, 
the statutory and regulatory authority of the Board, establishing the Workgroup on Social Worker 
Requirements for Licensure to make certain findings and recommendations regarding the 
licensure of Social Workers in the State; and generally relating to the State Board of Social Work 
Examiners and licensure requirements for Social Workers.  
 
Per Section 2 of SB0871, it was further enacted that there is a Workgroup on Social Worker 
Requirements for Licensure. The Workgroup consists of the following members:  

●​ One member of the Senate of Maryland who is a member of the Legislative Black 
Caucus, appointed by the President of the Senate;  

●​ One member of the House of Delegates who is a member of the Legislative Black 
Caucus, appointed by the Speaker of the House;  

●​ The Secretary of Health, or the Secretary’s designee; the Secretary of Human Services, or 
the Secretary’s designee;  

●​ The Chair of the State Board of Social Work Examiners, or the Chair’s designee;  
●​ The Chair of the Maryland Commission on Health Equity, or the Chair’s designee;  
●​ The Executive Director of the State Board of Social Work Examiners, or the Executive 

Director’s designee;  
●​ The Director of the Governor’s Office of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing, or the Director’s 

designee;  

 
 



 
 

●​ One Social Worker who is deaf or Hard of hearing and is familiar with the licensing 
process for deaf and hard-of-hearing Social Workers designated by the Maryland 
Association of the Deaf;  

●​ One representative of the NAACP Maryland State Conference, designated by the 
President of the NAACP Maryland State Conference;  

●​ One representative of the Baltimore Legacy Chapter of the Association of Black Social 
Workers, designated by the Baltimore Legacy chapter of the Association of Black Social 
Workers;  

●​ One member from the Greater Washington Society for Clinical Social Work, designated 
by the President of the Greater Washington Society for Clinical Social Work; 

●​ Two representatives of the Association of Social Work Boards, designated by the 
President of the Association of Social Work Boards;  

●​ The following members, appointed by the Governor; three Deans of Social Work from 
accredited Social Work master’s programs serving the State, one of which shall be from a 
Historically Black College or University;  

●​ Three representatives from nongovernmental social service organizations that primarily 
work to support Western Maryland, Central Maryland, and the Eastern Shore; and  

●​ Two individuals who received a Master’s Degree in Social Work within the immediately 
preceding 10 years and who have been negatively impacted by the examination 
requirement for licensure under Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article.  

●​ The Governor shall designate the Chair of the Workgroup.  
 
SB0871 was enacted as an emergency measure necessary for the immediate preservation of 
public health or safety and passed by a yea and nay vote supported by three-fifths of all the 
members elected to each of the two Houses of the General Assembly. Section 2 of this Act shall 
remain effective through June 30, 2025, and at the end of June 30, 2025, Section 2 of this Act, 
with no further action required by the General Assembly, shall be abrogated, and no further force 
and effect.  
 
The Workgroup has met sixteen times through November 20, 2024. Business conducted at each 
meeting included a review of statutory mandates, formation of operational process, and briefings 
on topics that include the licensing process in the state of Maryland and surrounding  
jurisdictions, the exam and licensing processes for other professions, the ASWB exam, as well as 
from members of the Workgroup. Presenters and topics included: 
 

●​ Judith L. Mounty, EdD, LCSW-C, LICSW, LSW 
o​ January 9, 2024:  Deaf and Hard of Hearing Candidates for Social Work 

Licensure 
●​ Stacey Hardy-Chandler, PhD, JD, LCSW, CEO of the Association of Social Work Boards 

o​ January 30, 2024: Maryland Workgroup Briefing, ASWB 
●​ Jason A. Schwartz, MS, Director of Outreach, NCSBN (National Council of the State 

Board of Nursing) 

 
 



 
 

o​ January 30, 2024: Next Generation National Council Licensing Examination 
(NCLEX):  An Inside Look  

●​ Laura W. Groshong, LICSW, Director, Policy, and Practice, Clinical Social Work 
Association (CSWA), 

o​ March 26, 2024: Social Work Compact:  Development and Current Status  
●​ Joel L. Rubin, MSW, LSW, ACSW, CAE, Executive Director of the Illinois Chapter of 

the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) 
o​ April 30, 2024:  Breaking Down Barriers to Social Work Licensure in Illinois 

●​ Dr. Concetta Pucci, PhD, LICSW, Director of Undergraduate Field Education and Senior 
Lecturer, Social Work, School of Civic Leadership, Business, and Social Change, 
Gallaudet University 

o​ June 25, 2024: ASWB Testing and Accommodations  
●​ Karessa Proctor, BSW, MSW, Executive Director, Maryland National Association of 

Social Workers (NASW)  
o​ June 25, 2024: NASW Updates  

●​ Karen Richards, LSCW-C, Executive Director of the State Board of Social Work 
Examiners 

o​ October 30, 2024: Board of Social Work Examiners Presentation  
●​ Dr. Angela Gustus, CEO of CMAG & Associates LLC 

o​ October 30, 2024: Alternative Pathways Introduction  
o​ November 13, 2024: Alternative Pathways Survey Responses Report  
o​ November 20, 2024: Alternative Pathways Decision   

 
Per the requirements of the Bill, the Workgroup established the following subgroups to examine 
topics (which is not exhaustive):  

●​ Policy - Board of Social Work, Disability and Accommodations and Requirements;  
●​ Universities/Schools/Programs of Social Work – Curriculum, CSWE Requirements;  
●​ Testing Barriers – Cost of Preparation, Exam Fees, Testing Locations, Concerns about  

testing barriers included the overall process for requesting accommodations, concerns 
about how candidates are treated, and the triggers for members of certain identity groups 
were identified; and 

●​ Recommendations on Testing – Recommendations on continuing the use of the ASWB 
exam for LBSW and LMSW, Supervision, or Temporary Licensure.  

 
The Workgroup on Social Worker Requirements for Licensure, authorized by SB0871, convened 
its first meeting on Tuesday, October 24, 2023, at the Maryland State House in Annapolis.  
 
Per the Bill, the Workgroup was charged with reporting findings and recommendations and 
outlines and timelines in its preliminary and interim reports determining:  

(i) Whether to continue to use examinations developed by the Association of Social Work 
Boards (ASWB) as a requirement for a Bachelor Social Worker license or a Master 
Social Worker license;  

 
 



 
 

(ii) Whether to establish a temporary license for applicants for a Bachelor Social Worker 
license or Master Social Worker license who, except for passing the required 
examination, meet the education and experience requirements for licensure;  
(iii) How supervision may be provided to Bachelor Social Worker licenses and Master 
Social Worker licensees at no cost to licensees; and  
(iv.) If the Workgroup determines that the ASWB examination should not be used or that 
temporary licenses should be established, whether additional experience or education 
requirements are necessary;  
(v.) A timeline for phasing in any determinations made under item (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv) of 
this item; and  
(vi. ) An outline and timeline for conducting the study required in subsection (h) of this 
section.  

 
Due to unforeseen delays in identifying members and convening the Workgroup until October of 
2023, several milestones of the Bill were not attained, including submission of a preliminary 
report of its findings and recommendations by September 1, 2023, which was instead submitted 
on December 31, 2023. The Interim Report, delayed from December 1, 2023, to May 31, 2024, 
contains a timeline for phasing in any determinations made pursuant to the findings of the 
preliminary report and an outline and timeline for conducting a specified study.  
 
In October 2024, the Maryland Health Care Commission published the “Investing in Maryland's 
Behavioral Health Talent: A Needs Assessment to Inform the Design of the Behavioral Health 
Workforce Investment Fund established by the Maryland legislature through Senate Bill 283.” 
This report states that 32,800 behavioral health workers will be needed by 2028, of which 9,532 
are Counselor and Therapist positions. In addition, this report found that “70% of masters of 
social work and clinical and counseling psychology graduates were either working in other 
industries outside of healthcare, employed out of state, or not working on year after degree 
completion.” 1 
 
In 2022, the ASWB published its exam pass rates data from 2011-2021 (details provided in 
Appendix C). The data specific to Maryland highlights significant challenges individuals have 
had with passing the exam. During the reporting period of 2011-2021, there were 498 test-takers 
in the state of Maryland, with an overall first-time pass rate of 61.2%; for women overall, the 
pass rate is 60.9%. However, for many people of color, the first-time pass rate drops more 
significantly compared to their white counterparts, who passed on the first time at a rate of 
77.9%, Hispanic/Latino – 67.5%, Multi-Racial – 50%, and Black – 39.7%. 
 
In 2023, the article "Alternative Pathways to Social Work Licensure: A Critical Review and 
Social Equity Policy Analysis" was published and provided information related to alternative 

1 Hall, Andy, et al. Maryland Health Care Commission, 2024, Investing in Maryland’s Behavioral Health Talent: A 
Needs Assessment to Inform the Design of the Behavioral Health Workforce Investment Fund Established by the 
Maryland Legislature through Senate Bill 283, 
https://marylandmatters.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/Full-Report_Maryland-BH-Workforce-Assessment-_Final-
Oct-2024.pdf.  

 
 



 
 

methods to evaluate skills and knowledge for individuals with significant test-taking challenges. 
This research identifies three assessment formats (oral exams, portfolios, and performance 
assessments/simulations. This report also identifies that using the social equity criteria 
(procedural fairness, access, quality, outcomes, overall outcomes) the least biased approaches 
with “the nest possibility of being equitable pathways to licensure” are jurisprudence exams and 
provisional licensure. 2 
 
In addition to the information gathered from the ASWB report, the Workgroup also wanted to 
assess the pass rates for individuals who are seeking licensure and deaf or hard of hearing. While 
the report did not provide that specific data, the data provided for Gallaudet University (a 
university providing education to those who are deaf or hard of hearing) indicates that only 
38.7% of test takers who identified as graduating from Gallaudet University passed the ASWB 
exam on the first time and 50% eventually passed, compared to 74.3% and 78.9% respectively 
throughout the United States and Canada. 3 
 
Using the aforementioned information, along with all of the other resources, discussions, and 
presentations, the Workgroup recommends the following by majority vote. 
 
The Workgroup's recommendations are based on sixteen Workgroup meetings, each subgroup 
met a minimum of three times, presentations from professionals from various fields (including 
Workgroup members), and the review of numerous reports, handouts, and articles.  
 
 
Workgroup Final Report Findings and Recommendations 
To the extent possible, these final report findings and recommendations reflect the 
Workgroup’s commitment to eliminating bias and enhancing the social work licensure process 
in Maryland, striving to make it more equitable, inclusive, and efficient. 
 
Per the requirements of SB871, the final report of the Workgroup shall:     

(1)​examine each type of license established under Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article 
by:     
(i) conducting a bias analysis of the qualifications for each type of license;       
(ii) determining whether each type of license is necessary; 
(iii) identifying alternatives to examination requirements that may be used to assess an 
applicant’s qualifications for each type of license;      
(iv) considering examination testing options, including the development of a State–based 
competency examination, minimum requirements for a national examination to be 
approved for State applicants, utilization of ranges of examination scores, and other 
policies to ensure a bias-free examination;      

3 Gallaudet University. (2022). ASWB social work licensing exam report for social work schools and programs. 
Association of Social Work Boards. 

2 Hirsch J, DeCarlo M, Lewis A, Walker C. Alternative Pathways to Social Work Licensure: A Critical Review and 
Social Equity Policy Analysis. J Evid Based Soc Work (2019). 2024 Mar-Apr;21(2):177-198. doi: 
10.1080/26408066.2023.2284919. Epub 2023 Nov 21. PMID: 38493307. 

 
 



 
 

(v) identifying barriers in addition to the examination that present challenges to licensure 
in the State; and      
(vi) identifying the circumstances under which unlicensed individuals work in State and 
federal government positions as social workers; and     
on or before December 1, 2024, report to the Senate Finance Committee and the House 
Health and Government Operations Committee, in accordance with § 2–1257 of the State 
Government Article, on its:      
(i) findings under item (1) of this subsection; and      
(ii) recommendations to eliminate bias and make the process for licensing social workers 
in the State more fair, diverse, and efficient.   

 
(i) Study to examine each type of license under the Maryland Social Workers Practice Act 
(Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article)  
 
Conducting a bias analysis of the qualifications for each type of license:  
 
Finding:  Once the Workgroup and CMAG completed the research to become more familiar 
with the components of a Bias Analysis, the specialized qualifications to conduct one, and the 
need for an outside contractor to conduct a full Bias Analysis, the workgroup determined that 
this task was beyond its capacity. The following information includes detailed research and 
information related to a bias analysis conducted in relation to this requirement.  

 
Standardized testing is a common method for assessing knowledge and competency in various 
fields, but it often faces scrutiny for inherent biases. Bias can affect the outcomes for test-takers 
from different backgrounds, especially along racial, ethnic, linguistic, and age lines. In the case 
of the Association of Social Work Boards (ASWB) exam, recent data has sparked concern over 
disparities in pass rates across different demographic groups. 

 
Bias analysis is crucial in standardized testing to ensure that assessments are fair, valid, and free 
from systemic inequities. Whether used for educational, professional licensure, or employment 
purposes, standardized exams must demonstrate that they accurately measure intended 
competencies without disadvantaging any particular group. This report outlines key strategies, 
statistical methods, and best practices for conducting bias analyses on standardized tests. 

 
Key Components of Bias Analysis 
Differential Item Functioning (DIF) Analysis 
DIF measures whether individual items on an exam perform differently for subgroups of 
test-takers (e.g., based on race, gender, or socioeconomic status) with the same ability level. 
Items displaying significant bias are either modified or removed to prevent unfair advantages or 
disadvantages (American Educational Research Association [AERA] et al., 2014). 

 

 
 



 
 

The Mantel-Haenszel statistic and logistic regression are commonly employed to detect DIF, as 
they compare the likelihood of success on specific items between different groups (Camilli & 
Shepard, 1994). 

 
Differential Test Functioning (DTF) Analysis 
While DIF focuses on individual items, DTF assesses bias at the entire test level. It determines 
whether cumulative bias from multiple items impacts overall test outcomes for certain 
demographic groups. DTF analysis offers a broader perspective on systemic disparities across the 
entire exam (Raju et al., 1995). 

 
Demographic Performance Monitoring 
Comparing pass rates across demographic groups helps identify trends that might indicate 
broader systemic inequities. Disparities can suggest that factors such as access to resources, 
preparation time, and cultural or language barriers may be influencing outcomes rather than true 
differences in ability (Camilli & Shepard, 1994). 

 
Linguistic and Cultural Sensitivity 
Language bias occurs when the wording of items assumes cultural or linguistic knowledge not 
shared by all groups. A bias analysis must evaluate readability levels and ensure that questions 
are accessible to all intended test-takers, reducing unfair barriers (AERA et al., 2014). 
 
Steps to Conduct a Bias Analysis on Standardized Tests 

●​ Collect and Analyze Disaggregated Data: Begin by examining pass rate data broken 
down by race, ethnicity, age, language, and other relevant demographics. In the ASWB 
report, for example, data revealed that white candidates were twice as likely to pass the 
exam on the first attempt as Black candidates. Collecting this data is the foundation of 
identifying disparities. 

●​ Examine Test Content for Cultural Bias: A bias analysis should involve a review of the 
exam's content to see if certain questions favor a specific cultural background or 
education system.  

●​ Assess the Testing Process: Evaluate how the exam is administered. Some groups may 
have less access to test preparation resources, leading to lower pass rates.  

●​ Incorporate Psychometric Analyses: Psychometric techniques such as Differential Item 
Functioning (DIF) are used to statistically determine if test questions are harder for one 
group than another, controlling for overall ability. This analysis helps to pinpoint specific 
items that may be contributing to score gaps. 

●​ Consult Independent Experts: Engage third-party researchers to validate findings. Bias 
detection should not rely solely on internal reviews. Allow independent experts to review 
test development processes and recommend modifications to reduce bias. 

●​ Gather Qualitative Feedback: Collect testimonies from test-takers regarding their 
experiences. These narratives can provide insight into barriers that the data alone might 
miss. 

 
 



 
 

●​ Analyze the Consequences of Failure: Examine how test failure impacts different groups. 
Bias analysis must look beyond pass/fail rates and consider the broader implications for 
the careers and lives of test-takers. 

●​ Recommend Alternatives: Based on the findings, suggest alternatives. Some states, like 
Illinois and Minnesota, have introduced alternative pathways. These types of reforms can 
reduce reliance on biased tests. 

 
Effective bias analysis for standardized tests requires both robust statistical tools like DIF and 
DTF and qualitative strategies to ensure cultural sensitivity. Recent advances in intersectional 
analysis offer more comprehensive ways to uncover subtle forms of bias that traditional methods 
may miss. Ensuring transparency and equitable preparation opportunities remains essential for 
creating fair testing environments.  

 
The Workgroup is requesting the Maryland Department of Health's assistance in procuring the 
services of an outside agency with the skills and experience to conduct this type of analysis. In 
addition, the Workgroup is requesting funding for this procurement. 

 
(ii) Determining whether each type of license is necessary  
 
Recommendation:  The Workgroup has determined that all levels of licensure are necessary. 
The LBSW, LMSW, and LCSW-C licenses will remain in place; however, the parameters for 
obtaining the various licenses are recommended for change.  
 
LBSW and LMSW licensure will continue to have the same educational and experiential 
requirements. The recommended change is to remove the requirement to take the ASWB exam 
in order to obtain licensure. For the LCSW-C license, the Workgroup is recommending that an 
alternative pathway to licensure be provided as an option besides the ASWB exam for those 
seeking the LCSW-C license. 
 
By majority vote, the Workgroup agreed to an alternative pathway for those seeking their 
Licensed Clinical Social Worker-Certified license. They have narrowed those choices down to 
the process established in Illinois (an individual is offered an alternative pathway if they are 
unsuccessful in taking the exam) and the process established in Minnesota (all individuals have 
the choice of taking the ASWB exam or using an alternative pathway). The work group agrees 
that they need additional time to decide which alternative pathway would be best suited for 
Marylanders. 
 
(iii) Identifying alternatives to examination requirements that may be used to assess an 
applicant’s qualifications for each type of license 
 
Recommendation:  The Workgroup recommends that an alternative pathway be established 
for individuals seeking LCSW-C licensure in the state of Maryland. The LBSW and LMSW do 

 
 



 
 

not have an alternative pathway, as they are no longer required to take the ASWB for 
licensure in the state of Maryland.  
 
After reviewing multiple alternative pathways, the Workgroup narrowed down to the two used in 
Illinois and Minnesota through a majority vote. In Illinois, an individual must attempt the ASWB 
exam once. If they are unsuccessful, they may use an alternative pathway for the LCSW license. 
In Minnesota, individuals can choose the alternative pathway without having to attempt the 
ASWB exam first.  
 
 The Workgroup obtained information about the alternative pathways other states are 
implementing through presentations to the Workgroup and research by workgroup members and 
the hired consultants. The Workgroup reviewed all the alternatives presently available, as seen in 
Appendix D, and a survey was conducted of all Workgroup members. Survey results revealed 
that the majority of  Workgroup members expressed support for the alternative pathways 
established in Illinois and Minnesota.  
 
The components of the alternative pathway vary widely. Illinois requires individuals to complete 
an additional 3,000 work hours and receive additional supervision. Texas is discussing the 
implementation of an individual having to complete a portfolio of 11 papers, case studies, etc. 
(Additional details about various alternative pathways can be found in Appendix D). The 
Workgroup will continue to work together to determine the specific components of the 
alternative pathways that best suit Marylanders. 
 
Upon acceptance of the recommendations, the Workgroup aims to implement a plan to re-engage 
individuals who were previously unsuccessful in obtaining licensure (LBSW, LMSW, or 
LCSW-C). This plan will outline strategies and parameters to support these individuals in 
returning to the field of Social Work or pursuing licensure through an alternative pathway. To 
support the work of the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners, the Workgroup will assess 
potential staffing and resource requirements to align with the recommendations and potential 
changes to the licensure process.  
 
The Workgroup will need to have a further discussion related to the details and implementation 
of the alternative pathway.  
 
(iv) Considering examination testing options, including the development of a State–based 
competency examination, minimum requirements for a national examination to be 
approved for State applicants, utilization of ranges of examination scores, and other 
policies to ensure a bias-free examination  
 
Recommendation:  To establish a bias-free examination process, the Workgroup recommends 
the following: 

●​ Not establishing a State-based competency exam; 

 
 



 
 

●​ Establishing minimum requirements for all licensure levels (LBSW, LMSW, and 
LCSW-C) in accordance with the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners; 

●​ Changes made to the ASWB exam to include separate modules to enhance the process 
for individuals choosing to retake the test rather than using an alternative pathway; 
and 

●​ Establishing alternative pathways for LCSW-C licensure. 
 
The Workgroup does not recommend the development of a State-based competency exam, as 
seen in states such as Texas (details can be found in Appendix D). As stated previously, the 
Workgroup recommends removing the ASWB exam as a requirement for LBSW and LMSW 
licensure in the State of Maryland; however, the educational and experience minimum 
requirements identified by the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners will remain the same.  
 
Members of the Workgroup—who are also representatives of ASWB—have stated in Workgroup 
meetings that ASWB is currently working to make changes to the exam to establish separate 
modules, allowing an individual to only have to retake the sections where they were 
unsuccessful. They have stated that this change will be in place in 2026. 
 
To address policies to ensure a bias-free examination process, the workgroup has recommended 
establishing an alternative pathway for individuals seeking their LCSW-C license. In addition, 
the Workgroup also recommends various policy changes and recommendations detailed in 
section vii below.  
 
In addition, similar to other states considering various options, the Workgroup will be assessing 
whether incorporating a jurisprudence exam would be beneficial. The jurisprudence exam would 
test individuals on their knowledge of ethics and Maryland laws and regulations related to social 
work practice. 
 
(v) Identifying barriers in addition to the examination that present challenges to licensure 
in the State  
 
Findings:  In addition to the barriers identified related to the passing of the ASWB exam, the 
Workgroup has also identified the following additional barriers:  

a.​ Financial barriers when having to retake the exam. 
b.​ Financial barriers related to paying for clinical supervision. The Workgroup identified 

that there are individuals who must pay for clinical supervision for various reasons.  
c.​ Barriers specific to the deaf and hard-of-hearing community.  
d.​ The time frame to retake the test is currently 90 days (three months).  
e.​ Changing the exam to a module format allows individuals only to have to re-take sections 

where they were unsuccessful.  
f.​ Lack of clarity in the accommodations process and available exam preparation resources.  

 

 
 



 
 

(vi) Identifying the circumstances under which unlicensed individuals work in state and 
federal government positions as Social Workers 
 
Findings:  The Workgroup has not determined any circumstances under which unlicensed 
individuals can work as social workers in state or federal government positions.  
 
The Workgroup has not identified any circumstances under which unlicensed individuals are 
authorized to work in state or federal government positions, specifically as "Social Workers." It 
is important to note that Maryland has title protection laws, which restrict the term "Social 
Worker" to those duly licensed. While unlicensed individuals may perform certain non-social 
work functions, they are not permitted to officially hold or use the title “Social Worker” without 
proper licensure.4 
 
(vii) Recommendations to eliminate bias and make the process for licensing social workers 
in the State more fair, diverse, and efficient  
 
Findings:  The information in this section addresses the identified barriers in Section v.  

a.​ Members of the Workgroup discussed and suggested waiving the fees ($230.00) for 
individuals having to retake the test. 

b.​ The Workgroup is exploring other recommendations such as offering Category II CEUs 
for supervision to decrease the financial burden. In addition, the Workgroup has 
discussed other behavioral health professionals, such as licensed clinical professional 
counselors (LCPC) or Doctor of Psychology (PsyD), to provide clinical supervision.  

c.​ The Workgroup is recommending that the timeline to retake the exam is decreased from 
90 days.  

d.​ The Workgroup has determined that removing the ASWB exam for the LBSW and 
LMSW levels of licensure and establishing the alternative pathway for the LCSW-C level 
of licensure will address the barriers identified for deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals 
seeking social work licensure. 

e.​ The Workgroup is also considering that individuals would only be required to retake the 
portions of the exam they did not pass, similar to the approach used in other standardized 
tests, such as the Certified Public Accountant (CPA) exam. (Representatives on the 
Workgroup who represent the ASWB have stated that this change to their test-taking 
process is currently in development and scheduled for release in 2026)  

f.​ Workgroup members representing various organizations involved in the licensure process 
have stated that individuals seeking licensure often contact the wrong organization when 
seeking assistance, accommodations, resources, etc. To address this, the Workgroup 
recommends developing a comprehensive resource guide for individuals upon 
completing their education. This guide would serve as a clear and accessible roadmap for 
navigating the test-taking and licensure processes and would include the following: 

4 Title 10 MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH Subtitle 42 BOARD OF SOCIAL WORK EXAMINERS 
Chapter 01 Regulations Governing Licensure Authority: Health Occupations Article, §§19-101—19-502, Annotated 
Code of Maryland 

 
 



 
 

a.​ Detailed information about the various organizations, including their contact 
information, the resources they offer, and their specific roles in the education and 
licensure processes (CSWE, ASWB, NASW, NASW-Maryland, and the Board of 
Social Work Examiners).  

b.​ Information on available resources for licensure candidates, such as free test 
preparation courses, instructions on how to request accommodations, and details 
on the types of accommodations that can be provided.  

 
 
Interim Report Recommendation Updates 

 
Note:  Interim Report Recommendations that have been updated are clearly notated below in 
italics. 
 
(i) Whether to continue to use examinations developed by the Association of Social Work 
Boards (ASWB) as a requirement for a Bachelor Social Worker license or a Master Social 
Worker license. This recommendation was based on the majority vote of the Workgroup. 
 
Recommendation 1: The ASWB exam will not be required for a Bachelor Social Worker 
license (LBSW) or a Master Social Worker license (LMSW). Consider an alternative pathway to 
licensure for a Licensed Clinical Social Worker-Certified (LCSW-C) involving several reliable 
components. The recommended requirements for each level of licensure are as follows: 
 
Bachelor Social Worker license 

●​ Obtained a degree from a CSWE accredited undergraduate program of Social Work 
●​ Satisfy the background check. 

 
Master Social Worker license 

●​ Obtained a degree from a CSWE accredited graduate program of Social Work 
●​ Satisfy the background check. 
●​ Current regulations on supervision would still apply 

 
Licensed Clinical Social Worker-Certified (LCSW-C) 

●​ Be a licensed MSW professional. 
●​ Complete 2 years as a licensee with supervised experience of at least 3,000 hours with a 

minimum of 100 hours of periodic face–to–face supervision in the practice of social work 
to obtain a Licensed Clinical Social Worker-Certified license. 

●​ The majority of the Workgroup members agreed to provide an alternative pathway to 
licensure for those seeking an LCSW-C. The Workgroup has narrowed down the 
alternative pathway to two choices based on the current work of the states of Illinois and 
Minnesota. Details of these and other states' alternative pathways can be found in 
Appendix C. 

 

 
 



 
 

(ii) Whether to establish a temporary license for applicants for a Bachelor Social Worker 
license or a Master Social Worker license who, except for passing an examination required 
under Title 19, Subtitle 3 of the Health Occupations Article, meet the education and 
experience requirements for a license to practice Bachelor Social Work or Master Social 
Work under Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article. 
 
Recommendation 1: The majority of the Workgroup voted that individuals seeking their LBSW 
or LMSW will be licensed in the state of Maryland once they meet the education and experience 
requirements, for a license to practice as a Bachelor Social Worker or a Master Social Worker 
under Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article.  
  
(iii) How supervision may be provided to Bachelor Social Worker licensees and Master 
Social Worker licensees at no cost to the licensees.  
 
Recommendation 1: Allow board-approved licensed clinical supervisors to receive Category II 
CEU credit in exchange for providing supervision to LBSWs/LMSWs at a reduced cost. This 
recommendation would mitigate the mutual financial burden for the supervisor and supervisee. 

●​ The amount of CEUs granted could be considered upon approval of the recommendation 
 
Recommendation 2: Cover the cost of Category I and Category II training provided by 
approved social work CEU providers.  
 
Recommendation 3: Consider an incentive (e.g., tax credit), that could be provided to 
employers to offer access to board-approved supervisors which would eliminate the additional 
out-of-cost expense for LBSWs and LMSWs. 

●​ Should consider employer/agency paying for supervision 
 
Recommendation 4: Allow for supervision to be completed virtually to ensure access to 
supervisors that may not be easily accessible locally. 
 
 
(iv) If the Workgroup determines under item (i) that the examinations developed by the 
Association of Social Work Boards should not be used or under item (ii) of this item that 
temporary licenses should be established, whether additional experience or education 
requirements are necessary. 
 
Item i: 
Bachelor Social Worker license 

●​ Obtained a degree from a CSWE-accredited undergraduate program of Social Work 
●​ Satisfy the background check. 

 
Master Social Worker license 

●​ Obtained a degree from a CSWE-accredited graduate program of Social Work 

 
 



 
 

●​ Satisfy the background check. 
●​ Complete 2 years as a licensee with supervised experience of at least 3,000 hours with a 

minimum of 100 hours of periodic face–to–face supervision in the practice of social work 
to obtain a certified social worker license. 

 
Item ii: Temporary [Provisional] License 
 
The majority of the Workgroup voted to grant LBSW and LMSW licensure to all individuals who 
met the education and experience requirements as stated above, eliminating the need for 
temporary licensure. All information provided below is from the interim report; however, this 
information      listed will grant a person licensure NOT Provisional Licensure. 
 
Bachelor Social Worker Provisional License 

●​ Obtained a degree from a CSWE accredited undergraduate program of Social Work. 
●​ Satisfy the background heck. 
●​ Must obtain four hours per month of supervision. 

 
Master Social Worker Provisional License 

●​ Obtain a degree from a CSWE accredited graduate program of Social Work. 
●​ Satisfy the background check. 
●​ Current regulations on supervision would still apply 

 
Advanced Clinical Master Social Worker License (LCSW-C_ 

●​ Be a licensed MSW professional. 
●​ Complete 2 years as a licensee with supervised experience of at least 3,000 hours with a 

minimum of 100 hours of periodic face-to-face supervision in the practice of social work 
to obtain an advanced clinical social worker license.  

 
(v) A timeline for phasing in any determinations made under item (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv) of this 
item; 

item (i): Jan 1, 2025 
item (ii): Jan 1, 2026 
item (iii): June 30, 2025 
item (iv): Jan 1, 2025, and Jan 1, 2026 

 
 
Workgroup Members 
 
Workgroup appointment outreach began soon after the enactment of SB 871 (Chapter 228) 
(2023) and was finalized in October 2023. The Workgroup consists of the following appointed 
members as of November 30, 2024. Some members presented in the interim report have 
changed: 
 

 
 



 
 

 
Table 1. Workgroup Members 
 
Seat Name 
Chair of the Workgroup as designated by the Governor Karla Abney, MSW, 

MSN, LMSW 
One member of the Senate of Maryland, who is a member of the 
Legislative Black Caucus, appointed by the President of the 
Senate 

Senator Mary 
Washington 

One member of the Senate of Maryland, who is a member of the 
Legislative Black Caucus, appointed by the Speaker of the House 

Delegate Robbyn T. 
Lewis 

Secretary of Health, or designee Laura Torres, LCSW-C 
Secretary of Human Services, or designee Robin L. Harvey, LCSW 
Chair of State Board of Social Work Examiners, or designee Adrienne Ekas, PhD, 

LCSW-C 
Chair of the Maryland Commission on Health Equity, or designee Erin S. Penniston, 

LMSW, Designee 
Executive Director of the State Board of Social Work Examiners, 
or designee 

Karen Richards, 
LSCW-C 

Director of the Governor’s Office of the Deaf and Hard of 
Hearing, or designee 

Diamon Halliburton 

Social Worker who is deaf or hard of hearing and is familiar with 
the licensing process for deaf and hard of hearing Social 
Workers, designated by the Maryland Association of the Deaf 

Judith L. Mounty, EdD, 
LCSW-C, LICSW, LSW 

Representative of the NAACP Maryland State Conference, 
designated by the President of the NAACP Maryland State 
Conference 

Philicia Ross, LCSW-C 

Representative of the Baltimore Legacy Chapter of the 
Association of Black Social Workers, designated by the 
Baltimore Legacy Chapter of the Association of Black Social 
Workers 

Christa Gilliam, MSW, 
PhD 

Representative of the Maryland Chapter of the National 
Association of Social Workers, designated by the Executive 
Director of the Maryland Chapter of the National Association of 
Social Workers 

Karessa Proctor, BSW, 
MSW, Executive 
Director, NASW 
Maryland 

Member from the Greater Washington Social for Clinical Social 
Work, designated b the President of the Greater Washington 
Society for Clinical Social Work 

Karla J. Abney, MSW, 
MSN, LMSW 

Two representatives of the Association of Social Work Boards, 
designated by the President of the Association of Social Work 
Boards 

Dale Atkinson, Esq. 
Cara E. C. Sanner 

Three Deans of Social Work from accredited social work 
master’s programs serving the State, one of which shall be from a 
Historically Black College or University, appointed by the 
Governor 

Anna McPhatter, 
PhDLSW, Dean     , 
School of Social Work, 
Morgan State University 

 
 



 
 

Judy Postmus, PhD, 
ACSW, Dean, the 
University of Maryland 
Baltimore 
Linda Houser, MSW, 
PhD, Director of School 
of Social Work, 
Salisbury University 

Three representatives from nongovernmental social service 
organizations that primarily work to support Western Maryland, 
Central Maryland, and the Eastern Shore, appointed by the 
Governor 

Temeka Bailey, 
LCSW-C, LICSW 
(Central Maryland) 
Kristine Garlitz, 
LCSW-C (Eastern 
Shore) 
June Cleary (Western 
Maryland) 

Two individuals who received a master’s degree in social work 
within the immediately preceding 10 years and who may have 
been negatively impacted by the examination requirement for 
licensure under Title 19 of the Health Occupations Article, 
appointed by the Governor 

Simone Bramble, 
LCSW-C 
Emanuel Wilkerson, 
LMSW 

Former Workgroup Members: Katherine Breen and Stephanie Slowly 
 
Workgroup Staff: 
Ana Lazarides, Prescription Drug Monitoring Program Director 
Cynthia Whitehead, Administrative Specialist, Office of Controlled Substances Administration 
Samuel Paul, J.D., Senior Health Policy Analyst, Office of Governmental Affairs, MDH 
 
Former Workgroup Staff: Michelle Darling and Kathy Guggino 
  
Maryland Department of Health participants: 
Marie Grant, JD, Former Assistant Secretary for Health Policy MDH 
Megan Peters, MPH, Former Acting Director, Office of Governmental Affairs, MDH 
Serena Milawsky, Intern, Office of Governmental Affairs, MDH 
 
Subgroups 
The Workgroup agreed that the most efficient way to formulate findings and recommendations 
mandated by SB 871 was to form four subgroups, listed below.  
 
The Workgroup has established four subgroups to work in close partnership with community 
stakeholders to evaluate and assess the Social Worker Requirements for Licensure and to help 
inform thoughtful, impactful findings and recommendations. Workgroup members were able to 
self-select their Subgroup of choice, except the Universities/Programs of Social Work Subgroup 
whose members are Deans, Directors, and Educators in Maryland Schools of Social Work, 

 
 



 
 

possessing in-depth knowledge of social work education, and CSWE policies regulating social 
work education. Please see Appendix B for the list of Subgroups, the Subgroup Chairs, and the 
Subgroup members.  
 
Subgroups Roles and Responsibilities-Chair Responsibilities  

●​ Schedule Subgroup Meetings: Subgroups are required to meet at least once (monthly) 
before the monthly full Workgroup meeting, but if subgroup members wish to meet more 
often, they are welcome to schedule the meetings.  

●​ Subgroup Meeting Summaries: Before the monthly full Workgroup meeting, the 
subgroups are expected to provide a summary of their meetings to MDH Staff a week 
before the Tuesday Workgroup meeting to allow time to compile the summaries or notes 
into the meeting materials packet and send them to the Workgroup.  

●​ Interpreters: Inform MDH staff at least a week before each Subgroup meeting to allow 
time to schedule interpreters if needed.  

●​ Contribute to required reports, including recommendations from subgroups.  
 
The Subgroup focus areas are included below. These focus areas are not exclusive.  

1.​ Policy - Board of Social Work, Disability and Accommodations Certification and 
Requirements  

2.​ Universities/Schools/Programs of Social Work - Curriculum, CSWE Requirements 
3.​ Testing Barriers - Cost of Preparation, Exam Fees, Testing Locations, Disability and 

Accommodations. Concerns about testing barriers include the accommodations 
requesting process overall and identified concerns about how candidates are treated and 
the triggers for members of certain identity groups.  

4.​ Recommendations on Testing - The mandate for this group is twofold:  
a.​ First: Recommendations on whether to continue the use of the ASWB exam for 

the LBSW and LMSW, and whether to establish a temporary license for those 
who meet the LBSW. LMSW requirements but have not passed the ASWB exam, 
how supervision could be provided to LBSWs/LMSWs at no cost to the licensees.  

b.​ Second: Complete Licensure Examinations as stipulated by SB 871 Section 2, 
Subsection h (found on page 8 of Senate Bill 871 (SB 871).  

 
See Appendix A for Subgroups Background Information and Meeting Information 
 
Workgroup Meetings Summaries 
October 24, 2023: The first meeting of the Workgroup, SB871 focused on a discussion 
regarding what the Workgroup would like to accomplish. A schedule was created for future 
meetings, as well as points of discussion for the next meeting.  
 
November 14, 2023: The meeting focused on the Association of Social Work Boards (ASWB) 
examination pass rates (see Appendix B), comparing the state of Maryland to nearby 
jurisdictions and nationally. There was also discussion on the National Association of Deans and 
Directors of Schools of Social Work (NADD) plans and position on the exam requirement. The 

 
 



 
 

meeting focus transitioned to comparing Social Work requirements in the other states included in 
HHS Region Three. The discussion then moved to states that have removed the exam 
requirements. The meeting finished with discussions on temporary and provisional licensure 
requirements.  
 
December 5, 2023: The Workgroup meeting focused on the grandfathering licensure process and 
transitions to alternative licensure pathways, the Social Work application and licensure processes 
in the state of Maryland and surrounding jurisdictions, continuing education requirements, and 
the revised licensure requirements for the Licensed Independent Social Work (LISW).  
 
December 19, 2023: The Workgroup meeting discussion focused on the fee structure for Social 
Work licenses, including initial fees for first-time licensees which includes BSWE fees and 
ASWB exam and prep test fees, as well as license renewal fees, to include CEUs, comparable 
professions (e.g., Counselors, Nurses, and Psychologist). The discussion also focused on the cost 
of supervision for graduate Social Workers.  
 
January 9, 2024: The meeting focused on Testing Barriers for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing and 
the Workgroup Subgroups Roles and Responsibilities. The presenter for this Workgroup was Dr. 
Judith L. Mounty, Ed.D. MSW, LCSW-C, LICSW, LCSW. Dr. Mounty presented on Testing 
Barriers for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. The meeting focus shifted to the formation of 
Subgroups. Subgroups were agreed upon, including the assignment members of each subgroup. 
The expectations of the Subgroups are to meet monthly at least once before the Workgroup 
meeting occurs the last Tuesday of the month and to provide summaries of their work to the 
Workgroup Staff prior to the convening of the full monthly Workgroup.  
 
January 30, 2024: The meeting focused on the ASWB exam and the NCLEX exam. The 
presenters for this meeting included Dr. Stacey Hardy-Chandler, CEO of the Association of 
Social Work Boards (ASWB) who presented on the ASWB exam, and Jason A. Schwartz, MS,  
14 Director of Outreach, NCSBN who presented on The National Council Licensing 
Examination (NCLEX) exam.  
 
February 27, 2024: The meeting focused on the Subgroups’ meeting summaries and the Draft 
Interim Report. The Subgroup Chairs presented the Subgroup Summary Reports. The Workgroup 
reviewed the Draft Interim Report as required by SB 871 but was unable to finalize the report. 
Therefore, the Workgroup decided to take a Straw Poll Vote regarding the Interim Report 
Question: (i) Whether to continue to use examinations developed by the Association of Social 
Work Boards as a requirement for a Bachelor Social Worker (BSW) license or a Master Social 
Worker (MSW) license. The majority vote was in favor of the elimination of the ASWB exam as 
a requirement for licensure at the BSW and MSW levels, however, some Workgroup members 
were not in attendance.  
 
March 5, 2024 (Subgroup Chairs Meeting): Chair Abney met with the Subgroup Chairs to 
discuss the work of the Subgroups to date, and next steps. Those next steps included identifying 

 
 



 
 

potentialities with the elimination of the ASWB exam as a requirement for licensure, and 
implementation of new processes, including increasing staffing to handle an increase in 
applicants, concerns with the grandfathering process, and enacting new regulations related to 
licensure. There was agreement that the implementation research and analysis will remain 
ongoing beyond the Interim report submission.  
 
March 26, 2024: As a follow-up to the February 24, 2024 Workgroup meeting, the Workgroup 
meeting focused on a final binding vote on Interim Report Question: (i) Whether to continue to 
use examinations developed by the Association of Social Work Boards as a requirement for a 
Bachelor Social Worker license or a Master Social Worker license. The majority vote was in 
favor of the elimination of the ASWB exam as a requirement for licensure at the BSW and MSW 
levels, including Workgroup members who were not in attendance and sent in their vote via a 
Google Forms poll. The Workgroup also received a presentation from Laura W. Groshong, 
LICSW, Director, Policy, and Practice, Clinical Social Work Association (CSWA) on the Social 
Work Licensure Compact.  
 
April 30, 2024: The Workgroup focused on other states with alternate pathways to licensure for 
Social Workers and the finalization of the Interim Report. The Workgroup received a 
presentation from Joel L. Rubin, MSW, LSW, ACSW, CAE, Executive Director of the Illinois 
Chapter of the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) on “Breaking Down Barriers to 
Social Work Licensure in Illinois.” The presentation included best practices and lessons learned 
from the implementation of licensing without the ASWB exam and alternate pathways to 
licensing. The Workgroup reviewed the revised Interim Report Draft via Google Docs after the 
Workgroup meeting to make any final comments and suggested revisions.  
 
June 25, 2024: The meeting covered several key updates and discussions regarding licensure 
processes for social workers in Maryland. The Work Group highlighted upcoming meetings with 
key stakeholders, including Delegate Cullison and Senator Washington on May 24, Delegate Peñ 
a-Melnyk on June 18, and a meeting scheduled with Senators Klausmeier and Beidle on July 23. 
These meetings are part of ongoing efforts related to SB 871 (2023), which outlines the 
requirements for the final report, including the request for clarification regarding the bias 
analysis in the interim report. 
 

Presentations included contributions from experts in the field. Dr. Concetta Pucci, PhD, LICSW, 
from Gallaudet University, discussed testing barriers in social work licensure, emphasizing the 
challenges that candidates face in the licensure process. Karessa Proctor, BSW, MSW, Executive 
Director of the Maryland Chapter of the National Association of Social Workers (NASW), 
provided updates on national trends and the NASW’s role in supporting licensure reform. 
Additionally, Karen Richards, LCSW-C, Executive Director of the Maryland Board of Social 
Work Examiners, presented data on licensure requirements and processes, including a review of 
current trends and challenges in the licensure system for social workers in Maryland. The group 
also discussed plans for moving forward with a focus on the completion of the bias analysis and 
further deliberation on licensure reform. 

 
 



 
 

September 24, 2024: The meeting addressed several key updates and discussions regarding 
licensure processes. Membership changes included Stephanie Slowly's departure from the 
Maryland Department of Health and the appointment of Diamon Halliburton to represent the 
Governor’s Office of the Deaf and Hard of Hearing. The group discussed the bias analysis and 
determined that it does not need to be completed before finalizing the recommendation to 
remove the ASWB exam requirement. They also discussed temporary licensure, 
"grandfathering" individuals who have previously failed the ASWB exam, and the high costs 
associated with supervision hours required for licensure. The group expressed the need for 
further exploration of alternative pathways to the LCSW-C license and considered how to 
support the Board in implementing changes, including addressing staffing and funding needs, 
managing a potential increase in applications, and handling grandfathering provisions. The final 
report is expected to be completed after bringing the contractor on board by October 1, 2024. 
 
October 30, 2024: Karen Richards, Executive Director of the Maryland Board of Social Work, 
provided an overview of the Board's mission, history, structure, and its relationship with the 
ASWB. She emphasized the Board’s role in protecting the public through licensure, education, 
and enforcement, noting the significant increase in licensed social workers from 4,192 in 1979 to 
19,811 in 2024. Common complaints involve unprofessional behavior and supervision violations. 
The Board is also committed to reducing barriers to licensure, including exploring options for 
retake timing, fee waivers, and allowing candidates to retake only failed sections of the ASWB 
exam. Dr. Angel Gustus from CMAG Associates followed with a discussion of alternative 
licensure pathways used in other states, such as Illinois, Minnesota, Texas, Oregon, and 
Michigan. These pathways include additional clinical work hours, professional portfolios, and 
replacing the ASWB exam with a Jurisprudence Exam. The group planned to vote on the 
preferred alternative pathway at the next meeting. Additionally, a clarification was made 
regarding the Open Meetings Act, ensuring all discussions must occur during workgroup 
meetings. 
 
November 13, 2024: Dr. Angela Gustus, representing CMAG Associates, presented survey 
results on alternative licensure pathways, with 90% of participants supporting shorter retake 
times, fee waivers, and the option to retake specific exam sections. Additionally, 85% favored 
the Illinois or Minnesota pathway models, and 80% supported offering two or more alternative 
options. Survey feedback included suggestions for incentives for clinical supervisors and 
concerns about the capacity of the Board of Social Work Examiners to manage new processes. 
The discussion also highlighted the complexity of conducting a bias analysis, with a 
recommendation to hire an external expert and extend the Work Group’s timeline to address 
these concerns. The group considered alternative pathways used in other states and debated 
replacing the current exam with a jurisprudence exam. Emphasis was placed on balancing 
innovation in licensing with maintaining public safety, while recognizing the importance of 
strengthening the social work workforce to meet Maryland's mental health needs. 
 
November 20, 2024: Dr. Angela Gustus of CMAG Associates presented survey results 
highlighting strong support (90%) for alternative licensure pathways, with the Illinois and 

 
 



 
 

Minnesota models favored by the Work Group. Key recommendations included reducing the 
wait time for retaking exams, waiving re-testing fees, and allowing candidates to retake only the 
sections they failed. Discussions around the Illinois model raised concerns about the additional 
3,000 hours required for those who fail the exam, while the Minnesota model was noted for 
offering a choice between exams and alternative pathways. There was also recognition of the 
potential harm caused by current exam requirements, particularly for marginalized communities. 
The Work Group agreed to recommend both models in the final report and discussed exploring 
alternative assessment methods and adjusting supervision requirements. Public comments were 
solicited, with a question about the timeline of the group’s activities. 
 
 
Conclusions 
SB 871 (2023) demonstrates the General Assembly’s commitment to supporting Maryland’s 
Social Worker workforce and achieving optimal mental and behavioral healthcare access across 
Maryland. The Workgroup’s findings and recommendations address barriers to achieving 
Maryland's fair, equitable, and effective social work licensure process. This final report 
underscores the importance of a bias analysis, establishing alternative licensure pathways, and 
removing financial and systemic obstacles. By recommending the elimination of the ASWB 
exam requirement for LBSW and LMSW licensure and proposing alternative pathways for 
LCSW-C licensure, the Workgroup aims to create a more inclusive and diverse social workforce.  
These reforms, coupled with continued dialogue and collaboration among stakeholders, represent 
a significant step forward in fostering an equitable licensure system that is aligned with the needs 
of Maryland’s diverse population.  
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Appendix A: Subgroup Membership Information 
 

Subgroup Name: Policy 
Subgroup Member Workgroup Seat 

Chair: Vacant  
Erin S. Penniston, LMSW, 
Designee 

Chair of the Maryland Commission on Health Equity, or 
designee 

Philicia Ross, LCSW-C Representative of the NAACP Maryland State Conference, 
designated by the President of the NAACP Maryland State 
Conference 

Karen Richards, LSCW-C Executive Director of the State Board of Social Work 
Examiners or designee 

Karessa Proctor, BSW, MSW, 
Executive Director, NASW 
Maryland 

Representative of the Maryland Chapter of the National 
Association of Social Workers, designated by the 
Executive Director of the Maryland Chapter of the 
National Association of Social Workers 

Laura Torres, LCSW-C Director of Primary Behavioral Health and Early 
Intervention Services, Maryland Department of Health, 
Behavioral Health Administration. 

 
Subgroup Name: Recommendations on Testing 

Subgroup Member Workgroup Seat 
Chair: Christa Gilliam MSW, 
PhD 

Representative of the Baltimore Legacy Chapter of the 
Association of Black Social Workers, designated by the 
Baltimore Legacy Chapter of the Association of Black 
Social Workers 

Robin L. Harvey, LCSW Secretary of Human Services, or designee 
Simone Bramble, LCSW-C 
 

Individual who received a master’s degree in social work 
within the immediately preceding 10 years and who may 
have been negatively impacted by the examination 
requirement for licensure under Title 19 of the Health 
Occupations Article, appointed by the Governor 

Dale Atkinson, Esq. Representative of the Association of Social Work Boards, 
designated by the President of the Association of Social 
Work Boards 

Temeka Bailey, LCSW-C, 
LICSW  

Representative from nongovernmental social service 
organizations that primarily work to support Central 
Maryland 

Kristine Garlitz, LCSW-C  Representative from nongovernmental social service 
organizations that primarily work to support Eastern Shore 

 
Subgroup Name: Testing Barriers 

Subgroup Member Workgroup Seat 
Chair: Judith L. Mounty, EdD, 
LCSW-C, LICSW, LSW 

Social Worker who is deaf or hard of hearing and is 
familiar with the licensing process for deaf and hard of 

 
 



 
 

hearing Social Workers, designated by the Maryland 
Association of the Deaf 

Cara E. C. Sanner Representative of the Association of Social Work Boards, 
designated by the President of the Association of Social 
Work Boards 

Adrienne Ekas, PhD, LCSW-C Chair of State Board of Social Work Examiners, or 
designee 

Emanuel Wilkerson, LMSW Individual who received a master’s degree in social work 
within the immediately preceding 10 years and who may 
have been negatively impacted by the examination 
requirement for licensure under Title 19 of the Health 
Occupations Article, appointed by the Governor 

 
Subgroup Name: Universities/Schools/Programs of Social Work 

Curriculum, CSWE Requirements etc.  
Subgroup Member Workgroup Seat 

Chair: Judy Postmus, PhD., 
ACSW, Dean, the University of 
Maryland Baltimore 

Dean of Social Work from accredited social work master’s 
programs serving the State, one of which shall be from a 
Historically Black College or University, appointed by the 
Governor 

Anna McPhatter, PhD, LSW, 
Deam, School of Social Work, 
Morgan State University 

Dean of Social Work from accredited social work master’s 
programs serving the State, one of which shall be from a 
Historically Black College or University, appointed by the 
Governor 

Linda Houser, MSW, PhD, 
Director of School of Social 
Work, Salisbury University 

Dean of Social Work from accredited social work master’s 
programs serving the State, one of which shall be from a 
Historically Black College or University, appointed by the 
Governor 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Appendix B: Subgroup Meeting Discussion and Topics 
 

Subgroup Meeting Dates and Topics Discussed 
Subgroup Name Meeting Dates Topics Discussed 

Policy February 2, 2024, 
February 16, 2024 
November 14, 2024 

1) Subcommittee Requirements 
2) Equitable access for licensure 
3) Testing requirements 
4) Testing accessibility and 
accommodations 
5) State regulatory policies, legislation, 
and regulations regarding 
licensure and exam requirements and 
waivers 
6) Interim Draft Report 
Recommendations 
7) Alternative pathways 

Recommendations 
on Testing 

February 13, 2024, 
February 20, 2024, 
March 5, 2024 
April 16, 2024 

1) Reviewed subcommittee mandate 
2) Invited community stakeholders to 
provide input in writing. 
3) Welcomed brief presentation from 
community stakeholders, 
Social Workers for Equity and 
Anti-Racism (SWEAR) 
4) Subcommittee members 
brainstormed and discussed Interim 
Draft Report Recommendations to 
include in the interim report 
for further consideration and the Next 
Steps for the Subgroup 
5) Further review of Interim Draft 
Report Recommendations 

Testing Barriers January 26, 2024, 
February 6, 2024, 
February 20, 2024 
October 22, 2024 

1) Subgroup Mandate and Goals 
2) Cost of exam preparation, other 
fees, and financial concerns 
3) Testing as a barrier to licensure: 
Testing Process, Locations 
and Environmental Barriers 
4) Disability and other 
Accommodations 
5) Concerns about the impact of 
institutional racism and other 
systemic inequities in the pipeline 
leading to testing. 
6) Test structure and format 
7) Interim Draft Report 
Recommendations 

 
 



 
 

8) Bias analysis 
9) Temporary licensure 
10) Provisions for reengagement  
11) Alternative pathways to licensure 

Universities January 30, 2024 
February 18, 2024 
April 30. 2024 
October 4, 2024 

1) Reviewed subcommittee mandate 
2) Efficacy and fairness of the ASWB 
exams 
3) Testing Accommodations 
4) Interim Draft Report 
Recommendations 
5) Supervision and mentoring needs, 
and the fees associated with such 
6) Improved training of clinical 
supervisors 
7) Advanced licensure exam process 
8) Alternative pathways to licensure 
9) Implications of eliminating the 
ASWB exam 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Appendix C: 2022 ASWB Exam Pass Rate Analysis 
 

 
Social Work Exam Passage Rates Maryland Specific Data, 2011-2021 

Maryland Bachelor's Exam Passage Rates, 2011-2021 
 

 
https://www.aswb.org/exam/contributing-to-the-conversation/aswb-exam-pass-rates-by-state-province/ 

 
Maryland Exam Passage Rates, 2011-2021 

 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 

Maryland - Clinical Exam Passage Rates, 2011-2021 

 
 
 
Social Work Exam Passage Rates, 2018 2021, Maryland & National Data by Race & 

Ethnicity Maryland - Exam - Race/Ethnicity, 2018-2021 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 
 

National - Exam - Race/Ethnicity, 2018-2021 
 

 
https://www.aswb.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/2022-ASWB-Exam-Pass-Rate-Analysis.pdf pages 76-84 

 
The following data compares national passage rates by ethnicity and race from 
2018-2021.The national data is limited to 2018-2021 due to the implementation of a 
new exam concept in 2018. 
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Appendix D: CMAG & Associates LLC Alternative Pathway Report 
 

This report, prepared by the CMAG & Associates LLC consultant team, 
comprehensively analyzes alternative pathways for clinical social workers' licensure. 
Contracted by the Maryland Department of Health for the Maryland State Workgroup on 
Social Work Licensure Regulations, the research aims to explore flexible and equitable 
licensure models that address workforce challenges while maintaining high professional 
competency standards. This work directly responds to findings from the ASWB report 
on exam pass rates, highlighting disparities in licensure outcomes and underscoring the 
need for alternative pathways. Through a review of best practices, stakeholder input, 
and national trends, this report offers recommendations designed to improve access to 
licensure, support workforce diversity, and enhance service delivery in Maryland’s 
behavioral health system. 
 
This report will examine the alternative licensure pathways established by Illinois and 
Minnesota, which have implemented models to address barriers to licensure and 
promote workforce inclusivity. In addition to these case studies, the report will 
summarize the current licensure pathways utilized across the United States, highlighting 
emerging trends and policy shifts. The primary objective is to identify viable options 
tailored to meet Maryland's specific needs while ensuring the integrity of clinical social 
work practice. By evaluating these pathways, the report aims to equip the Maryland 
State Workgroup with actionable insights to inform the development of more accessible, 
equitable licensure regulations. 
 

Overview of Alternative Pathways Used By Other States 
The table below provides a general overview of the licensure requirements throughout 
the United States.  
 

Overview of Licensure Requirements 
Bachelor Level 

Total # of States or 
Territories with this 
licensure level 

Total # of States or 
Territories Requiring 
the ASWB Exam 

Total # of States or 
Territories with an Alt 
Pathway 

Total # of States or 
Territories Using a Law 
Exam 
 

42 37 1 4 
 

Master Level 
Total # of States or 
Territories with this 
licensure level 

Total # of States or 
Territories Requiring 
the ASWB Exam 

Total # of States or 
Territories with an Alt 
Pathway 

Total # of States or 
Territories Using a Law 
Exam 
 

50 40 1 6 
 

Clinical License Level 

 
 



 
 

Total # of 
States or 
Territories with 
this licensure 
level 

Total # of 
States or 
Territories 
Requiring the 
ASWB Exam 

Total # of 
States or 
Territories  
with an Alt 
Pathway 

Total # of 
States or 
Territories 
Requiring a 
Law Exam 
 

Total Number 
of States or 
Territories 
Law Exam for 
Endorsement 
Only 

Total # of States 
or Territories 
Requiring a Law 
Course 

51 51 2 9 2 2 
 
The next section of the report will outline the efforts and initiatives undertaken by other 
states in developing alternative pathways for social work licensure. While numerous 
states are currently addressing this effort since the ASWB Pass Rate Report, it appears 
that Illinois and Minnesota have implemented an alternative pathway; however, in this 
section, additional states with published plans are also included as well.  
 
Illinois 
Through the Illinois Department of Financial and Professional Regulation (IDFPR), 
Illinois has established an alternative pathway for individuals who have failed the ASWB 
exam and choose to take an alternative path. The alternative path details listed below 
are in addition to the clinical hours required to take the exam initially. 

●​ If an individual fails the ASWB exam, they have the option of completing an 
additional 3,000 hours of clinical experience, which can be supervised by a 
Licensed Clinical Social Worker, Licensed Clinical Professional Counselor, 
Licensed Marriage and Family Therapist, Licensed Clinical Psychologist, 
Licensed Psychiatrist, or Licensed Advanced Practice Psychiatric Nurse. 

●​ The exam attempt must have been made since 1/1/2019 
●​ The exam alternative hours must not be more than 10 years old. 

 
In addition to the information about the alternative pathways, Illinois publishes data 
showing the model's impact related to disciplinary action and the workforce.  
 

Social  
Worker 
 Initials 

Year of 
 Initial  

Licensure 

Year  
of  

Sanction 

Years Licensed 
Prior to Sanction 

CD 2009 2019 10 
SY 1992 2019 27 
CS 1991 2019 28 
CL 1991 2019 28 
DC 1991 2021 30 
KB 2020 2022 2 
JG 2015 2022 7 
PD 2014 2023 9 
AW 2017 2023 6 
ER 2017 2024 7 
QC 2022 2024 2 
BC 2015 2024 9 

 
 



 
 

LM-N 2022 2024 2 
●​ Total number of sanctions per year: 

o​ 2019 – 4 
o​ 2020 – NA  
o​ 2021 – 1 
o​ 2022 – 2 
o​ 2023 – 2 
o​ 2024 – 4 

●​ Average number of years that an individual had been licensed before being 
sanctioned is 12.85 years. 

●​ The number of sanctions in 2024 is the highest it has been since 2019; however, 
none of the social workers who received a sanction in 2024 received their license 
under the Alternative Pathway Model (which was implemented on January 1, 
2024) 

 
While the information does not directly relate to the clinical level of licensure, the 
graphic below shows the increase in the LSW workforce since the removal of the ASWB 
exam. This information can be used to predict the increase in clinical social workers.  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Minnesota 
Minnesota has established a Provisional Licensed Independent Clinical Social Worker 
(LICSW). This process went into effect as of October 1, 2024. Individuals are not 
required to take the ASWB exam if they complete the process identified below. 

●​ Academic Degree: Complete a master’s degree in social work from a program 
accredited by the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) or the Canadian 
Association of Schools of Social Work. 

●​ 360 Clinical Clock Hours: Individuals must have completed courses from an 
institution of higher learning in the following areas (totaling 360 total hours of 
course work) 

o​ Differential Diagnosis and biopsychosocial assessment, including 
normative development and psychopathology across the life span (108 
hours) 

o​ Assessment-based clinical treatment planning with measurable goals (36 
hours) 

o​ Clinical intervention methods informed by research and current standards 
or practice (108 hours) 

o​ Evaluation Methodologies (18 hours) 
o​ Social work values and ethics, including cultural context, diversity, and 

social policy (72 hours) 
o​ Culturally specific clinical assessment and intervention (18 hours) 

●​ Criminal Background Check 
●​ Ethical Standards: Individuals must not have engaged in conduct in violation of 

the board’s ethical standards of practice. 
●​ Supervised practice: Individuals must submit documentation of the following 

o​ 200 hours of supervision over 4,000 to 8,000 hours of clinical practice 
o​ Hours must include 1,800 direct clinical contact hours 

●​ Fees: Individuals must pay a total of $108.25 for the provisional application 
 
Texas 
Texas is currently working to reinstate the statute, which provides an alternative 
pathway using the Alternative Method of Exam Competency (AMEC) 
Requirements. This alternative pathway was in place but removed in 2019 during a 
transition of the Texas Board of Social Worker Examiners to the Behavioral Health 
Executive Council. The AMEC process is in place for individuals who have failed the 
ASWB exam. This process includes the following:  

●​ Complete professional portfolio 
●​ Quarterly evaluations from a licensed supervisor 
●​ 11 papers specific to core content within social work practice 
●​ Case analysis of work with a client during this period 
●​ Self-evaluation 

 
 

 
 



 
 

Oregon 
In April of 2024, the Oregon Board of Licensed Social Workers (OBLSW) established 
the Oregon Alternative Pathways to Social Work Committee. The recommendations 
made to the OBLSW are as follows: 

●​ Abolish the use of the ASWB exam for all licensure levels.  
●​ Rather than establishing an “alternative pathway,” they have recommended that 

a new path be established that does not involve the use of taking a standardized 
test at all. 

No other publications have been found that identify any additional information about the 
status of the recommendations or the specific plans for the new pathway to licensure in 
Oregon. 
 
Michigan 
(UPDATE: Michigan is discussing using a jurisprudence exam to replace the ASWB 
exam)  
Michigan is looking to join the 9 states that have included a jurisprudence exam in 
addition to the ASWB exam—the jurisprudence exam tests for knowledge of state law 
and ethics.  
 
Virginia 
Virginia’s legislators have removed “ASWB Exam” from the language related to the 
licensure process and simply replaced it with “Exam” which opens the door for the state 
to explore other potential options; however, no other information has been found 
indicating any other changes in the states’ licensure process. 
 
Utah  
(UPDATE: This section was added to the report after the presentation to the workgroup 
based on information provided by a Workgroup Member) 
 
Utah is creating an alternative pathway for certain licensures through increased direct 
client care hours and supervised clinical hours instead of examination requirements;  
 
Utah Created “Behavioral Health Board - Advisory Committees.” Below are the 
responsibilities of the board: 

●​ recommend to the appropriate legislative committee statutory changes to: 
●​ recommend to the appropriate legislative committee statutory changes to remove 

The following advisory committees to the board: 
●​ Qualifications and Professional Development Advisory Committee; 
●​ Background and Investigations Advisory Committee 
●​ Probation and Compliance Advisory Committee 

The committee is responsible for: 
●​ recommend evidence-based ongoing professional development requirements for 
●​ ensure an adequate workforce to meet consumer demand; and 

 
 



 
 

●​ prevent harm to the health, safety, and financial welfare of the public; 
●​ advise the division on the licensing, renewal, reinstatement, and re-licensure of 

internationally trained applicants; 
●​ applicants applying via licensure by endorsement; and 
●​ applicants applying using an alternate pathway to licensure, including a 

non-exam 
 
Details on Utah’s Alternative Pathway 
 
Qualifications for licensure or certification as a clinical social worker, 
certified social worker, and social service worker. 
Pass the examination requirement established by the rule under Section 
[and] or 

1.​ Satisfy the following requirements: 
a.​ document at least one examination attempt that did not result in a passing 

score; 
b.​ document successful completion of not less than 500 additional direct 

client care hours, at least 25 of which are direct clinical supervision hours, 
and at least five of which are direct observation hours; 

c.​ submit to the division a recommendation letter from the applicant's direct 
clinical supervisor; and 

d.​ submit to the division a recommendation letter from another licensed 
mental health therapist who has directly observed the applicant's direct 
client care hours and who is not the applicant's direct clinical supervisor 

 
Nine states using the jurisprudence exam in addition to the ASWB Examination 
 
The nine states listed below use the jurisprudence exam and the ASWB exam. Some of 
the states are currently discussing removing the ASWB exam and solely using the 
jurisprudence exam.  
 

California ​ ​ ​ Colorado ​ ​ ​ Indiana  
Nebraska​ ​ ​ New Mexico​ ​ ​ Oregon 
Texas​ ​ ​ ​ Vermont​ ​ ​ Wisconsin  

 
 

Conclusion and Next Steps 
Overall, there are five general approaches that other states have taken as an 
Alternative Pathway toward clinical licensure for social workers: 

●​ Individuals must take the exam once. If unsuccessful, they may complete 
additional hours or supervised clinical work (Illinois) 

●​ Individuals may choose not to take the exam and apply using an alternative 
pathway (Minnesota) 

 
 



 
 

●​ Rather than an “Alternative Pathway,” all individuals will obtain their licensure 
through a new pathway to be determined (Oregon) 

●​ Implement an Alternative Method of Exam Competency (Texas) 
●​ Remove the ASWB exam and replace with a jurisprudence exam which focuses 

on law and ethics (Nine states listed above) 
 
The next steps in the workgroup’s process will involve each member completing a 
survey provided by CMAG & Associates LLC, offering the opportunity to evaluate and 
choose which alternative pathway(s) they believe will best serve Maryland and why. The 
survey link will be distributed on October 30, 2024, and must be submitted no later than 
5 PM on November 6, 2024. The results will be reviewed during a special workgroup 
meeting scheduled for November 13, 2024, providing a platform for in-depth discussion 
and alignment on the preferred options. A final vote will take place on November 20, 
2024, in preparation for submitting the workgroup's recommendations to the Maryland 
State General Assembly by December 1, 2024. It is important to note that the final 
recommendations will acknowledge that additional topics related to the implementation 
of these pathways will need to be addressed. The workgroup’s responsibilities will not 
conclude with the submission of the report; they will continue developing a detailed 
implementation plan, ensuring a smooth transition and effective adoption of the new 
licensure pathways. 
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Appendix E: CMAG & Associates LLC Workgroup Survey Report 
 
 

On October 30, 2024, The CMAG Team presented to the Workgroup the alternative 
pathways currently in use by various states. In addition, CMAG provided a survey for all 
Workgroup Members related to the Alternative Pathways and the recommendations 
provided during the presentation by the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners.  
 
The survey link was provided to all 22 Workgroup members. 20 Workgroup members 
participated in the survey. Below is a general analysis of the findings of the survey: 
 
Data Analysis: 

●​ 90% (18) of the participants said Yes to all 3 recommendations from the 
Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners 

●​ 90% (18) of the participants who said Yes to at least 1 alternative pathway 
●​ 85% (17) of the participants said Yes to either Illinois or Minnesota  
●​ 80% (16) of the participants said Yes to 2 or more types of alternative pathways 
●​ 10% (2) of the participants did not like any of the Alternative Pathways 
●​ 85% (17) of the participants used one or more opportunities to comment 

throughout the survey.  
●​ 50% (10) agree with the Illinois Alternative Pathway 
●​ 65% (13) agree with the Minnesota Alternative Pathway 
●​ 40% (8) agree with the Texas Alternative Pathway 
●​ 60% (12) agree with the Oregon      Alternative Pathway 
●​ 55% (11) agree with the Michigan Alternative Pathway 

 
General Comments (from the last question of the survey) 

●​ Many individuals spoke of the importance that any alternative pathway should not 
be punitive or cost prohibitive to the individuals seeking licensure. 

●​ Many individuals spoke of liking the idea of people having more that one option 
for licensure.  

●​ Multiple individuals stated that they are concerned that there has not been 
enough discussion or a formal vote about the idea of establishing an alternative 
pathway for clinical licensure. In addition, an individual expressed concern about 
how the research on alternative pathways was conducted.  

●​ Some individuals provided additional options or ideas for discussion: 
o​ Incentives for clinical supervisors 
o​ Free exam prep classes 
o​ Test taking skills classes 

●​ Multiple individuals expressed their appreciation of the survey and looking 
forward to results providing an opportunity for further discussion. 

 
 



 
 

●​ The topic of still needing to address the bias analysis in the final report was 
raised. In addition, others spoke of the need for state funded research to assess 
the demographics of those seeking licensure.  

●​ Concerns about the removal of a competency exam was addressed, especially in 
comparison to other boards in the state.  

 

DETAILED RESULTS FROM EACH ALTERNATIVE PATHWAYS 

A brief summary of each Alternative Pathways, recommendations from the Maryland 
Board of Social Work Examiners, and the results of the Workgroup survey are provided 
in this next section. 
 

ILLINOIS (50% Agree) 
Alternative Pathway 
Through the Illinois Department of Financial and Professional Regulation (IDFPR), 
Illinois has established an alternative pathway for individuals who have failed the ASWB 
exam and choose to take an alternative path. The alternative path details listed below 
are in addition to the clinical hours required to take the exam initially. 

●​ If an individual fails the ASWB exam, they have the option of completing an 
additional 3,000 hours of clinical experience, which can be supervised by a 
Licensed Clinical Social Worker, Licensed Clinical Professional Counselor, 
Licensed Marriage and Family Therapist, Licensed Clinical Psychologist, 
Licensed Psychiatrist, or Licensed Advanced Practice Psychiatric Nurse. 

●​ The exam attempt must have been made since 1/1/2019 
●​ The exam alternative hours must not be more than 10 years old. 

 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this Alternative Pathway 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this Alternative 

Pathway 
10 10 

Comments Summary: 
●​ Multipole individuals spoke of the importance of ensuring that other barriers 

are addressed whether this or another alternative pathway is chosen. 
●​ Determine the number of additional hours for this alternative pathway. 

Potentially less that the 3000 hours required in Illinois. 
●​ The ASWB exam still needs to be assessed even if an alternative pathway is 

put into place. 
●​ If additional supervision hours are required for an alternative pathway, the 

funding for those hours should be addressed to assist individuals who must 
pay for clinical supervision themselves. 

 
 



 
 

●​ Multiple people spoke of the importance of Clinical supervision requiring a 
more standardized approach including continuing education for supervisors. 

 
 

MINNESOTA (65% Agree) 
Alternative Pathway  
Minnesota has established a Provisional Licensed Independent Clinical Social Worker 
(LICSW). This process went into effect as of October 1, 2024. Individuals are not 
required to take the ASWB exam if they complete the process identified below. 

●​ Academic Degree: Complete a master’s degree in social work from a program 
accredited by the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) or the Canadian 
Association of Schools of Social Work. 

●​ 360 Clinical Clock Hours: Individuals must have completed courses from an 
institution of higher learning in the following areas (totaling 360 total hours of 
course work) 

o​ Differential Diagnosis and biopsychosocial assessment, including 
normative development and psychopathology across the life span (108 
hours) 

o​ Assessment-based clinical treatment planning with measurable goals (36 
hours) 

o​ Clinical intervention methods informed by research and current standards 
or practice (108 hours) 

o​ Evaluation Methodologies (18 hours) 
o​ Social work values and ethics, including cultural context, diversity, and 

social policy (72 hours) 
o​ Culturally specific clinical assessment and intervention (18 hours) 

●​ Criminal Background Check 
●​ Ethical Standards: Individuals must not have engaged in conduct in violation of 

the board’s ethical standards of practice. 
●​ Supervised practice: Individuals must submit documentation of the following 

o​ 200 hours of supervision over 4,000 to 8,000 hours of clinical practice 
o​ Hours must include 1,800 direct clinical contact hours 

●​ Fees: Individuals must pay a total of $108.25 for the provisional application 
 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this Alternative Pathway 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this Alternative 

Pathway 
13 7 

Comments Summary: 
●​ I am open to Minnesota's alternative pathway #2 option but I have concerns 

about the expense of paying for supervision. There should be waivers to cover 

 
 



 
 

the cost for those who demonstrate financial hardship. Access must be 
equitable.  

●​ Under this scenario, those who think their test taking skills are strong have 
access to a less time-consuming and likely less expensive pathway.  

●​ It seems like there could be additional barriers/challenges on this alternative 
pathway if an applicant does not yet have a job/is unemployed, unless they are 
offered it through their employer. 

●​ The bill to add the provisional path in MN was only effective several months 
ago. It's too soon to understand the unintended consequences for the public & 
profession. 

●​ I prefer this option, ASWB is harmful to those taking the exam and does not 
measure social work competency.  

●​ I believe that the additional hours need to equate what has already been 
achieved throughout Masters level school. 

 
 

TEXAS (40% Agree) 
Alternative Pathway 
Texas is currently working to reinstate the statute, which provides an alternative 
pathway using the Alternative Method of Exam Competency (AMEC) 
Requirements. This alternative pathway was in place but removed in 2019 during a 
transition of the Texas Board of Social Worker Examiners to the Behavioral Health 
Executive Council. The AMEC process is in place for individuals who have failed the 
ASWB exam. This process includes the following:  

●​ Complete professional portfolio 
●​ Quarterly evaluations from a licensed supervisor 
●​ 11 papers specific to core content within social work practice 
●​ Case analysis of work with a client during this period 
●​ Self-evaluation 

 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this Alternative Pathway 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this Alternative 

Pathway 
8 12 

Comments Summary: 
●​ The overwhelming feedback on path that Texas has taken is that there is not 

enough information to chose this pathway.  
●​ Individuals who agree with this Alternative Pathway agree that an entirely new 

process should be developed; however, others have expressed concern that 
another process would still include some form of testing which may still be 
problematic. 

 
 



 
 

●​ Multiple people stated that whatever process is chosen, it should be well 
researched and should include more than just the exam.  

●​ While there is discussion about whether to re-instate the AMEC process in 
Texas, if this Alternative Pathway is to be considered, the workgroup should 
get a better understanding of why it was initially repealed. 

●​ Multiple individuals spoke about various education models including short 4-10 
week courses,  

 
OREGON (60% Agree) 

Alternative Pathway 
In April of 2024, the Oregon Board of Licensed Social Workers (OBLSW) established 
the Oregon Alternative Pathways to Social Work Committee. The recommendations 
made to the OBLSW are as follows: 

●​ Abolish the use of the ASWB exam for all licensure levels.  
●​ Rather than establishing an “alternative pathway,” they have recommended that 

a new path be established that does not involve the use of taking a standardized 
test at all. 

No other publications have been found that identify any additional information about the 
status of the recommendations or the specific plans for the new pathway to licensure in 
Oregon. 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this Alternative Pathway 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this Alternative 

Pathway 
12 8 

Comments Summary: 
●​ Many people stressed the importance of ensuring that the cost of the process 

to get licensed does not become an additional barrier for individuals who are 
financially disadvantaged. 

●​ Multiple people spoke of the additional burden that this method may place on 
the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners. Individuals also stated that the 
needs of BSWE needs to be considered no matter which pathway is chosen. 

●​ Additional people spoke of the need for addressing the staff needs of the 
BSWE to fullfill the requirements of any of the pathways chosen.  

●​ Many individuals welcome the idea of developing a new, fair, and equitable 
process. Also individuals spoke of the importance of experience over the 
exam.  

 
 

 
MICHIGAN (55% Agree) 

Alternative Pathway 

 
 



 
 

There are 9 states throughout the country that use a Jurisprudence exam which focuses 
on las and ethics in addition to the ASWB exam. Michigan is discussing the possibility of 
replacing the ASWB exam with a Jurisprudence exam.   
 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this Alternative Pathway 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this Alternative 

Pathway 
11 9 

Comments Summary: 
●​ Most of the comments related to this pathway were reiterating their agreement 

of this pathway. 
●​ Many individuals spoke of the importance that the jurisprudence exam should 

be focused on social work ethics and the laws here in Maryland.  
●​ Some individuals stated the importance of coupling a jurisprudence exam with 

additional supervision if chosen as an alternative pathway. 
●​ It was stated that a jurisprudence exam may remove the bias that can be found 

in other exams. 
●​ Individuals not in support of this Alternative Pathway are concerned that this 

type of exam does not assess evidence-based practice standards etc. In 
addition, the challenges that some individuals may face with standardized 
testing may still be present with a jurisprudence exam.  

 
MARYLAND BOARD OF SOCIAL WORK EXAMINERS 

RECOMMENDED CHANGE IN TESTING PROCESS 
 

Change #1: 
Reduce the amount of time before an individual can re-take the exam. (the current wait 
time in Maryland is 90 days) 
 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this recommendation 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this recommendation 

18 2 
Comments Summary: 

●​ Access to data that would allow a thorough assessment of the test’s fairness 
would likely reveal that challenges posed by the exam may be more pervasive 
and impact a broader range of applicants. 

●​ An individual should be allowed to retake the exam (at no cost) as soon as 
they feel ready (and as many times as needed). Eliminate wait time. 

●​ The time frame to retake the exam should be reduced from 90 days to 30 
days. 

●​ ASWB already administers a process to waive the 90-day wait period.  

 
 



 
 

●​ I also believe the retesting fee should be reduced for those who fail by 1-10 
points. Since the ASWB exam discards 20 questions, it’s possible some are 
effectively passing but lose needed points due to discarded questions. 

 
Change #2: 

Wave fees for re-testing. 
 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this recommendation 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this recommendation 

19 1 
Comments Summary: 

●​ Access to data that would allow a thorough assessment of the test’s fairness 
would likely reveal that challenges posed by the exam may be more pervasive 
and impact a broader range of applicants. 

●​ There should be a one-time fee. There should also be a reduction in the fee for 
individuals who can demonstrate financial hardship. No retesting fees. 

●​ The Maryland licensing board first needs to guide this decision to understand 
impacts on operations from a fee waiver. 

●​ If alternative pathways are available, I do not agree with waiving fees.   
●​ There should be waived fees if the test taker failed between 1-10 points 

 
Change #3: 

Individuals unsuccessful in passing the ASWB exam will only have to re-take the 
section(s) they did not pass (similar to the Certified Public Accountant Exam) 
 
Workgroup Survey Results 

Number of people who AGREE with 
this recommendation 

Number Workgroup members who 
DISAGREE with this recommendation 

19 1 
Comments Summary: 

●​ Access to data that would allow a thorough assessment of the test’s fairness 
would likely reveal that challenges posed by the exam may be more pervasive 
and impact a broader range of applicants. 

●​ Free study materials to assist in retaking the exam should be provided and 
there should not be an additional cost.  

●​ If there is an exam requirement I agree with only retaking the section that was 
failed 

●​ ASWB is already working to modularize the exam. This is not a decision for the 
Workgroup to make, and it is not up to Maryland if they wanted to make the 
change. ASWB is committed to reducing barriers to licensure and helping to 
assure the process is fair and equitable for all.   

 
 



 
 

●​ The Board is concerned that a drastic change to how we assess minimal 
qualifications for licensing individuals will have an impact on both citizens and 
those Social Workers who are already licensed through the exam to practice.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 



 
 

Appendix F: Recommendations from the Subgroups 
 
 

Subgroup Interim Report and Final Report Recommendations 
 
Policy Subgroup Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 1: Equitable access for licensure 
To support and mitigate the stress of the board and those seeking licensure, the 
subcommittee recommends a relaxation on the waiver for the time it takes to retest. For 
individuals who are within a 10% margin, they should be able to restest within 45 days 
without being assessed another fee. It should be noted that this may require an 
agreement between the state and ASWB to ensure that the individual does not require 
additional petitioning to the board for approval. 
 
Recommendation 2: Continue the conversation about testing requirements: 
The subcommittee recommends continued exploration and research for at least six 
months to establish a consensus about whether testing requirements should be 
eliminated at the bachelor's or master’s level(s). The subcommittee would like to 
consider following neighboring states that are exploring the same pathway and potential 
legislation around the Social Work Licensure Compact and continue discussion with the 
subcommittee and larger Workgroup. We would like the opportunity to have that 
regional discussion before we establish a full policy recommendation in this area. 
 
Recommendation 3: Improve Testing Accessibility: 
The subcommittee recommends that policies be created regarding any testing that is 
implemented. All testing should have multiple languages, including American Sign 
Language, and other testing requirements should be considered low barriers to 
accommodate and provide accessibility and inclusion for individuals testing with 
disabilities. I think this recommendation also includes what you said, Madam Chair, 
around plain language to accommodate and provide accessibility and inclusion for all 
individuals with testing disabilities, and we feel that that should be a standardized policy 
that we’re utilizing and that these requirements be included not only in the process of 
licensure but also in the process of applying to be licensed in the state of Maryland. 
 
Testing Subgroup Recommendations 
 
Recommendation 1: Eliminate the use of the ASWB exam as a requirement for 
licensure as an LBSW and LMSW. Consider instead, and alternative (inclusive pathway 
to licensure that involves several reliable components such as: 

1.​ Increase number of 1:1 supervision hours provided by board approved, licensed 
clinical social worker (see recommendation in later section on mitigating financial 
burden) 

 
 



 
 

2.​ Graduating from a CSWE accredited Social Work program 
3.​ Complete a specified number of supervised practice hours 
4.​ Satisfying a background check; and 
5.​ Ongoing completion of highly accredited CEUs (also need to consider additional 

financial burden resulting from lower earning potential while in provisional status) 
 
Recommendation 2: If LBSW and LMSW exam is continued, consider the following 
recommendations: 

1.​ 3-year moratorium on all exams to allow adequate time for additional inquiry to 
explore and eliminate disparities in the current exam. This should include getting 
data independent of ASWB to ensure a thorough review of the exam. 

2.​ Explore alternate exam vendors that will allow a selection of broader options for 
test takers. 

3.​ Approved test vendor(s) should make all LBSW/LMSW examination prep 
materials free. 

4.​ There should be a single fee for the exam (no fee for retest) 
5.​ Approved test vendors should provide an annual report of pass rates based on 

intersecting identities including race, age, disability, gender etc. 
6.​ Truncate the 90-day limit between testing attempts 
7.​ Provide specific feedback on incorrect answers and allow test takers to only 

retake the section of the exam that they did not pass. 
8.​ After one failed attempt, allow the option of selecting an alternative pathway to 

licensure described above. 
9.​ Adopt point waiver system that allows test takers an established range to receive 

a pass outcome. The point waiver should be retroactive for review and 
consideration of the test takers who met the established criteria within the past 7 
years. 

10.​Considerations for Deaf and Hard of Hearing      Colleagues should include: 
a.​ Ensure that interpreters are well-versed in social work terminology, testing 

environments in addition to being bilingual ASL-English translations. 
b.​ Higher point waivers to account for potential interpretation challenges 

11.​Streamlined process to support testing accommodations for disabled test takers. 
12.​Offer exam versions in multiple languages.  
13.​Following elimination of racially biased content, exam questions should include a 

maximum of 3 multiple choice options. 
14.​Establish an ongoing task force to maintain accountability by monitoring variables 

that contribute to identified disparities in pass rates. 
15.​There should be clear communication regarding conditions and results or the 

required background check PRIOR to test takers sitting for the exam. 
 
Recommendation 3: As an alternative to the current test, provide a jurisprudence 
exam based solely on objective laws and regulations in the state of Maryland. 
 

 
 



 
 

Recommendation 4: A provisional/temporary license would counter chronic workforce 
shortages and lack of representation in various social work settings. It would also 
increase earning potential and opportunity for underrepresented groups in social work 
settings. As noted above, an alternative pathway would include: 

a.​ Increased supervision hours provide by board approved, licensed clinical social 
worker (see recommendation in later section on mitigating financial burden). This 
would be in addition to meeting the requirement of graduating from a CSWE 
accredited university. 

b.​ Completing a specified number of supervised practice hours. 
c.​ Satisfying the background check. 
d.​ Provisional licensure for LBSW and LMSW (without examination) could also 

include ongoing completion of highly regulated CEUs (also need to consider 
additional financial burden resulting from lower earning potential). 

 
Recommendation 5: Allow board approved licensed clinical supervisors to receive 
Category II CEU Credit in exchange for providing supervision hours to LBSWs/LMSWs 
at no cost. This recommendation would mitigate the mutual financial burden for the 
supervisor and supervisee. 
 
Recommendation 6: Consider an incentive that could be provided to employers who 
offer access to board approved supervisors which would eliminate the additional out of 
cost expense for test takers. 
Testing Barriers Recommendations 
 
At this time, the group does not have consensus on recommendations related the 
testing requirement for all levels of licensure     . We discussed the various supports 
ASWB offers to test takers and educators and generally identified that there may be a 
need to educate more broadly on the resources currently available. Dr. Mounty 
discussed the importance of supervisors having access to the practice exam to help 
prepare supervisees.​ ASWB has taken a concrete measure of implementing a 
program called Fifth Theory, which is a resource to help those that do not pass the test. 
Applicants that do not pass will be sent information on this within a week of failing an 
exam.  Test-taking support - Association of Social Work Boards (aswb.org). ASWB 
should make it clear in its study materials about the format of the exam questions and 
the types of questions that are asked. 
Discussion re. inconsistency in degree programs; CSWE needs to take a closer look at 
what is happening in programs e.g., Fordham MSW program. Recommendations for 
research/further study or for further discussion with the full workgroup: 
 

1.​ Dr. Mounty asks ASWB to consider working with Gallaudet University. 
2.​ Dr. Mounty is willing to work with ASWB to do a small-scale study with individuals 

having a hard time passing the exam. She thinks we need to go to the 
populations that are being disproportionally affected and do qualitative 

 
 



 
 

investigations using sample/practice tests, or perhaps allowing participants to 
take the actual test, and to make notes about their experiences with specific 
items, item types, etc. which would then be collected and discussed at the 
interview. 

3.​ Ms. Sanner asks the workgroup to monitor the current research underway at 
ASWB and by independent researchers for specific implications for Maryland. 

 
Universities Recommendations 
Recommendation 1: To Senate and Subcommittee:  
To facilitate transparency and informed decision-making regarding social work licensure 
policies consider the following recommendations: Provide resources to create a 
database with the following: 

●​ Summary of each U.S.      State and Canadian Providence processes for social 
work licensure 

●​ Pending legislation or efforts to changes policies in states and Canada. 
●​ Implications of Interstate Compact and testing requirements 

Rationale: This database will enable the Workgroup, jurisdiction authorities, and 
aspiring social workers to make data-driven decisions regarding licensure policies. 
Centralizing this information in one location will improve accessibility and allow for 
easier cross-jurisdictional comparisons. 
 
General Recommendation for ASWB Exams: 
Recommendation 1: To ensure the ongoing efficacy and fairness of the ASWB exams, 
consider the following recommendation: A third unbiased set of test experts should 
review the exams and the procedures for creating them and provide a detailed report 
regarding its efficacy, reliability, and validity, including predictive validity. ASWB should 
pay for this review as a good faith gesture. 
 
Rationale: Periodic independent review by unbiased experts will help ensure the exams 
accurately and equitably assess competence for licensure. ASWB funding the review 
demonstrates commitment to an impartial process, while having the panel report directly 
to independent oversight maintains the integrity of findings. 
 
SB 871 (Chapter 228) Interim Report Requirement (i) Whether to continue to use 
examinations developed by the Association of Social Work Boards as a requirement for 
a Bachelor Social Worker license or a Master Social Worker license. 
  
Subgroups Interim Report DRAFT Recommendations- February 2024 Workgroup for 
Social Work Licensure Requirements 
 
 
Recommendation 2: To address concerns about the equity of current ASWB 
Bachelor's and master's exams, consider the following recommendations: 

 
 



 
 

1.​ Discontinue the ASWB exam requirement entirely. 
2.​ If not #2, allow those who want to take the ASWB exam to do so and create an 

alternative pathway for others to be licensed. 
3.​ Additional supervision or CEUs, although we need to be cautious to not create 

additional barriers. 
 
Rationale: There are outstanding questions about the fairness of these exams that 
warrant reconsidering their mandated use. Pausing their required status could allow 
time to address concerns. Alternate pathways would provide options for those who 
cannot pass the exams despite having the required knowledge and skills. 
 
Recommendation 3: To ensure equitable access to Clinical licensure (LCSW-C 
Exams), consider the following recommendations: 
 
Consider Illinois as a model. 

1.​ Allow those want to take the ASWB exam to do so. 
2.​ AND create an alternate pathway for those who do not wish to take the exam to 

become licensed. Illinois did this by extending the required hours by DOUBLE, 
which means that folks who don't take the exam have to stay at the LM level for 
twice as long which has major financial implications. 

Rationale: The Illinois approach demonstrates a potential compromise that maintains 
testing access while creating alternatives that do not unduly disadvantage those unable 
to pass the ASWB exam. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Appendix G: Interim Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H:  
Correspondence from ASWB 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 



 
 

 
 

 
 





 


 


 


 


December 6, 2024 


 
The Honorable Pamela Beidle​ ​ The Honorable Josaline A. Peña-Melnyk  
Chair, Senate Finance Committee​ ​ Chair, House Health and Government Operations 
Miller Senate Office Building, 3 East ​ House Office Building, Room 241  
Annapolis, MD 21401-1991​ ​ ​ Annapolis, MD 21401-1991 
 
 
RE: Report Required by Senate Bill 871 (SB 871)/Chapter 228 (2023): Workgroup on 
Social Worker Requirements for Licensure Final Report – (MSAR# 14874) 
 
Dear Chairs Beidle and Peña-Melnyk: 
 
Senate Bill 871 (SB 871)/Chapter 228 (2023) established the Workgroup on Social Worker 
Requirements for Licensure (the Workgroup) and required the Maryland Department of Health 
(MDH) to staff the Workgroup, which shall submit its report to the General Assembly in 
accordance with Article - State Government § 2–1257, Annotated Code of Maryland.  
 
The Workgroup on Social Worker Requirements for Licensure membership respectfully submits 
this final report. The Workgroup membership viewed the report’s findings and recommendations 
as important first steps in responding to disparities across race, age, and language in the passage 
rate for the Social Work Licensure Examinations and eliminating bias to ensure the process for 
licensing social workers in the State is fair, diverse, and efficient 
 
The Workgroup recommends eliminating the Association of Social Work Boards (ASWB) Exam 
as a requirement for Licensed Bachelors Social Worker (LBSW) and Licensed Masters Social 
Worker (LMSW); however, for the Licensed Clinical Social Worker -Certified (LCSW-C) an 
alternative (inclusive) pathway to licensure should be considered that involves several 
components, including degrees obtained from the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) 
accredited undergraduate and graduate programs of Social Work, 3,000 hours of clinical work, 
and 100 hours of clinical supervision. In addition, for LCSW-C, the alternative pathway will 
potentially include taking the ASWB exam and/or using an alternative pathway. The Workgroup 
also recommends that a license be issued for LBSWs/LMSWs applicants once they have met all 
educational requirements established by the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners (MD 
BOSWE).  
 
The Workgroup recommends the Maryland Board of Social Work Examiners allow licensed 
clinical supervisors, those having completed the supervisory training for the state of Maryland, to 







 
 


receive Category II CEU credit provided through the Behavioral Health Administration at MDH 
in exchange for providing supervision to LBSWs/LMSWs at a reduced cost to mitigate mutual 
financial burden for both supervisor and supervisee; incentive employers to offer access to board 
approved supervisors; and permit supervision to be completed virtually to enhance access to 
supervisors. The Workgroup recommends that experience, education, and current regulations on 
supervision continue to apply for LBSWs/LMSWs. To be a Licensed Clinical Social 
Worker-Certified, you must have obtained 2 years and at least 3,000 hours of clinical social work 
experience under clinical social work supervision and a minimum of 100 hours of face-to-face 
supervision. In addition, the Workgroup recommends establishing an alternative pathway for 
those seeking the LCSW-C license.  


The Workgroup has determined that the bias analysis required by the legislation will not be 
complete by this time as it needs to be conducted by an independent organization that specializes 
in that review; however, the workgroup has determined the components of the bias analysis as 
indicated in this report. I would welcome a discussion with you and MDH to clarify any details 
regarding the bias analysis's content, timing, and procurement.  
 
The recommendations in this report reflect the opinions of the majority of the members of the 
Workgroup on Social Work Licensure Requirements and do not necessarily reflect the views of 
the Maryland Department of Health. 
 
If you have any questions or comments concerning the report, please contact Sarah Case-Herron, 
Director, Office of Governmental Affairs at the Maryland Department of Health, at 
sarah.case-herron@maryland.gov.  
 
Sincerely, 


 
 
Karla J. Abney, MSW, MSN, LMSW 
Chair, Workgroup on Social Worker Requirements for Licensure 
 
cc: ​ Laura Herrera Scott, M.D., M.P.H., Secretary of Health 
​ Karen Richards, LCSW, Executive Director, Board of Social Work Examiners 
​ Erin McMullen, Chief of Staff, Maryland Department of Health​  
​ Sarah Case-Herron, J.D., Director, Office of Government Affairs 


Nilesh Kalyanaraman, MD, FACP, Deputy Secretary, Public Health Services 
​ Kimberly Hiner, MPH, Director, Office of Population Health Improvement 
​ Sarah Albert, Department of Legislative Services (5 copies) 


 


 
 







