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The Public School Superintendents’ Association of Maryland (PSSAM), on behalf of all 
twenty-four local school superintendents opposes House Bill 772.  

This bill would extend, indefinitely, the Career Counseling pilot program between the workforce 
investment boards and county boards of education. Currently, local boards of education are 
required to provide funding to workforce development boards to support the Center Counseling 
Program for middle and high school students. Each county board shall distribute $62 a student, 
for fiscal year 2024 and for fiscal year 2025, and each fiscal year thereafter, the prior fiscal year 
amount increased by the inflation adjustment. The local workforce development board along 
with the county board and any other relevant State or local agencies, shall report to the 
Accountability and Implementation Board (AIB) on the use and impact of the use of funds. The 
purpose of the program is to provide each middle school and high school student in the county 
with individualized career counseling services. This act shall take effect July 1, 2025. 

PSSAM strongly opposes this bill due to several critical issues with the pilot program’s 
implementation. The Blueprint appropriately identified the importance of Career Counseling as 
part of Pillar III and crafted the pilot program with local workforce investment boards and 
community colleges to create stronger ties to the business community. The statute reflects that 
this pilot expires in fiscal 2027, however, the implementation of this initiative has been 
problematic and inconsistent. Where it is working well, it is largely implemented by staff hired 
and trained by the districts. In December, 2024 one of our PSSAM’s top legislative 
recommendations was to allow LEAs the immediate discretion to discontinue the pilot 
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partnerships with community colleges and workforce investment boards (WIBs) a year ahead of 
the pilot’s expiration. House Bill 772 aims to do the exact opposite of our recommendations.  

Career coaching is a valuable initiative that should become a permanent program. However, 
funding for this program should not be allocated to the Workforce Board. While it is essential to 
continue partnering with the local community college and Workforce Board, career coaches 
should be employed directly by the local school system. 

The sections below reflect some of our issues with the current approach to the implementation of 
local workforce boards.  

Lack of Support 

Career coaches across local districts are disappointed with the insufficient support from 
workforce boards, particularly in connecting students with industry professionals, providing 
access to networking events, and offering professional development. Workforce boards have also 
fallen short in organizing school-based career fairs and interviews for students. As a result, much 
of the responsibility has fallen on career coaches and Career and Technical Education (CTE) 
staff. For example, in one school district, career coaches have not received updates on local 
business trends, labor market data, or current hiring practices since their initial training in 
Summer/Fall 2023.  

Additionally, and unexpectedly, professional development opportunities for career coaches have 
been outsourced to external partners. This was an area in which many school districts expected 
their workforce board to support career coaches and even some additional school system 
employees. Furthermore, many districts have found that local workforce development boards 
lack effective communication and collaboration, undermining their initial promises and 
intentions to support both career coaches and students. 

Mismanagement of Funds 

The current financial relationship with workforce boards has been proven problematic across 
many local school districts. First, many districts report that the funds allocated to their local 
workforce board are primarily supporting internal operations rather than benefiting students 
directly. In one district, the local WIB’s budget detailed overhead costs of $49,000 for building 
space, $34,000 for other costs, and $238,000 for salaries for office staff, amounting to 14% of the 
funds.   

In another LEA, the local Workforce Board is unwilling to revisit the staffing structure model 
regarding the number of coaches per school. Currently, one coach has been assigned to each 
school, whether it has 75 students or 2,400. The local school system has asked to revisit this 
structure to better meet the needs of all students, but no changes have been made. 
 



Initially, the local Workforce Board had only one administrative position; however, 
non-school-based positions have quadrupled over the past 18 months. These positions duplicate 
the roles already established within the local school system, resulting in financial 
mismanagement. 

Issues with Staffing 

Local school districts have identified various inefficiencies in staffing, including the failure to 
allocate necessary resources for agreed-upon services, inflexibility when it comes to the number 
of coach assignments per school and unfilled vacancies to the point where, in one school district, 
55% of schools experienced vacancies at the start of the school year. Generally, there is a lack of 
communication during hiring and onboarding processes, leading to some schools being unaware 
of when a new coach is hired, released, or even reporting to work. Collaboration between the 
districts and their workforce boards is also insufficient. 

The local Workforce Board subcontracts most professional development training to web-based 
platforms and outside organizations. This was an area where we expected the Workforce Board 
to support career coaches and some additional school system employees, but this has not 
occurred. 

Failure to Deliver Meaningful Results and Accountability 

Overall, local school districts have not seen meaningful and tangible results from the 
implementation of workforce development boards. This current structure has added very 
little value to local schools. Their overall lack of accountability has led to incomplete data 
sharing with the local school system making it even more difficult to assess the programs’ 
success. 

Unfortunately, these are just a few of the common problems we have heard directly from our 
school-based.  

Local superintendents strongly believe that career coaching is an indispensable resource we 
provide for students across Maryland’s middle and high schools. However, we believe that 
funding should not be allocated to workforce boards, and instead should be directed to hiring 
career coaches at the local level, who can ensure direct oversight, accountability, and alignment 
with student and school community needs. 

Benefits of Career Coaches as School System Employees 
● Stronger Student Connections: Coaches will better understand how to engage with 

students and integrate into the school community. 
● Equitable Access: Ensuring all students receive career coaching, not leaving it to each 

coach's discretion. 



● School-Specific Alignment: Each principal can hire a coach who best fits the unique 
needs of their school community, something the Workforce Board may not be equipped 
to determine. 

Again, career coaching is a valuable initiative and the Blueprint statute wisely assigns funding 
for this initiative, but we should learn from the pilot - the successful and unsuccessful pilot 
experiences - and allow LEAs the discretion to continue these relationships or bring these 
important resources to more successful and well developed internal programs.  

For these reasons, PSSAM strongly opposes House Bill 772 and kindly requests an unfavorable 
report. 


