
My testimony on SB 326 on March 3rd included a suggestion to reduce the Computer Science 
(CS) requirement from a year (one unit) to a semester (one-half unit), which has gotten some 
interest so here I provide more evidence and arguments. Although I am a professor, I do not 
speak on behalf of my employer, Ohio State University, on these issues. 
 
Practicality is the most compelling reason to opt for a semester. According to the 2022 State 
Plan for Computer Science, only 1 in 7 high school students in the state were taking a computer 
science class before graduation, and there are about 1000 computer science teachers in the 
state, so I said in my testimony that we need 6,000 more computer science teachers to 
implement a year long requirement. Only for brevity did I fail to mention that 6,000 is actually a 
low estimate, because some fraction of the 1000 computer science teachers who are working 
now will retire or leave the field in the next few years. Another concern from looking through 
publicly-available teacher licensure data from DEW, is that the number of computer science 
teachers in Ohio has not changed significantly since the 2022 report was written. TeachCS 
funding has been transformative but the licensing data may not begin to reflect that until 2027. 
 
Another compelling reason to opt for a semester is that the effect of a year long computer 
science requirement is likely to be that students take fewer math, science and foreign language 
classes. For example, Ohio high school students are required to take four years of math, but 
because of policies passed by this legislature in 2017 with HB 170, they can substitute one unit 
of computer science for one unit of math. What is the impact if most Ohio high school students 
get 25% less math because they have to take CS instead? How will this affect the percentage of 
students needing math remediation to complete post-secondary degree programs and trades? I 
have been a part of the CS education community since 2017, and I have never seen a 
proponent of the year long requirement put forward an argument of any kind that the impact on 
post-secondary math readiness would be minimal or that the benefits to CS would outweigh the 
cost. This is the basis of my statement at the March 3 hearing that “The tech companies 
pushing this can’t tell you why it has to be a year”. These companies could have easily funded 
research studies to consider both the positive and negative impacts of a full year CS graduation 
requirement, or they could have encouraged federal funding agencies to support research 
projects in this area, but they chose not to. Absent this research, a reasonable position is to opt 
for a semester instead of a year. 
 
One of the witnesses argued that the CS requirement should be a full year because CS 
standards are written assuming a full year. I have served on standards committees with DEW 
and my sense is that with thoughtfulness and effort Ohio schools could provide the equivalent of 
a full year of CS concepts using modules in math and science classes in conjunction with a 
half-unit of CS instruction. For example, the discrete math and data science classes developed 
by DEW combine traditional math and modules of CS content. Unfortunately, standards are 
designed by putting all of the same kind of teacher in one room rather than putting math, 
science and computer science teachers all into the same room. 
 
Finally, I wish to mention that none of the 12 states who have adopted a full year CS graduation 
requirement have fully phased-in that requirement. If Ohio opts for a semester it may become 
the first state in the nation to fully phase in a CS graduation requirement. In the decades-long 
push towards CSforAll, Ohio could succeed where others have struggled by setting achievable 
goals. 


