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Executive Summary

The Academic Calendar and System Committee was charged with 1) researching issues related to the academic calendar (when the year begins and ends, and the timing of breaks) and the system (quarters, semesters, trimesters and other systems); 2) gathering input from all groups across the University; and 3) making recommendations about the calendar and the system that would best serve the academic mission and needs of Ohio University.

Beginning in winter quarter, the twenty members of the Committee hosted open meetings, conducted surveys, sought comments from functional areas across campus, interviewed faculty and staff at other institutions, and analyzed financial and staffing issues.  The Committee was guided in its work by a set of principles that focused on the University’s core values, the strengthening of academic quality, enhancement of the student experience, recognition of faculty and staff workload constraints, and strengthening of the University’s strategic position in recruiting and retaining students, faculty, and staff.
Regarding the System:
After extensive data gathering and discussion the members of the Committee are deadlocked regarding the question of whether Ohio University should remain on quarters or change to a semester system.  The evidence was not sufficiently compelling to convince a majority of the Committee that either system is preferable.  

The deadlock on the Committee is indicative of the lack of consensus regarding this issue across the University.  The Committee’s data gathering efforts showed that a majority of undergraduate students support quarters; a majority of doctoral students favor semesters, while master’s students are split on the question;  the majority of administrators and staff prefer semesters; and faculty are split on the issue.  This same pattern emerged on the Committee.  This breakdown of opinion was reflective of the Committee’s research.  Because there is no definitive research showing that one system is academically superior to the other, and because both systems have academic strengths, some faculty are adamant that semesters are academically superior while others are just as convinced that quarters are the better pedagogical choice.  Decisions to change to semesters at other institutions have been administratively driven, and the reasons cited have often focused on efficiency concerns.  The choice of a system, however, should be an academic decision.

The Committee’s data gathering and deliberations, while not yielding a recommendation regarding the system, have resulted in several “lessons learned.”  These lessons point to the need for resources, stability and cooperation.  These issues should be addressed regardless of whether Ohio University remains on quarters or transitions to semesters; and resolving these issues would be a critical prerequisite to a switch to a semester system:

· There are not enough Group I faculty to provide a faculty workload that is competitive with other research institutions in either a quarter or a semester system.  Many faculty who express support for the semester system cite workload as a reason for their preference, noting that the workload under the current quarter system is too high.  The Committee’s analysis of workload suggests that high faculty workload is not a function of the quarter system but rather a function of their being too few Group I faculty to support the University’s mission.  If the University were to adopt a semester system based on a 2-2 teaching load and 3-credit hour courses as the average (a standard pattern for research institutions) an additional 248 Group I faculty would be needed to produce the semester-equivalent level of current Group I credit hour production.  Ohio University became a Research II institution (in the former Carnegie classification) in the early 1990’s; this analysis suggests that the University has not yet made the commitment, in resources or in staffing, to support that status.
· The University’s financial situation is a significant concern.  It was virtually impossible to consider academic mission in isolation from financial realities.  Many faculty, staff, and students, as well as several members of the Committee, expressed their unease about considering a change to the system during a period of such grave financial uncertainty.  The size of the effort required, both in people and resources, as well as the unknown impact of a system change on enrollment (and therefore revenues), magnified this concern, even for some who expressed support for the semester system, and may have played a role in some people’s support for quarters.
· A stable infrastructure is critical if a major systemic change, such as a change in the system, is to be successful.  A stable infrastructure includes a fully functioning SIS system and a budgeting system that is understood and trusted, especially if that budgeting system is based on credit hour production.  Both of those systems are now in flux.
· Without a strong sense of community, it is difficult to approach a potentially divisive issue such as the academic system.  Financial challenges, uncertainty about the future, and lack of clarity regarding governance issues have been detrimental to morale.  Solving those issues should be our first priority.
While the Committee is not making a recommendation for either system, the Committee did conduct analyses regarding the resources involved in changing academic systems.  These analyses should not be read as biased against semesters; they deal with the costs and efforts required by a transition. If Ohio University were to move to semesters, several issues should be resolved in anticipation of such a change:

· Consideration should be given to reducing the 192 credit hour requirement to 180 hours.  The semester equivalent of the 192 credit hour requirement is 128 hours; this number of credit hours could adversely affect time to graduation.  A 120 hour requirement is more easily accommodated in four years.  The quarter equivalent of 120 semester hours is 180 hours.  Reducing the hour requirement in anticipation of a move to semesters would provide time to adjust to the resulting reduction in subsidy.

· The University should build up adequate reserves to cover transition costs and any short-term loss in revenues.
· Discussions should take place regarding General Education in a semester system.  Currently General Education requirements comprise about a quarter of the 48 courses needed for graduation.  The question of what percentage of courses should be General Education courses in a semester system should be addressed, especially since students complete fewer courses in a semester system.

· It is important that we refine and clarify who we are as an institution.   In the discussion of quarters and semesters, those on both sides of the issues sought to identify the system that was most in line with our values, identity and strategic position.  Those in favor of quarters pointed to the greater variety of courses in the quarter system as more indicative of who we are as an institution, while those in favor of semesters found that the greater depth of study offered by semesters was more in keeping with our identity.  Clarifying our identity, and our resulting strategic position, is critical.

Regarding the Calendar:
The Committee was also asked to make a recommendation regarding the University calendar, and to consider this issue separately from the question of the academic system.  The Committee found that it is difficult to separate the two.

Most of the students, faculty, and staff providing input to the Committee expressed a preference for a significant mid-year break and an earlier end to the academic year.  This preference was expressed both by those who supported quarters and by those who supported semesters.  While the early semester system, by its very nature, provides an earlier graduation date and the possibility for a significant mid-year break, it is difficult to achieve both in the quarter system.  

In an early start quarter system, the holiday season interrupts the winter quarter.  In order to avoid undue disruption to the winter quarter, the holiday break must be held to a minimum, and cannot, therefore serve as a significant mid-year break.  The benefit of the current Ohio University calendar and the late start quarter calendar (for example at Ohio State) is that the winter quarter ends before the holidays, making it possible to have a significant winter break without disrupting any of the academic quarters.

If Ohio University remains on quarters, the two viable calendar options are the current calendar or the late start quarter calendar.  By a narrow margin, 11 to 9, the Committee prefers that Ohio University stay on the current calendar.
Those who preferred the late start quarter regarded a shorter winter break as less disruptive to students and the corresponding longer summer break as providing more opportunities for research.  Those who preferred the current calendar regarded the long winter break as providing students with opportunities for internships and seasonal employment and as offering faculty research time.  
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Report and Recommendations of the Academic Calendar and System Committee

I.  Background and Introduction

In winter quarter of 2007, President McDavis convened the Academic Calendar and System Committee in response to the Vision Ohio strategic planning process.  The Undergraduate Priorities, Graduate Priorities, and Research implementation teams of Vision Ohio recommended that the University consider the possible benefits of transitioning to a semester system, and also examine the efficacy of the current academic calendar, with its long winter break, late ending date and relatively short summer break.
The President charged the Academic Calendar and System Committee with three tasks:
· Researching issues surrounding the academic calendar (that is, when the year starts and stops, and the timing of breaks) and the system (that is, quarters, semesters, trimesters, or other systems).

· Gathering input from all groups across the University.

· Making recommendations about how we should approach the beginning and ending of the academic year and the timing of breaks, and about which system (quarters, semesters, or other) would best serve our academic mission and needs.
The Committee included the chairs/presidents of the Administrative Senate, Classified Senate, Faculty Senate, Student Senate and Graduate Student Senate, a representative of the Chairs and Directors Council, the Faculty Senate Committee chairs, deans, and additional faculty and students.  The Committee also called upon the expertise of Mike Williford and Joni Schaller, from Institutional Research, and George Johanson, a Professor of Educational Studies, for their expertise with surveys and statistical analyses.  A complete committee list can be found in Appendix A.
History
The University community has addressed the question of the calendar and system on several previous occasions.  Ohio University transitioned to quarters in the 1960’s in response to a Board of Regents’ directive.  In 1978 a University committee recommended that the University move back to semesters, but this recommendation was not acted upon.  In 1992, then-President Ping convened a committee to study the issue of the academic system.  After wide spread discussion and surveys of all constituent groups, the committee recommended that the University remain on quarters, noting that there was “no inclination for a change from the current quarter to the early semester calendar at this time.”  
In 1996, President Glidden charged a group with once again examining the issue; that committee found no compelling academic reason to change from the quarter system.  President Glidden accepted the recommendation, noting that the committee had found “no credible research evidence that student learning is affected by the structure of the academic calendar.” He also pointed to the costs involved in making a change.  The committee did recommend that more be done with the long winter break, and so winter intersession courses were increased.
In 2004, then-Provost Stephen Kopp once again raised the issue of the calendar and system; he asked his staff to begin examining the financial aspects of a possible shift to semesters and drafted a survey to be sent to all constituent groups.  The survey was never disseminated and the issue was dropped when Provost Kopp left the University.

Committee activities

The Academic Calendar and System Committee was charged with researching the issues and gathering input.  To fulfill this charge the Committee did the following:

· Read the reports of prior committees at Ohio University.
· Contacted faculty, staff and students at institutions across the country and in Ohio, both institutions that had made a transition to semesters and institutions that had elected to remain on the quarter system.
· Surveyed faculty, staff and students about their views on the issue of the calendar and the system.
· Hosted three open meetings for faculty, staff, students and community members regarding the calendar and system.
· Asked functional areas across campus (for example, the Registrar, Student Services, the Research Office, etc.) for their views on how the calendar and the system affect their operations.
· Analyzed the resources needed for a possible transition to semesters, as well as the possible benefits.
To facilitate this process, the Committee organized itself into five subcommittees: 

· a Communications Subcommittee that organized the open meetings  and monitored Committee emails; 

· a Modeling Subcommittee that analyzed financial and staffing implications; 

· a Survey Subcommittee that coordinated the surveys sent to students, faculty and staff; 

· a Functional Areas Subcommittee that contacted functional areas across campus to ascertain the impact of the calendar and system on their work functions; 

· and, an Other Institutions Subcommittee that contacted other institutions regarding their experiences.  

Results of the activities of these subcommittees are explained in this report.  

II.  Guiding principles

It is instructive that neither the 1992 nor the 1996 Committee reports cited above found there to be no compelling evidence that either the semester or the quarter system were superior academically.  While there is no compelling evidence of the superiority of one system over another, other institutions that have looked at this issue, as well as the 1992 and 1996 calendar committees at Ohio University, cite a variety of advantages and disadvantages for the two systems.  Washington State University, for example, in its December 2000 analysis, listed the following advantages of the quarter system:
· Provides greater variety

· Enforces focus

· Offers more chances for success

· Provides more opportunity to make up for failure

· Is less significant than a poor semester

· It is easier to transfer to rather than from a quarter system

· It is easier to pay bills in smaller bites

· Improves operations of co-op programs.

And, listed the following advantages of the semester system:

· Improves administrative efficiency

· Eases the transfer student process

· Facilitates management of the academic calendar

· Improves efficiency in the use of space

· Creates savings in student services offices

· Provides additional time for in-depth study by faculty and students

It is clear that both systems have potential strengths and weaknesses.  The question for Ohio University is the basis upon which to make a decision between the two systems, especially without any compelling evidence that either system is superior academically.  
One of the first steps taken by the Committee was to formulate a set of guiding principles for the Committee’s deliberations and ultimate recommendations.  At the core of these guiding principles is attention to the University’s core values, strengthening of academic quality, enhancement of the student experience, recognition of faculty and staff workload constraints, and strengthening of the University’s strategic position in recruiting and retaining students, faculty and staff.  

The Guiding Principles are as follows:  

· Our deliberations and recommendations should reflect our values as an institution.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should enhance Ohio University’s competitive position while also enhancing our academic quality.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should enhance our ability to recruit and retain students.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should enhance our ability to recruit and retain faculty.
· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should enhance the student experience at Ohio University.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should not increase faculty workload.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should not adversely affect students’ time to graduation.

· The calendar and/calendar system we recommend should facilitate the ability of students to transfer to Ohio University.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should be effective in facilitating research, both at the graduate and undergraduate level.

· The calendar and/or calendar system we recommend should provide the flexibility to serve the varying pedagogical needs of the disciplines across campus.

· There should be adequate resources to support any changes in the calendar or calendar system.  Faculty involved in the curricular process should be compensated for their efforts. Additional support staff should be hired if needed to help with administrative details.

· Adequate advising resources should be a priority in any changes to the calendar or calendar 

· Students should be informed about the educational issues involved in considering changes in the calendar and/or calendar system.

III.  Lessons from Other Institutions
The majority of institutions in the State of Ohio are on the semester system.  While a slightly larger number of technical and community colleges are on quarters, the large majority of four-year public institutions and of independent colleges and universities are on semesters, as is shown in the following table: 

	Type of Ohio Institution
	On quarters
	On semesters

	Four-Year Public Colleges & Universities
	4
	9

	Two-Year Technical and Public Community Colleges
	14
	10

	Independent Colleges & Universities
	8
	62

	Total
	26
	81


A list of institutions can be found in Appendix B.
As part of the data gathering process, the Other Institutions Subcommittee contacted institutions that had made the transition to semesters.  Faculty and or administrators at Auburn University, University of Utah, University of Georgia, University of Minnesota, University of Toledo and Youngstown State University, all institutions who recently changed from a quarter system to a semester system, were asked a series of questions to determine the impact and results of changing systems.  In the interests of space, their responses will be posted to the Committee website at http://wwww.its.ohiou.edu/calendar.  
 Most of these institutional representatives reported that the change was mandated by their respective state governments or originated with the institution’s administration.  The conversion process took an average of two to three years to complete.  The institutions reported an increase in administrators; however, the increase did not appear to be a result of the conversion from quarters to semesters.  Auburn University, University of Toledo and Youngstown State University were the only institutions that reported allocating resources to assist with the transition process.  The University of Toledo released a faculty member from teaching for two years and hired an administrative assistant and staff member to assist with conversion.  Youngstown provided release time or a stipend to faculty in schools and departments responsible for coordination of the curriculum evaluation.  

Institutional gains reported included allowance for a critical review of the curriculum and institutional policies.  Additional gains included a reduction in the amount of paperwork required for management of semesters and less time needed for advising.  Time lost to the conversion process was the most commonly reported regret involving the conversion process.  Several institutions indicated an initial drop in enrollment, however many attributed that drop to increased graduation rates prior to the change.  University of Utah, University of Georgia, University of Minnesota, University of Toledo and Youngstown State University indicate that enrollment has increased or remained constant after the system conversion.  

Faculty workloads, as reported, remained the same or decreased.  Youngstown State University (unionized) was the only outlier with course loads increasing to four per semester from three per quarter.  Students are required to complete between 120-124 credit hours for graduation.  Most institutions reported that courses were converted to three credit hours each; however, most institutions indicated they also offered some 4 or 5 credit hour courses.  Some institutions offered flexibility in terms of half semester classes.   All institutions reported no real increase in class size resulting from the conversion.  Institutions reported that semesters offer a better opportunity for graduate students to process course information; however, no real change was observed for undergraduate students.  Finishing the academic year earlier (mid-May) allowed for students to participate in internships, summer employment and permanent job opportunities.

The Subcommittee also contacted Wright State, another institution in the State that had elected to stay on quarters.  Wright State University had considered making a change to semesters, but the faculty decided against such a move, citing the amount of effort involved.  The Subcommittee members did not locate anyone who could shed much light on the decision not to make the change.

IV.   Fiscal Issues
A transition to a different system is a complex undertaking that involves the allocation of resources during the transition and also has implications for ongoing fiscal matters.  All aspects of the institutions are affected by a system change, and the potential impact on enrollment, subsidy, staffing and other resources need to be carefully analyzed.  The Modeling Subcommittee attempted to capture some of these potential impacts in the following discussion of transition costs and of ongoing issues.
Transition Costs

The costs of a transition to a semester system are significant, in both out of pocket costs and opportunity costs.  It will probably be necessary to hire additional staff to help with programming needs and advising.  Faculty will need to be compensated, either through course release or overload pay, for their work on the curriculum.  These out of pocket costs can be identified and quantified.  The opportunity costs involved are not so easy to quantify; however, they should be considered because they are a reflection of the university resources that are being used for this project rather than for other tasks.  A conversion to semesters is a massive undertaking that will affect every course, every student, and every faculty member.  It will take a good deal of time and effort on the part of faculty and staff, and while the conversion takes place, the ability to complete other tasks will be affected.  

Short-Term Decrease in Enrollment  

Institutions that change systems (from quarters to semesters or from semesters to quarters) experience a short-term drop in student F.T.E.  This drop is caused by several factors:  1) students in the pipeline speed up their graduation to avoid any disruption to their plans; 2) some existing students transfer to institutions that are not going through a transition; 3) some prospective students choose other institutions because they want to avoid any confusion or upheaval.  According to Mike Williford, Associate Provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning, the four Ohio institutions that most recently made the transition to semesters experienced annual declines in F.T.E. during the transition ranging from 2% to 9%.  In most instances these declines were temporary, lasting about two years.  To gauge the potential impact on Ohio University, John Day, the Associate Provost for the Academic Budget, was asked to estimate the annual loss in subsidy and tuition that would be caused by a 2%, 4%, and 7% decline in enrollment.  The results were as follows:  

	2% decline 
	4% decline
	7% decline

	$4,722,860 annual loss
	$9,445,720 annual loss
	$16,530,010 annual loss


It is impossible to know what the short-term impact on enrollment will be; however, it is important to anticipate, and plan for, this possibility.

System Conversion Costs

A conversion to semesters will require substantial programming effort on the part of the Registrar’s Office and also on the part of the Student Financial Aid Office.   Both offices were asked to estimate the hours needed for the conversion.  The estimates from both offices estimated this conversion effort separately from the efforts that will be needed for the new SIS system.  For the most part, the efforts required for this transition are in addition to those involved in the new SIS.  The Academic Calendar and System Committee recommends that any transition to semesters not take place until the new SIS is in place and fully tested.  Making both changes at once will make it extremely difficult to assure accuracy.  

The estimate of effort required in these two offices is as follows ($50 per hour was used as the labor cost):

	Registrar
	22,800 hours of effort
	$1.144 million in cost

	Student Financial Aid
	19,800 hours of effort
	$950,000 in cost


Costs of Curricular Change
A transition to semesters would have an impact on every course and every program.  As a result the transition would require a good deal of faculty effort, which would need to be compensated in some manner, either through course release or overload pay.  Because of the complexity and scope of such a transition, most institutions spend 2-3 years on this effort.

It is instructive to see what resources another institution in Ohio devoted to this effort.  Toledo, in its conversion to the semester system, devoted the following resources to curricular development over a two-year period:

· Full release time for a faculty member for two years to act as project coordinator.

· A secretary and a staff member to work on documents like the catalog for part of the two years.

· Course releases or a stipend ($1,500 in 1996 dollars) to 6-8 faculty in each college.

· Course releases or a stipend to 1-2 faculty at the departmental level.

· Summer pay for 10 university curriculum committee members.

If Ohio University were to follow Toledo’s pattern, course releases or stipends would be provided to 42-56 faculty at the college level (assuming the seven colleges of Arts and Sciences, Business, Communication, Education, Engineering and Technology, Fine Arts, and Health and Human Services), and 52-104 course releases or stipends would be provided to the 52 departments, for a total of 94-160 course releases or stipends.  The $1,500 stipend increased to reflect inflation since 1996, is $1988.  If the $1988 is rounded up to $2,000, the cost of stipends alone at the college and departmental level would be $188,000 to $320,000.  Summer stipends for University Curriculum Committee members, a buy out for a faculty member for two years, and a secretary for two years would add more than $300,000 to this amount.  

In estimating the faculty resources required for a semester transition, the Academic Calendar and System Committee strove to be thorough, yet conservative, in its analysis.  It is clear that resources would be needed at the University level, the college level, and the departmental level.

· At the university level:  As was the case with Toledo, most institutions that have made the transition to semesters have “bought out” a faculty member to coordinate the project.  The average faculty salary at Ohio University in 2006 was $77,077.  With benefits, the total cost per year would be $91,802:


$77,077    x    1.1613 (retirement, etc.)    +  $9,260 (health care)   =  $91,802

This is an annual figure.  Most institutions that make the transition to semesters do so over a two or three year period.  

It would also be important to provide clerical support for this effort.  Salary and benefits for an administrative assistant at a base salary of $28,000 would total $41,680 per year.

· University Curriculum Council (UCC):  UCC, especially its Individual Course Committee (ICC), would be the focal point for the curricular changes in a semester transition and would need additional time, beyond the academic year, to work on this project.  There are 10 members of ICC; the chair of UCC and the chair of the Faculty Senate’s Educational Policy and Student Affairs Committee (EPSA) would also be involved in this process.  Providing $2,000 in summer stipends for these 12 faculty members during one summer of the transition would total $24,000.

· At the college and departmental levels:  The following analysis covers only the Athens campus.  Efforts on the Regional Campuses would also need to be compensated.  The deans of the colleges of Arts and Sciences, Business, Communication, Education, Engineering and Technology, Fine Arts, and Health and Human Services were asked to estimate the resources needed in their colleges.  (The College of Osteopathic Medicine is on a different system.)  Both the deans of the Colleges of Business and of Health and Human Services listed a half-time release (0.5 FTE) for one faculty member to coordinate efforts at the College level and a course release for each of their departments or programs.  For the most part, the other deans agreed with this estimate, though the dean of Arts and Sciences noted that he could not afford a course release for every department and the Associate Dean of the Russ College estimated a more generous approach, with someone from each department receiving a half-time release and two months of summer support.  Assuming that each college provides a half-time release for one faculty member (3 courses each) and one release for each of the 52 departments on the Athens campus, the result is 73 course releases:

7 colleges     x      3 course releases       +      52 departments       =    73

These 73 course releases equate to approximately 12 faculty (assuming a 6 course teaching load).  At $91,802, the total cost of resources dedicated to this effort would be $1,101,624.  This does not include the cost of hiring part time faculty to backfill the 73 courses.  The assumption is that these releases would be spread across the transition process.

It is of course possible to provide overload pay instead of course releases.  If each course release were replaced with a $2,000 stipend, the resulting out-of-pocket cost would be $146,000.  Given Toledo’s experience, explained above, this estimate is probably overly conservative.  It is most likely that there would be a combination of course releases and stipends.

A summary of total costs for the curricular efforts, assuming a two-year conversion, would be as follows:

	Faculty coordinator for 2 years
	$183,604

	Secretarial support for 2 years
	    83,360

	Stipends at college and dept levels
	  146,000

	Summer stipends for ICC, UCC chair and EPSA chair
	    24,000

	                     Total
	$436,964


Advising Costs 

A transition to semesters would require a significant advising effort.  Each student would be affected.  Students and faculty would need information about the transition and its impact on program requirements.  Informational materials and websites would need to be developed; and the catalog would need to be rewritten for all programs. Developing these materials and websites would have to be done before the actual conversion and be in place when the conversion takes place.   While incoming students would only have to deal with the new semester requirements, each continuing student would need to be counseled regarding his or her progress toward graduation.  The advising burden would be the greatest during the first year of the actual conversion to semesters, and would taper off in subsequent years.  

The Assistant Deans were asked to estimate the additional advising efforts required during a transition to semesters; there were a range of responses.  The Associate Dean of the Russ College suggested that an additional hour of advising would be required for each student.  If this approach is extrapolated to the undergraduate students on the Athens campus, we can estimate that 12,500 students would need additional advising.  (In fall of 2006, there were 16,562 undergraduate students on the Athens campus; if we assume that 4,000 of them were freshman; then about 12,500 were continuing students.)  If in the interest of simplicity, we assume that the additional hour of advising was done by a faculty member, the cost of this effort would be $800,000.  This amount is calculated as follows:

12,500 undergraduate students    x    $64/per hour     =      $800,000

The hourly rate of $64 is based on an average faculty member’s salary and benefits of $91,802 (see above).

The $800,000 is a conservative measure of the University’s resources that would be expended for this effort.  It is limited to the Athens campus; an additional 7,832 students are on the Regional Campuses, and they, too, would require additional advising.  The $800,000 also does not include the cost of developing the informational materials and websites mentioned above.  Other institutions that have made the transition to semesters have developed materials that explain the quarter-to-semester hour conversion, the impact on tuition, and other details about the process, as well as answers to frequently asked questions.   Nor does the $800,000 include the time spent by Assistant Deans, advisors in University College or the cost of hiring additional advisors should that need arise.  

Though not as specific regarding amount of time required, the Assistant Deans of the College of Business and of Fine Arts both pointed to the need for expanded advising during such a transition.  The Assistant Dean of Fine Arts pointed out that all advising in her college is done by faculty and that there may be several issues that will tend to increase advising time.  These would include the need for course substitutions or waivers, the reduction in course choices which will make it necessary to spend more time with students to help them select the courses best suited for their professional careers, and increased questions about registration, course planning and graduation checks.  She noted that, should advising become more time consuming, there would need to be some compensation, either in course release time or overload pay, for faculty advisors.  The Assistant Dean of the College of Business noted that there is not enough professional staff in the college to deal with the great number of degree audits that would be needed during a transition and that there would need to be two additional professional advisors to handle the process.  

The Assistant Dean of University College, a unit that does a good deal of advising, did not see a need for new advising materials, but rather a need to update existing materials.  She also noted that, in a transition to semesters, faculty who assist with advising undecided students may have to cut back their commitment to University College because of the time they would need to spend dealing with the transition in their own departments.  She also noted that University College staff time would be needed to revise materials, educate students and faculty about the changes involved, and work with students who are moving from the quarter to the semester system.  The Assistant Dean also focused on positive on-going aspects of a move to semesters, noting the savings involved in not having to prepare advising materials three times a year.  She also noted that, in a semester system, the peak advising activities associated with the quarter opening, new student orientation/placement testing, pre-registration advising, grade review/dismissals, reinstatements would occur twice rather than three times a year, and that the semesters system would eliminate the very short turn around time between winter and spring quarters, which she referred to as “an administrative and advising nightmare.”  
 
Ongoing Costs/Issues

The above discussion dealt with the cost of a transition to a semester system.  It is also important to analyze the ongoing impact of a semester system.   Some considerations that need to be addressed are what impact, if any, a semester system might have on state subsidy; whether we have sufficient capacity, both in space and in people, to provide lab classes, large lecture classes, and university-wide requirements like Tier I English and Math; what impact, if any, a semester system would have on students’ time to graduation; and whether a semester system would require additional tenure-track faculty.

Impact on State Subsidy
Ideally, a change to a semester system should have no detrimental impact on state subsidy.  Currently Ohio University undergraduate students are required to complete 192 hours to graduate.  In order to have a minimal impact on the calculation of state subsidy in a semester system, the requirement for Ohio University students would need to be 128 semester hours, or 2/3 of 192 hours. 

An analysis of how subsidy is calculated explains why the 2/3 figure is important.  State subsidy is allocated on student F.T.E. (full time equivalency).  Student F.T.E. is calculated by dividing Weighted Student Credit Hours (WSCH) by 45 hours for a quarter system, or by 30 hours for a semester system.  WSCHs are calculated according to a state schedule that applies differential weights to different disciplines and different levels of courses.  A lower division English class has a different weight, for example, than an upper division Engineering class.  WSCHs are derived by multiplying course credit hours times number of students enrolled times the relevant weighting factor.  An institution’s total WSCHs reflect all of the courses taken by all of its students.  

State subsidy is allocated based on F.T.E., which means that total WSCHs must be converted to full time equivalent students.  The assumption is that a full time student in a quarter system takes 45 hours during a regular academic year, and that a full time student in a semester system takes 30 hours during a regular academic year.  Ohio University has benefited by requiring 192 quarter hours.  Many institutions on the quarter system require 180 hours.  If 180 hours are divided by 45 hours, the result is 4.  If 192 hours are divided by 45 hours, the result is 4.27, which means that subsidy is allocated on 4.27 F.T.E. instead of only 4.0 F.T.E.

To maintain this same 4.27 F.T.E. in a semester system, Ohio University would have to require 2/3 of 192 hours, or 128 semester hours.  The subsidy calculation for a semester system uses 30 hours, or 2/3 of 45 hours, to calculate F.T.E.  To keep all things equal, then, the numerator used for the semester system in this subsidy equation should also be 2/3 of the numerator that had been used for the quarter system.  Specifically, if Ohio University were to require 120 semester hours (which many semester institutions do), the resulting F.T.E. would be 4 (120/30).  However, if 128 hours are used, the F.T.E. is 4.27 (128/30).   The loss in subsidy if Ohio University were to require 120 hours would be about 6.3% because the difference between 4.27 F.T.E. and 4.0 F.T.E. is about a 6.3% decrease.

Faculty Workload and Resources
There are many aspects to faculty workload.  Group I faculty are expected to teach, conduct research, and do service.  Not all faculty members devote the same percentage of effort to these three functions; the balance among teaching, research, and service varies by discipline and often by where the faculty member is in his or her career.  It is, therefore, difficult to assess the impact of a move to a semester system on total faculty workload.  Though imperfect, one approach is to analyze the potential impact on the teaching component of Group I faculty workload.  This approach is imperfect because it looks at Group I faculty in the aggregate; an individual faculty member’s teaching load is affected by discipline, by size of sections taught, by number of course preparations, etc.  This aggregate analysis, however, does provide some guidance about the potential impact of various semester options.

A starting place for such an analysis is the current average number of sections and the current average course credit hours per Group I faculty; the next step is to analyze the impact of various semester options on those current averages. Sections and credit hours taught are two aspects of workload that can be measured and used as a benchmark against which to assess potential changes.  As the discussion regarding state subsidy above shows, moving to a semester system would result in a decrease in the number of credit hours and courses required for graduation.  The University would provide fewer courses and fewer credit hours, but would be doing so over two 15-week terms per year.  

In order to assess the impact on faculty workload of these changes, Institutional Research generated the analysis in Appendix C.  This analysis began with actual results for Athens campus Group I faculty (excluding the College of Medicine) for the year 2005-06.  During that year, the 744 Athens Group I faculty, on average, taught 6 sections per year (for a 2-2-2 teaching load) and 24 credit hours (for an average of 4 credit hours per section).   The sections analyzed are didactic courses only, so they do not include thesis hours, independent study, or research hours.  

In the current quarter system, Group I faculty generated a total of 17,856 credit hours in didactic courses.  The analysis in Appendix C restates these quarter-based credit hours to semester-based hours by multiplying them by 2/3 to reflect the reduction of the credit hour requirement from 192 quarter credit hours to 128 semester hours (128/192 = 2/3).  The result is 11,904, which represents an average of 16 credit hours per faculty.  Any semester option that would generate more than 11,904 total credit hours would represent an increase in aggregate Group I faculty workload.  

In moving to a semester system, Ohio University would have to decide whether to keep courses at their current numeric value, or reduce them to reflect the reduction of required hours from 192 quarter hours to 128 semester hours.  This decision has an impact on workload.  Average number of sections is another aspect of workload; the decision about average number of sections taught (whether 2-2, or 3-3, or 3-2, etc.) is critical.  

If courses are kept at their current numeric value; that is, a 2-hour quarter system course would become a 2-hour semester system course and a 4-hour quarter system course would remain a 4-hour semester system course, the impact on workload would be zero if the average teaching load were 2-2.  (This is Scenario 4 in Appendix C)  A Group I faculty member would teach, on average, two 4-hour courses per semester, for a total of four sections and 16 hours per year.

If courses are kept at their current numeric value and the teaching load is higher than 2-2, then faculty workload is increased.  At a 3-3 load, a Group I faculty member would teach three 4-hour courses per semester, for a total of 6 sections and 24 hours per year.  (This is Scenario 3 in Appendix C).  The resulting total faculty course credits would be 17,856, far more than the 11,904 semester hour benchmark.  At a 3-2 load, a Group I faculty member would teach a total of 5 sections and 20 hours per year.  (Scenario 6)  The total faculty course credits would be 14,880, again greater than the 11,904 benchmark.

If courses are converted to a semester equivalent by multiplying credit hours by 2/3 and rounding up, 4-credit hour quarter courses would become 3-credit hour semester courses. The impact on faculty workload for this option again is dependent on average sections taught.  At a 3-3 load with course credits converted to semester equivalents, faculty workload would increase.  Faculty would teach, on average, three 3-hour courses per semester, for a total of 6 sections and 18 credit hours per year.  (Scenario 1)  The total faculty course credits would be 13,392, an amount greater than the benchmark of 11,904.

At reduced teaching loads, the results are different.  At a 2-2 load, faculty workload would be reduced.  On average, faculty would teach two 3-hour courses per semester, for a total of 4 sections and 12 credit hours per year, with the total faculty course credits at 8,928, below the 11,904 benchmark.  (Scenario 2).  At a 3-2 load, faculty workload would be affected very little.  Faculty would teach on average 5 sections and 15 hours per year; total faculty course credit hours would be 11,160, close to the 11,904 benchmark.

 While this analysis is sketchy, it does provide some guidance in looking at semester options.  One of the Committee’s guiding principles is that in any changes that are made, faculty workload not be increased.  This suggests that three of the scenarios presented in this analysis would be counter to that guideline.  If courses are kept at their current numeric value, only a 2-2 teaching load would be in keeping with this guideline; a 3-3 or 3-2 load would represent a significant increase in faculty workload.  If courses are converted to semester equivalents, a 3-3 load would increase faculty workload.  A 3-2 teaching load, would, however, present the possibility of faculty members teaching three different preparations at one time.  In the current average 2-2-2 teaching load, that is not an issue.  Number of different preparations is an important component of workload.  Another guiding principle for the Committee is the recruitment and retention of faculty.  With the standard teaching load at many research institutions on the semester system being 2-2, or less; a 3-2 teaching load would be detrimental to that guiding principle.  

Resources for Tier I English and Math, Large Lecture and Lab Courses
In a quarter system, departments have three chances a year to offer required courses; in a semester system departments only have two chances a year to offer required courses.  It is important to consider whether there are adequate resources, both in terms of appropriate classroom space and in terms of teaching capacity, to accommodate this change in scheduling; it is especially important to assess the impact on capacity for those courses that may become a bottleneck, either because of a lack of teaching capacity or a lack of appropriate teaching space.  The courses for which it is most important to assure that there is adequate capacity are those that all students have to take (for example, Tier I English and Math), those that require a lab component, and those that involve large lecture sections.  In the quarter system, the English Department can spread the offering of Tier I English over three quarters; what will be the impact if the English Department has to offer the same number of sections over two semesters?  This same question applies to the Math Department and its Tier I offerings.  Are there sufficient lab facilities and enough large lecture halls to accommodate twice-a-year course offerings in the sciences or in Tier II courses likes Economics?  And underlying all of these questions, will there be adequate teaching capacity?

Appendix D-1 reflects the analysis done regarding the provision of Tier I English requirements.  Currently, the English department offers 200 sections of Freshman English and 120 sections of Junior English per year.  In the quarter system, that breaks down into 67 sections of Freshman English and 35-40 sections of Junior English per quarter.  There is every reason to assume that 200 sections of Freshman English and 120 sections of Junior English will be required in a semester system, which would require the offering of 100 sections of Freshman English and 60 sections of Junior English each semester. These courses are limited in size to 20 students per sections, so there is not the option of increasing class size; the only option is to increase number of sections offered.  As the analysis shows, there is some concern about having adequate classrooms and also adequate staffing to offer the required number of sections.  With current staffing, graduate students, who now teach one section  per quarter, would need to teach two sections during at least one semester; Group II faculty who now teach nine courses per year, would have to teach a 4-5 load in a semester system.
Appendix D-2 reflects the analyses done regarding lab courses and large lecture classes.  The departments of Physics and Astronomy and Chemistry and Biochemistry were asked to analyze the impact on space and staffing if the current Physics 200-series and 250-series courses and the Chemistry 120-series and Chemistry 150-series of course were taught in a semester system.  The department of Physics and Astronomy expected no change in staffing or laboratory space; the department of Chemistry and Biochemistry projected an increase of one faculty member and one teaching assistant.  The increased staffing in Chemistry and Biochemistry would be caused by a need to extend the number of laboratory hours to accommodate more sections per semester.

Appendix D-2 also reflects the analysis done regarding the impact on Economics 103 and 104.  These courses were chosen for analysis because they are large lecture courses; they are a Tier II requirement, and they are taken by a large percentage of students.  The analysis suggests that in a semester system, 12 rather than 9 sections would have to be taught concurrently to accommodate students taking the course.  The sections would be larger; however, this increase in size of section can be accommodated with existing classroom space.  However, the increases in concurrent sections will require the addition of an additional faculty member.

Appendix D-3 reflects the analysis done regarding the provision of lower level mathematics courses in a semester system.  According to this analysis, while there would be adequate classroom space, there would be an impact on staffing; depending on the basis for the analysis (number of preparations or number of contact hours), the potential impact could be substantial.
Student Time to Graduation
One of the Academic Calendar and System Committee’s guiding principles is that students’ time to graduation should not be negatively affected by the system that is in place.  The discussion above regarding the impact of state subsidy notes that if Ohio University were to make a transition to a semester system, 128 hours would need to be the requirement in order to avoid a negative impact on subsidy income.  It is important to determine whether the 128 hour requirement would lengthen the average time to graduation.

In the current quarter system, students are required to complete 192 hours.  With 4-hour courses constituting the majority of courses offered, a simplified calculation shows that, on average, student can graduate in four years by taking 16 hours per term for each quarter of four years:


4 courses x  4 quarter hours x 3 quarters x 4 years =  192 hours or 48 courses

In order to determine whether students in a semester system would be able to complete their degree programs in four years, it is first necessary to determine whether the majority of courses in a semester system would be 4-hour or 3-hour.  If the majority of courses were 4-hour, then to get to 128 hours, students would take only 8 courses per year for a total of 32 courses to graduate.  This would limit course variety and also program flexibility.   For most institutions on the semester system, the majority of course offerings are 3-hour.  To complete 128 hours, students would need to take 42-43 courses.  

In a typical semester system, students take more courses, for fewer hours per course, than in a typical quarter system.  If students in a quarter system take four 4-hour courses per quarter, students on a semester system tend to take five 3-hour courses.  If all courses were purely 3-hour courses, students would not be able to complete 128 hours in four years:

5 courses x 3 semester hours x 2 semesters x 4 years =  120 hours or 40 courses

Students would need to complete an additional 2 hours, on average, per year to attain 128 hours.   

In order not to increase average time to graduation, it will be important to preserve some flexibility in number of hours per course.  Just as in the current system, not all courses are 4-credit hours; so, too, in a semester system, not all courses should be 3-credit hours.  As a result, students should be able to complete 128 hours by taking some 4-hour or 5-hour courses, or by taking 6 courses during some terms, or by enrolling in summer school.  

Specific calculations regarding effect on undergraduate time to graduation can be found in Appendix E.
Impact on Enrollment 

It is not clear whether a transition to a semester system would improve or harm retention.  According to Mike Williford, Associate Provost for Institutional Research and Enrollment Planning, during the past three years, on average, about 800 students did not return after fall quarter.  This decline, however, is offset by about 600 new students who enroll in Ohio University during winter quarter.  The average drop in students from winter to spring quarter is 450; however, there is an average gain of 450 to 500 new students in the spring quarter.  

As the above discussion suggests, the net loss of students in the current quarter system is about 200.  It is not clear whether, in a move to semesters, this loss would be greater or smaller.  There would be no loss of 450 students from winter to spring; however, there would also not be the influx of 450 to 500 new students that offsets this loss.  

It is not clear whether the drop of 800 students from fall to winter quarter is affected by the length of the winter break.  If that is the case, then shortening the winter break, either by moving to semesters or by changing the calendar, could help lessen this decline.  In terms of new students, currently 1,100 new students enter Ohio University during winter and spring quarters.  It is not clear whether this number of students would enter Ohio University during a second semester.  

V.   Operational Issues

In order to determine the impact of the calendar and system on the various operations of the University, the Functional Areas Subcommittee contacted the unit heads of 61 functional areas (including, for example, the Registrar, Admissions, Student Affairs, the Deans, the Assistant Deans, Human Resources, Lifelong Learning, etc.) and asked them to respond to the following questions:   

· What are the major issues relevant to the calendar/system that affect your functional area?

· What are some of the limitations/strengths of our existing calendar?  Of our existing system?

· What would be the impact (in regard to students, services, finances, etc.) on your functional area if we were to change the calendar? Change the system? Stay the same?

Of the initial solicitation of 61 functional areas and/or individual unit heads, the subcommittee received 19 e-mail responses and 1 oral response (a 33% response rate).  Some of the responses were quite detailed and communicated very strong opinions, while others were much more concise and, in some cases, rather vague with respect to opinion.  
Of the 20 functional units and/or unit heads that responded to the e-mail solicitation, 11 (55%) expressed strong preference for a semester-based system and/or a calendar change; 5 (25%) preferred to remain on the quarter system; and 4 (20%) expressed no clear preference for either system.  

Those units that preferred a semester-based system and/or calendar change tended to cite the following “values” that led to this preference:

1. Real or perceived financial benefits in a semester-based system.  This includes long-run increases in student retention, fewer numbers of “cycles” in which grades, billing, financial aid statements and the like have to be processed (two instead of three), not having to staff facilities and pay overtime during the long winter break, and an increase in efficiency with regard to student services.

2. Easier transition with respect to transfer credit.  Since most institutions are on semester systems and calendars, a semester system would dovetail well with other institutions and allow for an easier and more streamlined process with regard to transfer students and transfer credit.  

3. Real or perceived academic benefits in a semester-based system.  This includes the opportunity for more in-depth study and research by both faculty and students, a realignment of faculty workloads for more efficient use of time for research and creative activities, more time for co-curricular activities (such as internships and study abroad opportunities)

4. Real or perceived benefits with regard to the graduate education and research missions of the university
5. Real or perceived benefits to international student and faculty services
Those units that preferred to remain on the present quarter-based system tended to cite the following “values” that led to this preference.  Based on the responses, however, it is fair to infer that most of the units and/or individuals that favored remaining on the quarter system based their opinions not so much on perceived advantages of a quarter system, but rather on perceived disadvantages of a semester system. 

1. Real or perceived negative financial consequences as a result of a change to semesters.  This includes a questioning of the wisdom of enacting (or even contemplating) a system and/or calendar change given the current financial problems facing the institution, the “chaotic” period that would ensue during the transition to a semester system, and the short- and long-term financial resources that  would be needed in order to affect the change, and loss of revenue with respect to  Auxiliary Services (loss of housing and dining services revenue under a semester system)

2. Real or perceived increases in faculty and staff workloads in a semester-based system
3. The “distinctiveness” of the current quarter-based system that sets Ohio University apart from other institutions
4. Real or perceived academic benefits in a quarter-based system.  This includes, for example, the greater diversity of courses available to students in a quarter system

5. The overall “cost” (financial and otherwise) and “chaos” involved in a transition to a semester system
The full report from the Functional Areas Subcommittee can be found in Appendix F.  A file containing the specific responses from the various areas will be posted on the Committee website at http://www.its.ohiou.edu/calendar.
VI.  Opinions on Campus

The Committee was charged with gathering input across the university and did so through three means:  a survey of students, faculty and staff; a series of three open meetings; a website asking that comments and input be sent to the Committee email account.  While the Communication Subcommittee focused on the open meetings and email comments, the Survey Subcommittee worked with Institutional Research to distribute online surveys to students, faculty, and staff.  The results of these efforts showed that there is very little consensus regarding the issue of the calendar or the system.  Undergraduate students tend to favor a quarter system; master’s students are split; doctoral students tend to favor the semester system; staff tend to favor semesters; and faculty are split on the issue.  
Survey Results

Participants in the three groups surveyed totaled 2567. Students comprised 65% (1707) of the total, faculty 17% (425, and staff 18% (435), with 95% (2436) participants from the Athens campus and 14% (131) from the Regional campuses. In response to the first item on the survey, which required participants to rank their preferences on the academic calendar from 1 – 3, with 1 being the most preferred, 54% (1365.5) ranked Finishing earlier in the year number 1, 37% (967) ranked A long break during the year number 1, and 9% (234.5) ranked Beginning later in the year number 1.

In response to the final item on the survey, 58% (1483) stated they preferred the quarter system, 28% (732) stated they preferred the semester system, and 14% (348) stated they had no preference.

Results of each group follow (percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number; sample numbers are approximate).

Student Survey

The total number of students who participated in the survey was 1707, which is a 7% response rate. Of these students, 97% (1655) stated they are full-time students and 4% (52) stated they are part-time students. Twenty-three percent (393) are freshman, 21% (359) are sophomores, 22% (376) are juniors, 21% (359) are seniors, 9% are Master’s students, and 4%(69) are Doctoral students. Students from the College of Arts and Sciences comprised 26% (441) of the students surveyed, students from the College of Business comprised 10% (170), students from the College of Communication 16% (270), students from the College of Education 12% (203), students from the College of Engineering and Technology 6% (102), students from the College of Fine Arts 4.3% (72), students from the College of Health and Human Services 15% (253), students from University College 5% (84), students from Honors Tutorial College 3% (50), and students from the Regional campuses 4% (67).  See Table 1 in Appendix G-1.

Of the students surveyed, 77.5% (1322) first enrolled in Ohio University as a freshman, 14% (1238) are transfer students, and 9% (147) are graduate students. Of those who had attended other institutions of higher education, 27% (461) had attended a school on the quarter system, 67% (1144) had attended a school on the semester system, and 6% (102) stated that they had attended a school using another system. 

In response to the first item on the survey, which required participants to rank their preferences on the academic calendar from 1 – 3, with 1 being the most preferred, 52% (888) ranked Finishing earlier in the year number 1, 39% (666) ranked A long break during the year number 1, and 9% (153) ranked Beginning later in the year number 1.

Forty-nine percent (836) of the students stated that the quarter system played a role in their decision to attend Ohio University and 51% (871) stated that the quarter system did not play a role in their decision. Fifty-four percent of the freshman respondents stated that the quarter system played a role in their decision and 46% said it did not. Forty-six percent of the transfer students who responded to this item said the quarter system played a role and 54% said it did not. Of the graduate students who responded, 11% stated the quarter system played a role in their decision and 89% said it did not.

In response to item number 40, 16% (264) stated they planned on attending a graduate school that is on the quarter system, 16% (264) planned on attending a graduate school on the semester system, and 4% (68) responded other, and 65% (1110) didn’t know.

Students ranked the most important considerations in deciding on a calendar system as follows: 33% ranked A wide range of course selections number 1, 20% ranked Curricular excellence number 1, 15% ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1, 12% ranked Subject depth number 1, and 10% ranked Opportunities for internships, research opportunities, and employment number 1. 

Looking at these responses based on the participants’ preference for a calendar system: 88% of those who ranked A wide range of course selections number 1 preferred the quarter system, 4% of them preferred the semester system, and 8% had no preference; 65% of those who ranked Curricular excellence number 1 preferred the quarter system, 19% preferred the semester system, and 16% had no preference; 91% of those who ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1 preferred the quarter system, 3% preferred the semester system, and 6% had no preference; 23% of those who ranked Subject depth number 1 preferred the quarter system, 57% preferred the semester system, and 20% had no preference; and 55% of those who ranked Opportunities for internships, research opportunities, and employment number 1 preferred the quarter system, 31% preferred the semester system, and 13% had no preference. See Table 2 in Appendix G-2.

Seventy-three percent of the students stated they are very concerned or concerned about the work required to make the transition to semesters and 26% stated they are slightly concerned or not at all concerned. Of those who stated that they preferred the quarter system, 93% responded that the were very concerned, 68% responded they were concerned, 28% responded they were slightly concerned, and 18% responded they were not at all concerned. Of those who stated that they preferred the semester system, 3% responded that the were very concerned, 17% responded they were concerned, 49% responded they were slightly concerned, and 62% responded they were not at all concerned. Of those who stated that they had no preference, 4% responded that the were very concerned, 15% responded they were concerned, 23% responded they were slightly concerned, and 20% responded they were not at all concerned. 
Regarding the final item on the survey, item 41, 68% (1161) of the students responding stated they preferred the quarter system, 20% (341) the semester system, and 12% (205) had no preference. Looking at the responses by class, 68% of the freshman preferred the quarter system and 21% preferred the semester system; 76% of the sophomores preferred the quarter system, 14% preferred the semester system, and 11% had no preference; 76% of the juniors preferred the quarter system, 13% preferred the semester system, and 12% had no preference; 72% of the seniors preferred the quarter system, 13% preferred the semester system, and 15% had no preference; 42% of the Master’s students preferred the quarter system,  47% preferred the semester system, and 11% had no preference; and 30% of the Doctoral students preferred the quarter system, 64% preferred the semester system, and 7% had no preference. 

Responses by college indicate that, of the respondents who preferred the quarter system, 63% are from the College of Arts & Sciences, 74% are from the College Business, 69% were from Scripps College of Communication, 69% are from the College of Education, 74% are from Russ College of Engineering and Technology, 49% are from the College of Fine Arts, 73% are from the College of Health and Human Services, 61% are from University College, 81% are from Honors Tutorial College, and 76% are from Regional Higher Education. Of those who preferred the semester system, 22% are from the College of Arts & Sciences, 14% are from the College Business, 21% are from Scripps College of Communication, 18% are from the College of Education, 16% are from Russ College of Engineering and Technology, 35% are from the College of Fine Arts, 18% are from the College of Health and Human Services, 33% are from University College, 17% are from Honors Tutorial College, and 11% are from Regional Higher Education. Of those who had no preference, 15% are from the College of Arts & Sciences, 12% are from the College Business, 10% are from Scripps College of Communication, 13% are from the College of Education, 11% are from Russ College of Engineering and Technology, 17% are from the College of Fine Arts, 9% are from the College of Health and Human Services, 6% are from University College, 2% are from Honors Tutorial College, and 13% are from Regional Higher Education. 

Faculty Survey

The total number of faculty who participated in the survey was 425, which is a 39.4% response rate. Of these faculty members, 89% (378) stated they are Group I faculty and 11% (47) stated they are Group II faculty. Faculty from the College of Arts and Sciences comprised 47% (199) of the faculty surveyed, faculty from the College of Business comprised 6% (25), faculty from the College of Communication 10% (42), faculty from the College of Education 5% (21), faculty from the College of Engineering and Technology 7% (29), faculty from the College of Fine Arts 10% (42), faculty from the College of Health and Human Services 9% (38), and faculty from the Regional campuses 7% (29). See Table 3 in Appendix G-3.

Of the faculty members surveyed, 49% (207) advise undergraduate students, 34% (143) advise Master’s students, and 18% (75) advise doctoral students. In response to the item regarding relative percent of time teaching undergraduate courses and graduate courses, the mean amount of time teaching undergraduate courses is 66% and the mean for time teaching graduate courses is 33%. The mean number of years faculty have taught at Ohio University is 10.7, with the mean number of course preparations per academic year of 5.0 and  the mean number of course sections taught per academic year of 5.6. Of those who have taught at other institutions of higher education, 25% (106) taught at a school on the quarter system, 72% (306) taught at a school on the semester system, and 3% (13) stated that they had taught at a school using another system. See Table 4.

In response to the first item on the survey, which required participants to rank their preferences on the academic calendar from 1 – 3, with 1 being the most preferred, 50% (212.5) ranked Finishing earlier in the year number 1, 40% (170) ranked A long break during the year number 1, and 10% (42.5) ranked Beginning later in the year number 1.

Faculty members ranked the most important considerations in deciding on a calendar system as follows: 31% ranked Curricular excellence number 1, 19% ranked Subject depth number 1, 17% ranked A reasonable faculty workload number 1, 13% ranked A wide range of course selections number 1, 6% ranked Adequate research time number 1, 5% ranked other number 1, and 3% ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1. Sixty-five percent of the faculty members stated they are very concerned or concerned about the work required to make the transition to semesters and 35% stated they are slightly concerned or not at all concerned.

Of the faculty who ranked Curricular excellence number 1, 43% stated they preferred the quarter system, 45% preferred the semester system, and 13% had no preference. Of those who ranked Subject depth number 1, 43% stated they preferred the quarter system, 45% preferred the semester system, and 13% had no preference. Of those who ranked A reasonable faculty workload number 1, 43% stated they preferred the quarter system, 46 preferred the semester system, and 11 had no preference. Of those who ranked A wide range of course selections number 1, 96% stated they preferred the quarter system, none preferred the semester system, and 4% had no preference.  Of those who ranked Adequate research time number 1, 22% stated they preferred the quarter system, 78% preferred the semester system, and 0 had no preference.  Of those who ranked other number 1, 67% stated they preferred the quarter system, 19% preferred the semester system, and 14% had no preference. Of those who ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1, 100% stated they preferred the quarter system.

Sixty-five percent of the faculty members stated they are very concerned or concerned about the work required to make the transition to semesters and 35% stated they are slightly concerned or not at all concerned. Of those who stated that the were very concerned, 76% preferred the quarter system, 15% preferred the semester system, and 9% had no preference. Of those who responded they were concerned, 31% preferred the quarter system, 56% preferred the semester system, and 14% had no preference. Of those who responded they were slightly concerned, 8% preferred the quarter system, 86% preferred the semester system, and 6% had no preference. Of those who responded they were not at all concerned, 6% preferred the quarter system, 92% preferred the semester system, and 2% had no preference. See Table 4 in Appendix G-4.
Regarding the final item on the survey, 44% (187) of the faculty members responding stated they preferred the quarter system, 47%  (200) the semester system, and 8% (34) had no preference. Of those who stated they preferred the quarter system, 45% responded that 50% or less of their teaching was undergraduate courses and 43% responded that over 50% of their teaching was undergraduate courses. Of those who preferred the semester system, 52% responded that 50% or less of their teaching was undergraduate courses and 47% responded that over 50% of their teaching was undergraduate courses. Of those who had no preference, 3% responded that 50% less of their teaching was undergraduate courses and 10% responded that over 50% of their teaching was undergraduate courses. See Table 4 in Appendix G-4.
Staff Survey

The total number of staff who participated in the survey was 435, which is a 17.5% response rate. Of these staff members, 92% (400) stated they are on the Athens campus and 8% stated they are on the Regional campuses. Seventy-three (318) said their staff type is administrator, 24% (104) stated they are classified staff, and 3% (13) stated they belong to AFSCME/FOP. Thirty percent (131) stated the type of unit in which they work is an Academic Planning Unit and 70% (304) stated they work in an Academic Support Planning Unit. The mean number of years staff participants have worked at Ohio University is 11.5. 

Of the staff members surveyed, 38% (165) have advised students and 62% (270) have not. Thirty-two percent (139) stated they had taught as an adjunct and 68% (296) have not. Thirty percent of those who have taught have taught at another institution of higher education. Of those who have taught at other institutions of higher education, 30% (130) taught at a school on the quarter system, 65% (282) taught at a school on the semester system, and 6% (26) stated that they had taught at a school using another system. 

In response to the first item on the survey, which required participants to rank their preferences on the academic calendar from 1 – 3, with 1 being the most preferred, 61% (265) ranked Finishing earlier in the year number 1, 30% (131) ranked A long break during the year number 1, and 9% (39) ranked Beginning later in the year number 1. Of those who ranked Finishing earlier in the year number 1, 17% preferred the quarter system, 56% preferred the semester system, and 27% had no preference. Of those who ranked A long break during the year number 1, 58% preferred the quarter system, 18% preferred the semester system, and 23% had no preference. Of those who ranked Beginning later in the year number 1, 34% preferred the quarter system, 51% preferred the semester system, and 23% had no preference. 

Staff members ranked the most important considerations in deciding on a calendar system as follows: 36% ranked Curricular excellence number 1, 16% ranked Retention of students number 1, 15% ranked Subject depth number 1, 8% ranked A wide range of course selections as number 1, 5% ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1, 2% ranked A reasonable staff  workload number 1, 5% ranked other number 1. Fifty-one percent (222) of the staff members stated they are very concerned or concerned about the work required to make the transition to semesters and 49% (213) stated they are slightly concerned or not at all concerned.

Of those who ranked Curricular excellence number 1, 28% preferred the quarter system, 45% preferred the semester system, and 27% had no preference. Of those who ranked Retention of students number 1, 33% preferred the quarter system, 32% preferred the semester system, and 35% had no preference. Of those who ranked Subject depth number 1, 6% preferred the quarter system, 83% preferred the semester system, and 11% had no preference. Of those who ranked A wide range of course selections as number 1,  71% preferred the quarter system,  6% preferred the semester system, and 24% had no preference. Of those who ranked Students’ ability to explore and/or change majors number 1, 74% preferred the quarter system, 13% preferred the semester system, and 13% had no preference.  Of those who ranked A reasonable staff workload number 1, 11% preferred the quarter system, 56% preferred the semester system, and 33% had no preference. Of those who ranked other number 1,  30% preferred the quarter system, 45% preferred the semester system, and 25% had no preference.

Of those administrative staff members who have advised students, 29% preferred the quarter system, 58% preferred the semester system, and 13% had no preference. Of those classified staff members who had advised students, 47% preferred the quarter system, 27% preferred the semester system, and 27% had no preference. Of those  administrative staff members who have not advised students, 29% preferred the quarter system, 42% preferred the semester system, and 30% had no preference. Of those classified staff members who have not advised students, 32% preferred the quarter system, 32% preferred the semester system, and 37% had no preference.

Of those administrative staff members who have taught as an adjunct, 30% preferred the quarter system, 54% preferred the semester system, and 16% had no preference. Of those classified staff members who have taught as an adjunct, 47% preferred the quarter system, 27% preferred the semester system, and 27% had no preference. Of those  administrative staff members who have not taught as an adjunct, 27% preferred the quarter system, 46% preferred the semester system, and 27% had no preference. Of those classified staff members who had not taught as an adjunct, 35% preferred the quarter system, 33% preferred the semester system, and 32% had no preference.

Regarding the final item on the survey, 31% (135) of the staff  members responding stated they preferred the quarter system, 44%  (191) the semester system, and 25% (109) had no preference.  See Table 5 in Appendix G-5.

The survey results will be posted to the Committee website at http://www.its.ohiou.edu.

Survey Comments

All three surveys provided for open ended comments, and a large number of those responding provided their opinions.  The comments will be posted on the Committee website at http://www.its.ohiou.edu/calendar.  In the interests of space, the following are summaries of those comments.
Student Comments:  The comments in the “Academic Calendar and Systems survey of Students” vary in length from one sentence to a half page. The comments run to 78 pages single-spaced and reflect the results of the student survey that finds the students support, by a large margin, retaining quarters.   A small number of frequently repeating reasons occur.  They are:

1. An increased number of courses under quarters provide more variety of offerings and a greater breadth of study. 

2. The semester term is too long. Subjects can be covered in a shorter time. If a student is in a class where the class or the instructor or both are uninteresting the student is “stuck”. 
Most students employing the first argument believe that the quarter system is particularly good for students in the exploratory phase of their career or those students who want a broad range of classes that result in a better education. The second argument regarding the bad class or instructor is less frequently cited but pervasive in the responses.

A significant number commented on the current calendar. Many, though not all, expressed a desire to alter it in a variety of ways.  The summer and the breaks between quarters were of great concern. The concerns were mostly about how the calendar affected employment opportunities and internship participation potential. However, there was less clarity about how the quarter calendar should change than there was regarding the support of retaining the quarter system. There was more agreement that the students dislike the quarter ending in June, long after most all of their peers had concluded their year.  Many strong supporters of quarters recommended changing the calendar, with a variety of strategies, to allow an earlier recess date.  

The minority that supported semesters seemed to be from self-identified graduate students, (there was no corollary indicated whether the respondent was a graduate or an undergraduate student) or undergraduate students who indicated they were focused on a major.   Their major arguments for semesters were frequently based on having experienced them elsewhere.  They indicated that they liked the depth of subject matter, compatibility with peer’s calendar and the pace of the semester.  

In general the student comments reflect thoughtfulness about their academic experience. Many comments acknowledge that they “prefer” quarters even though the comparison is made without evidence of the respondent having experienced the semester system. The majority of comments showed a very good conceptual understanding of the benefits and deficits of each system. Woven through this understanding was an anxiety about how this change might affect the individual’s progress towards graduation. 

Faculty Comments:  More than 230 faculty offered open-ended comments that together run to 30 single-spaced pages in length.  They vary considerably in level of detail and numbers of issues addressed, and in general they mirror the numerical results suggesting faculty are split on the question of whether they prefer quarters or semesters.  But even a cursory reading of the comments suggests a small number of very widely held perceptions.

First, while some advantages to quarters were mentioned by more than a few respondents (e.g., quarters are more conducive to study abroad; quarters provide for a broader range of courses in a curriculum; undergraduate students seem to prefer quarters; it is easier to add majors or minors in a quarter system), by far, the most commonly mentioned reason for staying on quarters was the cost of changing to semesters (whether in dollars, faculty time and effort, psychological stress, or other).  Many of these comments also suggested that the timing for the change was particularly bad, given the University’s budget situation, tensions between faculty and upper administration, etc.

Second, while a number of advantages to semesters were listed by more than a few respondents (e.g., almost all other universities are already on semesters; semesters would reduce advising loads; semesters would better serve transfer students; semesters would save on administrative costs; semesters would be good for local businesses), by a very significant margin, the most common comments in favor of semesters were that they allow for greater depth of study and are more conducive to the conduct of research, both for faculty and students (and a large number of respondents tied semesters to an institutional goal of increasing its research profile).  

Third, a very large number of respondents mentioned teaching load as the single determining factor in the question of their support for quarters or semesters.  In particular, a great many respondents indicated that they would be supportive of a change to semesters if the average teaching load were to be 2-2, and most of those indicated disbelief or lack of trust in that likelihood and so supported staying on quarters.  Others in this category of response believe that changing to semesters will be an excuse for administration to increase faculty workload.

Finally, the majority of comments offered, whether in favor of quarters or semesters, were emotionally charged.  Faculty on both sides of the issue expressed dismay either that a switch to semesters hadn’t already been made, or that the settling on quarters wasn’t already done.  A number of comments suggested disagreement about the identity of the institution—how undergraduate versus graduate focused, or how teaching versus research oriented—and a number of comments expressed distrust, disregard, or anger with upper administration. 

In sum, taken as a whole, the open-ended comments can be read to suggest that if transition costs were well-managed (e.g., sufficient resources for provided to faculty to make the necessary curricular changes), the dollar cost of the transition was not too high, and the typical teaching load for Group I faculty under a semester system was 2-2, the small majority of faculty in favor of moving to semesters might very well become a large majority.

Staff Comments:  Staff offered more than 150 open-ended remarks.  Comments were approximately equally divided between those favoring quarters and those favoring semesters.  They were considerably less emotionally charged than comments made by faculty and a number suggested no significant preference, and/or lack of knowledge of what being on semesters would be like.

Staff comments in support of quarters fell largely into three categories:

1. “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”  Many staff say they have liked their experience at OHIO on quarters, either as students here and/or as staff.  Many also say that students seem to like quarters and so the institution should keep things as they are.

2. Many staff commented on the poor timing of making this switch, the financial cost of it as well as the human resources required to make the change.

3. A number of staff commented that they thought quarters provided a more varied experience for students.

Staff comments in support of semesters fell mostly into seven categories:

1. Semesters would facilitate transfers.

2. Semesters would provide students better internship opportunities.

3. Semesters provide greater quality and depth of educational experience for students.

4. Semesters are preferable for graduate education and research, but also for faculty and undergraduate research experiences.

5. Semesters would lead to greater administrative efficiency.

6. Semesters would be better for the local economy.

7. Almost all other universities are already on or are moving to semesters.
Open Meetings
The Communication Committee, with the assistance of the Faculty Senate office, scheduled three open meetings during the month of May.  These meetings were held to allow the faculty, students, and administrative staff an opportunity to both express their concerns and address questions to the Calendar Committee.   The final meeting was also opened to the Athens community offering the opportunity for those not formally affiliated with the University to be heard.  Each meeting was opened by Phyllis Bernt, chair of the Calendar Committee, explaining that there was no agenda for the meeting but rather discussion was to be directed by the questions of those attending.  

While the three meetings had a limited attendance, compared to the University at large, they were an important contribution to the information gathering process of the Calendar Committee.  However, the comments also reflect the complexity of the issue – undergraduates tend to support maintaining a quarter system because of the ability to take a wider range of courses and the flexibility for internships and jobs.  On the other hand, for an undergraduate, the long winter break allows them to get jobs and internships not available to those on semesters.  For some faculty, semesters are a better system because one can recover a course that is going badly or where there are setbacks but to others quarters offer better pedagogical experiences or benefit adjunct faculty.  Administrative staff saw semesters as more efficient and an advantage to transfers.  As one faculty pointed out: Pedagogy, cost, and the strategic impact of the calendar are the three major issues.  
Notes from the three open meetings can be found in Appendix H.
Email Responses

We received 149 emails from faculty, students, and staff.  Of these 49 emails were from faculty, 90 from students, and 10 from staff.

Faculty: While there were more comments directed at the semesters/quarters issues than the change in calendar issue, both were quite fully addressed in the 31 pages of text. As would be expected, some faculty wrote long, thoughtful and reasoned responses, while others simply stated a preference in a single line or two without rationale. 

Of the faculty, 23 supported staying on quarters, 19 argued for changing to semesters, and the remaining 7 were non-committal for a variety of reasons—lack of clarity on workload, concerns about cost, or a desire to change the calendar that trumped either quarters or semesters depending on what could be worked out. 

Most reasons for arguing one way or the other seemed consistent.  Faculty arguing for quarters felt that students had more flexibility in kind and number of courses, would not burn out the way they would on a longer semester, and would be able to hold their attention to the material because of the shorter time span.  At least one faculty member commented on the flexibility in number and kind of courses it allowed for teaching, especially for junior faculty, who might not otherwise get a chance to teach some varying courses. One faculty member felt that you could have more in-depth field experiences on a quarter system than on the semester.  Other reasons for arguing to stay on quarters included concerns about the cost to transition to semesters, a lack of desire to rethink curriculum, a belief that particular programs they are affiliated with would suffer, and that teaching loads would increase.

Those who argued for semesters seemed to do soon the grounds that our overall workload would decrease since we would be prepping less, grading less, and giving fewer exams.  Many felt that our students would benefit from a deeper engagement with the material and that we might expect higher quality work. It was also noted that faculty productive is hampered because of the continual repetition of course prep, advising, etc. It is worth noting, that of those faculty who have taught on both quarters and semesters, only one favored the quarter system.  Others noted that the semester system was better for their teaching and their students’ learning, and some noted that they were able to be more productive researchers. A couple of supports of a switch to semesters indicated that we can still maintain shorter sessions within the longer semester for those disciplines who find the shorter quarter a better teaching and learning context.

Whether or not we switch to semesters, a number of faculty are worried about the impact on early retirement, on the initial costs of changing, on keeping an appropriately low teaching load, and on an expedited process for curricular change if we do switch.

In respect to a change in calendar, 14 faculty suggested they would like to consider a change in our breaks, when we start, end, etc.  At least 3 faculty made it clear that they like our current set up.  Others did not comment on the calendar, perhaps because they sensed that a change or lack of change would dictate the calendar. One faculty member suggested that unlike most other quarter system our courses are 4 instead of 3 credits, thus making a problem for work load and calendar that might not otherwise exist.

Overall it seems that the faculty are fairly equally divided on this issue, though it is worth noting that some faculty are hesitant to switch, not because they don’t want to, but because they lack faith that we would be able to do it well given budget constraints, possibility of a rise in teaching loads, etc.  The sense is that if these concerns were guaranteed to be handled well more faculty would prefer semesters.  It was also noted that 8 or 10 week sessions could be accommodated by the semester system but that the quarter system does not offer flexibility for longer sessions.

Students: 67 students expressed a desire to stay on quarters, 21 on semesters, and 2 did not care. Of the 4 students who identified as transfers students who had come from semester systems, 3 were adamant that the semester system was better. The other student, however, was equally adamant that the quarter system worked better than semesters. 10 students explained that they chose OU because of the quarter system or because of the quarter system and the long winter break. One student is considering leaving the university because of the quarter system. 17 students felt strongly that we are in need of a calendar change.  Most of those who argued for the calendar change also wanted to stay on quarters, in some cases giving rise to a tension among competing desires. 

Students who prefer the quarter system seem to be primarily undergraduates.  They list a variety of reasons for their preferences, including variety and number of courses, finishing more quickly, not being stuck for another 5 weeks in a class they don’t like, speediness of the quarter, being able to focus on the material for 10 weeks but not much longer, and the fact that it makes us unique.

Students who prefer the semester system commented that the quarter is too rushed, that professors don’t have time to cover the material or to go in depth, and that real learning as opposed to “memorizing a few facts” can’t be done on the quarter system. Some students noted an inability to accomplish quality projects and papers. A couple of the students arguing for semesters self-identified as graduate students, but most of them did not. 

Most students asking for a switch to semesters also had problems with our current calendar system, as did many who would like to stay on quarters. The negatives listed for our current calendar included the early start, late ending, and the long winter break.  The winter break was noted to be boring, disruptive to learning, and disruptive to the town.  Some students felt in interfered with summer job possibilities and internships.  

Often, however, students enjoyed the long winter break because it gave them more time with family, gave them a chance to “rest up,” and allowed time to make money.  

Staff: A total of 10 staff members sent emails.  3 staff members felt it was best to stay on quarters, 2 didn’t care, and 5 suggested we move to semesters though one of those felt our budget should determine whether or not it was feasible.  Those in favor of quarters mentioned that it works so why bother changing, that it is too much work to change, and that for folks with children in the local schools quarters work better.  Those in favor of changing to semesters felt that it would ease the time involved in registration, keep our students in synch with other students, allow easier collaborations with other institutions, and cover the material better for students.

Only one person specifically referenced the winter break as a positive time for staff to get work done.  One other person felt a calendar change allowing for an earlier finish would be best.
VII.  Calendar Issues

There are several complaints about our current calendar (i.e., when we begin and end the year and when we schedule our breaks).  The complaints tend to be as follows:

· We end too late in the year and this often poses a problem for students as they seek internships or permanent employment.

· The winter break is too long.  This causes a break in continuity for students, especially first-year students, who have just gotten acclimated to university life and then leave for six weeks.  Some faculty note that the winter break is not long enough to do research.  (It should be noted that not everyone agrees that the winter break is problematic.  Some faculty point to the winter break as a time when they are able to do research, and some students use the winter break as a time to earn money for their education.)  Local merchants complain that the long winter break coincides with their most important retail period.  
· The break between winter and spring quarter is too short, with one week not enough to both finish grades for winter quarter and also get ready for the spring.

· We don’t have a long enough summer break and this hurts faculty members’ ability to complete research projects.  Also, the shorter summer may be one reason why summer school is not as extensive here as it is at other institutions.

While the issue of the calendar and of the system would appear to be two separate considerations, they are in some ways intertwined.  A semester system provides more flexibility in addressing the above complaints.  This should not be surprising since a semester system need only accommodate two terms (usually 15 weeks of class and a week of finals for each) and one break between terms (usually 3 to 4 weeks in length).  This means an academic year of 35 to 36 weeks; leaving the other 16-17 weeks for summer and spring break.  In a quarter system, there are three terms (usually 10 weeks of class and a week of finals for each) and two breaks between terms.  If we assume a 3 to 4 week winter break and one week break between winter and spring terms, that means an academic year of 37 or 38 weeks, leaving only 14 to 15 weeks for summer and spring breaks.  Our academic year is even longer because of our longer winter break.  Indeed, for the 2006-07 academic year, our summer break was not quite 12 weeks long.  (An example of the current Ohio University calendar can be found in Appendix I-1) 

A transition to an early semester would answer many of the complaints about our current calendar.  The break between fall and spring semesters is long enough to give people a chance to finish one term before starting another, but it is not as long as our current winter break.  There is no third term and so there is no issue of a break between winter and spring quarters.  The summer break is longer in an early semester system than it is in our current calendar.  The University of Nebraska – Lincoln, which is on the early semester calendar, had a 15-week summer break in 2006-07.   (An example of UN-L’s early semester calendar can be found in Appendix I-2).

It is possible, however, to stay on the quarter system and still address some, though not all, of the complaints about our current calendar.  In the survey of students, faculty, and staff discussed earlier in this report, respondents were asked to rate their preference for “beginning earlier in the year,” “finishing earlier in the year,” and “having a long break during the year.”  Half of the faculty (50%) rated finishing earlier as most preferable, while 52% of the students and 61% of the staff most preferred an earlier finish.  A long break was the second most rated preference for 40% of faculty, 39% of students and 30% of staff.  An analysis of options available with the quarter system suggests that it is difficult to provide a calendar that has both an earlier finish and a long break.  

The academic calendar is the reflection of a series of trade-offs.  A long mid-year break makes for a shorter summer break.  If there is a desire to end the year earlier, then the academic year has to begin earlier.  If the year begins earlier in a quarter system, it is difficult, if not impossible, for the break between fall and winter quarter to coincide with the holiday season.  As a result, the holiday season disrupts the winter quarter.  An analysis of some specific examples illustrates these challenges.

Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology, a small private school in Terra Haute, Indiana, has an early quarter schedule that begins around Labor Day and ends in late May. (An example of the Rose-Hulman calendar can be found in Appendix I-3)   This calendar provides an earlier finish than Ohio University’s and also provides for a long summer break.  However, there is no long break during the year.  There is a one-week break between fall and winter terms and between winter and spring terms, and a 2-week holiday break that falls right in the middle of winter quarter.  This calendar provides for an earlier finish, but provides no long break and very little time between quarters.  Considering that faculty often complain that having only one week between winter and spring in our current calendar, it is hard to imagine that there wouldn’t be complaints about only having one week between fall and winter quarters as well.   Also, the holiday break disrupts the winter quarter.

It is possible to provide a long break at the end of fall quarter if the calendar begins earlier in the year during the second half of August.  An example of such a calendar can be found in Appendix I-4.  There is a three-week break, but it falls in November.  This is an atypical time for a break.  Also, students would not be able to get the seasonal jobs they now can get during our current break.  The summer is also truncated in this example.  It would be possible to provide a long break that coincides with the holiday break (see Appendix I-5) however, that would greatly disrupt the winter quarter.  If there is concern about students losing continuity between quarters, it is hard to envision there not being a more significant problem with a loss of continuity and momentum within a quarter.

It is no accident that many of the schools that are on quarters, like Northwestern, Dartmouth, Portland State, and Ohio State have elected the late start calendar.  Although it would not solve all of the concerns about the calendar, adoption of the late start quarter would solve some of the concerns expressed.  The late start quarter calendar (see Appendix I-6) does not provide an earlier finish, but it does provide for a longer summer break of 14 weeks.  The winter break is not as long as our current break, thus causing less discontinuity between fall and winter quarters; and this break falls between quarters instead of in the middle of winter quarter.  This calendar does not address the shortness of the break between winter and spring quarter, nor does it provide for an earlier graduation date.

VIII.  Recommendations

Regarding the System

After extensive data gathering and discussion, the members of the Academic Calendar and System Committee are deadlocked regarding the question of whether Ohio University should remain on quarters or change to a semester system.  The evidence was not sufficiently compelling to convince a majority of the Committee that either system is preferable.

The Committee based its deliberations on a set of guiding principles having to do with the University’s values, strategic position, and academic excellence.  With these principles as a guide, an equal number of Committee members supported each system.

The deadlock on the Committee is indicative of the lack of consensus regarding this issue across the University.  The Committee’s data gathering efforts showed that a majority of undergraduate students support quarters; a majority of doctoral students prefer semesters, while master’s students are split on the question; a majority of administrators and staff support semesters; and faculty are split on the issue.  This same pattern emerged in the Committee.  The ten members who were supportive of a move to semesters included two deans, the associate vice president for regional campuses, the chairs of the Administrative and Classified Senates, the president of the Graduate Student Senate, and four faculty members.  Those who supported remaining on quarters included two undergraduate students and eight faculty members.  

This breakdown of Committee opinion is reflective of what the Committee found in its research. There is no definitive research showing that one system is academically superior to the other, indeed both systems have academic strengths.  As a result, while some faculty are adamant that  semesters are the better choice pedagogically, others are just as convinced that quarters better meet their academic needs.  Decisions to change systems at other institutions have been administratively driven, either by state legislatures, boards of regents or university administrations, and the reasons cited have often focused, though not exclusively, on efficiency concerns.   The choice of a system, however, should be an academic decision.  

The Committee’s data gathering and deliberations during the past six months, while not yielding a recommendation regarding the system, have resulted in several “lessons learned.”  The following points, or lessons, are important because, beyond the question of which system is preferable for Ohio University, they point to the question of timing.  If Ohio University were to change its academic system right now, the timing of such a change would be problematic for the following reasons:

· Faculty workload and expectations:  There are not enough Group I faculty to provide a faculty workload that is competitive with other research institutions either in a quarter or semester system.  Many faculty who express support for the semester system cite workload as a reason for their preference, noting that the workload under the current quarter system is too high.  The Modeling Subcommittee’s analysis of workload suggests that high faculty workload is not a function of the quarter system, but rather a function of there being too few Group I faculty to support the University’s mission.  As that analysis suggests, if the University were to adopt a semester system with a 2-2 teaching load and 3-credit hour courses, an additional 248 Group I faculty would be needed to produce the semester-equivalent level of current Group I credit hour production.  Institutions on the semester system that have research expectations for their faculty have a 2-2, or less, teaching load.  Ohio University became a Research II institution (in the old Carnegie classification) in the early 1990’s; this analysis suggests that the University has not yet made the commitment, in resources or in staffing, to support that status.  Were the University to move to semesters without addressing the issue of faculty staffing and workload, faculty who expected the semester system to ameliorate the workload issue would be sorely disappointed; a situation that would hurt faculty recruitment and retention.

· Magnitude of effort and financial stability:   The University’s financial situation is a significant concern.  The Committee’s charge was to consider the issue of the system in the context of what is best for our academic mission; it was virtually impossible for the Committee, or for those across campus from whom Committee members sought input, to consider academic mission in total isolation from financial realities.  Many faculty, staff, and students, as well as several members of the Committee, expressed their unease about considering a change to the system during a period of such grave financial uncertainty.  The size of the effort required, both in people and resources, as well as the unknown impact of a system change on enrollment (and therefore on revenues), magnified this concern, even for some who expressed support for the semester system and may have played a role in some people’s support for quarters

· Infrastructure unknowns:  A stable infrastructure is critical if a major systemic change—like a change to the academic system—can be successful.  That stable infrastructure includes a fully functioning SIS system and a budgeting system that is understood and trusted, especially if that budgeting system is based on credit hour production.  Both of those systems are now in flux, with plans for a new SIS being put in place and a new responsibility centered budgeting approach being implemented.   
· Cooperation and priorities:  Without a strong sense of community, it is difficult to approach a potentially divisive issue such as the academic system.  Financial challenges, uncertainty about the future, and a lack of clarity regarding governance issues have all been detrimental to faculty, staff, and student morale.  Solving those issues should be our first priority.  
The above “lessons” involve issues that need to be addressed regardless of the academic system.  They point to the need for resources, for stability, and for cooperation.  These are issues that should be addressed whether Ohio University remains on quarters or transitions to semesters; resolving these issues would be a critical prerequisite

 to a switch to a semester system.

While the Committee is not making a recommendation for either system, this report does contain analyses regarding the resources involved in changing academic systems.  These analyses should not be read as biased against semesters; they deal with the costs and efforts required by a transition.  If a shift from semesters to quarters were being contemplated, the report would be cautionary about the issues involved in a change to quarters.  

If Ohio University were to move to semesters, there are several issues that should be resolved in anticipation of such a change:

· Number of required credit hours:  Consideration should be given to reducing the 192 credit hour requirement to 180 hours.  Ohio University has benefited from the 192 hour requirement through additional state subsidy.  However, to maintain that additional state subsidy in a semester system, the hour requirement would need to be 128.  This number of credit hours could adversely affect time to graduation because many students would need to complete six courses during some semesters in order to finish in four years.  A 120 hour requirement would necessitate, on average, five courses per semester.  The quarter equivalent to 120 semester hours is 180 hours.  Reducing the hour requirement in anticipation of a move to semesters would give the University time to adjust to this reduction in subsidy.

· Creation of adequate reserves:  As the Committee report illustrates, conversion to a new academic system requires significant resources and usually results in a short-term loss in revenues.  It would be important to build reserves to cover these resources and any reductions in revenue. 

· General Education discussion:  Currently General Education requirements constitute about one quarter of the 48 courses required for graduation.  The question of whether General Education requirements should represent that same percentage in a semester system would need to be addressed, especially since students take fewer total courses in a semester system.

In addition to the above issues, there is an over-riding issue that Ohio University must make clear, whether it stays on quarters or moves to semesters, and that is the issue of the University’s identity. In this discussion of quarters and semesters, those on both sides of the issue sought to identify the system that was most in line with our values, identity and strategic position.  Those in favor of quarters pointed to the greater variety of courses offered by the quarter system as being more indicative of who we are as an institution, while those in favor of semesters found that the greater depth of study offered by semesters was more in keeping with our identity.  What emerges from this divergence of opinion is the need for the University to refine and clarify who we are as an institution.

Regarding the Calendar

The Committee was also asked to make a recommendation regarding the University calendar, and to consider this issue separately from the question of the academic system.  In other words, independent of whether the University is on quarters or semesters, are there any reasons to change when we begin and end the academic year and the timing of breaks?  

In its deliberations, the Committee soon found that it is difficult to separate the issues of system and calendar.   Most of the students, faculty and staff providing input to the Committee expressed a preference for a significant mid-year break and an earlier end to the academic year.  This preference was expressed both by those who supported quarters and by those who supported semesters.  As explained in this report, while the early semester system, by its very nature, provides an earlier graduation date and a significant mid-year break, it is difficult to achieve both in the quarter system.

In order to end the academic year earlier, it must begin earlier.  In an early start quarter calendar, the holiday season interrupts the winter quarter; in order to avoid undue disruption to the winter quarter, this holiday break must be held to a minimum and so cannot serve as a significant mid-year break.   The benefit of the current Ohio University calendar and of the late start quarter calendar (for example, the calendar at Ohio State) is that winter quarter ends before the holidays so the holiday break can be a significant mid-year break.

If Ohio University remains on quarters, then the two viable calendar options are the current calendar or the late start quarter calendar.  By a narrow margin, 11 to 9, the Committee prefers that Ohio University stay on the current calendar.    

The Committee members considered the benefits and drawbacks of both calendars.  Those who preferred the late start quarter regarded a shorter winter break as less disruptive to students and the corresponding longer summer break as providing more opportunities for research.  Those we preferred the current calendar regarded the long winter break as providing students with opportunities for internships and seasonal employment and as offering faculty research time.  All three of the students on the Committee preferred the current calendar, as did two deans and six faculty.  The Chairs of the Administrative and Classified Senates, the associate vice president for regional campuses and six faculty preferred the late quarter start.  
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Morgan Allen COB--Marketing, Student Senate ma253303@ohio.edu Survey

Tim Anderson Geography, Faculty Senate anderst1@ohio.edu Funcational Areas

Dominic Barbato Poli Sci, Graduate Student Senate db179602@ohio.edu Funcational Areas

Phyllis Bernt ITS, Faculty Senate bernt@ohio.edu Modeling

Dan Evans* Exec Dean, Regional Campuses evansd1@ohio.edu Communication

Annette Graham Human & Consumer Sci, Faculty Senate grahama@ohio.edu Other Institutions

Sherrie Gradin English, Faculty Senate gradin@ohio.edu Communication

Gail Houlette COB--Finance, Classified Senate sargent@ohio.edu Survey

David Ingram Physics & Astronomy, Faculty Senate ingram@ohio.edu Other Institutions

Chauncey Jackson Poli Sci, Student Representative cj329706@ohio.edu Other Institutions

Tracy Leinbaugh Counseling and Higher Ed, Faculty Senate leinbaug@ohio.edu Survey

Sergio Lopez Math, Faculty Senate lopez@ohio.edu Modeling

Joe McLaughlin English, Faculty Senate mclaughj@ohio.edu Modeling

Wendy Merb-Brown University College, Administrative Senate merbw@ohio.edu Funcational Areas

Chris Moberg COB--Marketing, Faculty representative moberg@ohio.edu Survey

Norma Pecora Telecommunications, Faculty Senate pecora@ohio.edu Communication

Greg Shepherd Dean, Scripps College shepherg@ohio.edu Survey

David Thomas Film, Faculty Senate thomasda@ohio.edu Other Institutions

Chuck McWeeny Dean, College of Fine Arts mcweeny@ohio.edu Funcational Areas

Valerie Young Chemical Engineer, Faculty representative youngv@ohio.edu Modeling
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Ex Officio

George Johanson College of Education johanson@ohio.edu

Mike Williford Institutional Research willifor@ohio.edu

Joni Schaller Institutional Research schallej@ohio.edu
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	Four-Year Public Colleges and Universities

	
	

	    * University of Akron
	S

	    * Bowling Green State University
	S

	    * Central State University
	S

	    * Cleveland State University
	S

	    * University of Cincinnati
	Q

	    * Kent State University
	S

	    * Miami University
	S

	    * The Ohio State University
	Q

	    * Ohio University
	Q

	    * Shawnee State University
	S

	    * University of Toledo
	S

	    * Wright State University
	Q

	    * Youngstown State University
	S

	Fraction on Quarters
	4/13

	
	

	Two Year Technical and Public Community Colleges

	
	

	    * Agricultural Technical Institute: (The Ohio State University)
	Q

	    * Belmont Technical College
	Q

	    * Central Ohio Technical College
	Q

	    * Cincinnati State Technical & Community College
	5x7weeks

	    * Clark State Community College
	Q

	    * Columbus State Community College
	Q

	    * Cuyahoga Community College
	S

	    * Edison Community College
	S

	    * Hocking College
	Q

	    * James A. Rhodes State College
	Q

	    * Jefferson Community College
	S

	    * Lakeland Community College
	S

	    * Lorain County Community College
	S

	    * Marion Technical College
	Q

	    * North Central State College
	Q

	    * Northwest State Community College
	S

	    * Owens Community College
	S

	    * Rio Grande Community College
	S

	    * Sinclair Community College
	Q

	    * Southern State Community College
	Q

	    * Stark State College
	S

	    * Terra Community College
	S

	    * Washington State Community College
	Q

	    * Zane State College
	Q

	Fraction on Quarters
	14/24

	
	

	Independent Colleges & Universities

	
	

	    * Allegheny Wesleyan College
	S

	    * Antioch College
	S

	    * Antioch University McGregor
	Q

	    * Art Academy of Cincinnati
	S

	    * Ashland University
	S

	    * The Athenæum of Ohio
	Q

	    * Baldwin-Wallace College
	S

	    * Bluffton University
	S

	    * Bryant and Stratton
	S

	    * Capital University
	S

	    * Case Western Reserve University
	S

	    * Cedarville University
	S

	    * Chatfield College
	S

	    * The Christ College of Nursing & Health Sciences
	S

	    * Cincinnati College of Mortuary Science
	Q

	    * Cleveland Institute of Art 
	S

	    * Cleveland Institute of Music
	S

	    * College of Mount Saint Joseph
	S

	    * The College of Wooster
	S

	    * Columbus College of Art & Design
	S

	    * Defiance College
	S

	    * Denison University
	S

	    * DeVry University
	S

	    * Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University:
	S

	    * Franciscan University of Steubenville
	S

	    * Franklin University
	S

	    * God's Bible School and College
	S

	    * Good Samaritan College of Nursing and Health Science
	S

	    * Heidelberg College
	S

	    * Hiram College
	S

	    * Indiana Wesleyan University:
	S

	    * John Carroll University
	S

	    * Kenyon College
	S

	    * Kettering College of Medical Arts
	S

	    * Lake Erie College
	S

	    * Laura and Alvin Siegal College of Judaic Studies
	S

	    * Lourdes College
	S

	    * Malone College
	S

	    * Marietta College
	S

	    * MedCentral College of Nursing
	Q

	    * Mercy College of Northwest Ohio
	S

	    * Mount Carmel College of Nursing
	S

	    * Mount Union College
	S

	    * Mount Vernon Nazarene University
	S

	    * Muskingum College
	S

	    * Myers University
	S

	    * Notre Dame College
	S

	    * Oberlin College
	S

	    * Ohio Christian University
	S

	    * Ohio Dominican University
	S

	    * Ohio Northern University
	Q

	    * Ohio Wesleyan University
	S

	    * Otterbein College
	Q

	    * Pontifical College Josephinum
	S

	    * Tiffin University
	S

	    * Union Institute & University
	S

	    * University of Dayton
	S

	    * Saint Mary Seminary and Graduate School of Theology
	S

	    * The University of Findlay
	S

	    * Tri-State Bible College
	S

	    * University of Northwestern Ohio
	Q

	    * University of Phoenix:
	S

	    * University of Rio Grande
	S

	    * Urbana University
	S

	    * Ursuline College
	S

	    * Walsh University
	S

	    * Wilberforce University
	S

	    * Wilmington College
	S

	    * Wittenberg University
	S

	    * Xavier University
	S

	Fraction on Quarters
	8/70
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744                  Group I faculty

4,318               Didactic sections taught by Group I faculty

352,312           Didactic student quarter hours taught by Group I faculty

6                      Average didactic sections per Group I faculty

474                  Average didactic student quarter hours per Group I faculty

Course 

Didactic

Section 

Hour

Distribution

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

2 10% 1 1

3 10% 1 2

4 60% 4 14

5 15% 1 5

7 5% 0 2

100% 6 6 24

Hypothetical Semester Scenarios

1. Course  2. Course 

Section 

Hour

Distribution

1

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

Section 

Hour

Distribution

2

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

2 10% 1 1 2 10% 0 1

2 10% 1 1 2 10% 0 1

3 60% 4 11 3 60% 2 7

4 15% 1 4 4 15% 1 2

5 5% 0 2 5 5% 0 1

100% 6 6 18 100% 4 4 12

1

Converted at 2/3 and rounded up; 6 sections

2

Converted at 2/3 and rounded up; 4 sections

3. Course  4. Course 

Section 

Hour

Distribution

3

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

Section 

Hour

Distribution

4

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

2 10% 1 1 2 10% 0 1

3 10% 1 2 3 10% 0 1

4 60% 4 14 4 60% 2 10

5 15% 1 5 5 15% 1 3

7 5% 0 2 7 5% 0 1

100% 6 6 24 100% 4 4 16

3

Same numerical value as quarter hours; 6 sections

4

Same numerical value as quarter hours; 4 sections

5. Course  6. Course 

Section 

Hour

Distribution

5

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

Section 

Hour

Distribution

6

Percent

Distribution

Average

Sections

per

Faculty

Estimated

Section

Hour

Distribution

per Group I

Faculty

Estimated

Course

Credit 

Hours

per Group I

Faculty

2 10% 1 1 2 10% 1 1

2 10% 1 1 3 10% 1 2

3 60% 3 9 4 60% 3 12

4 15% 1 3 5 15% 1 4

5 5% 0 1 7 5% 0 2

100% 5 5 15 100% 5 5 20

5

Converted at 2/3 and rounded up; 5 sections

6

Same numerical value as quarter hours; 5 sections

Number of Faculty Needed Given Different Quarter/Semester Scenarios

Current

Faculty

Term

Course

Credits

Total

Faculty

Course

Credits

Ratio:

Different

Scenarios

to Converted

Current

744

* Ratio

(Faculty

Needed)

Difference

from

Current

Quarter 744 24 17,856

Converted

Quarter

 to Semester

744 16 11,904 1.0 744 0

Scenario 1 744 18 13,392 0.9 661 -83

Scenario 2 744 12 8,928 1.3 992 248

Scenario 3 744 24 17,856 0.7 496 -248

Scenario 4 744 16 11,904 1.0 744 0

Scenario 5 744 15 11,160 1.1 794 50

Scenario 6 744 20 14,880 0.8 595 -149



Appendix D-1
Semester Impact on General Education English Courses

Freshmen English:

Students must take one course from among ENG 151, 152, and 153 to fulfill their Tier I Writing requirement.  These courses enroll 20 students per section and almost every incoming student takes the course during his or her freshmen year.  The English department offers approximately 200 sections of these courses, divided evenly among the three quarters.

With a conversion to semesters, we anticipate that the requirement will remain and we will need to continue to offer the same number of sections per year.  While we currently offer approximately 67 sections per quarter, we anticipate needing to offer 100 sections per semester.  We do not anticipate that any change to general education requirements, brought about as the result of a conversion, would call for the elimination of first-year writing.

This will create difficulties in terms of both staffing and space.  At the present time, we are stretched to the limit in terms of staffing.  Each quarter, we rely upon Group III contracts and TA overloads to meet our current need.  Given Ohio University’s remote location, there is not a significant pool of qualified people that we could draw upon if we needed to employ more people at once.

We have also reached the point at which we can schedule all of our general education courses in Ellis Hall.  Already, we have started to look elsewhere to find space to meet our needs.  This often proves difficult given the size of our classes and the need, ideally, to hold sections in rooms with seminar tables or moveable furniture.

J-courses:

While recently completing our self-study for the seven-year review process, we learned that 77% of all students on the Athens campus complete their junior composition requirement by taking a course in the English department.  Like first-year writing courses in English, J-courses enroll 20 students per section.  English currently offers approximately 120 sections of J-courses during the academic year (excluding summer).

As with freshmen English, we expect the requirement to remain after the conversion.  Whereas now we offer 35-40 sections per quarter, we would need to offer approximately 60 sections per semester.  

The labor and space pool for J-courses is basically the same as those for first-year English.  We have used more Group II instructors to cover our needs for J-courses, but we anticipate shortages of instructors and space for these courses.

Graduate Program:  

Doctoral and Masters students normally teach one course per quarter on our current system.  Thus, the English department is able to cover three sections with each graduate stipend.  If the department were to maintain that arrangement on a semester system, graduate students would have to teach two sections during one of the semesters.  This would impact their ability to devote sufficient time to coursework, research, and dissertation writing during the semester of heavy teaching responsibilities.  While such a course load is not unusual in graduate English studies, it is far from desirable.

Group II:

Most of the Group II instructional staff in English teaches nine courses per year, divided evenly among three quarters.  Group II faculty would have to teach a 5-4 load in order for the department to break even.  A four-course load, even on a semester calendar, could impact the quality of course delivery. 

Appendix D-2

Calendar Change Committee – Modeling Subcommittee

Impact of quarter ( semester transition on General Education

General Physics, General Chemistry, Micro/Macroeconomics

25 May 2007 – Valerie Young

General Physics
There are two distinct year-long sequences of general physics courses:  the PHYS 200-series and the PHYS 250-series.  Each course includes a laboratory and is 5 credits per term.  The courses are divided into sections by laboratory room assignment.  Under semesters, both sequences are expected to remain 1 year long, 5 credits per term, including laboratory.  There is no expected change in staffing needs (faculty or TA) or laboratory places as a result of a change from quarters to semesters.  The assumption is that faculty and TAs will continue to be responsible for the same number of concurrent sections.

Table 1.  Estimated resource requirements for General Physics under quarters and semesters

	
	Quarter System
	Semester System

	Sections taught annually
	
	

	200-series
	10
	7

	250-series
	10
	6

	Sections taught concurrently
	
	

	200-series
	3-4
	3-4

	250-series
	3-4
	3-4

	Faculty required annually
	6-7
	6-7

	Faculty required concurrently
	6-7
	6-7

	TAs required annually
	20
	20

	TAs required concurrently
	20
	20


General Chemistry

There are two distinct year-long sequences of general chemistry courses:  the CHEM 120-series and the CHEM 150-series.  The 150-series actually contains 4 courses; students who need the 150-series for their academic program, but enter “not ready for CHEM 151” according to the chemistry placement exam, take CHEM 150 first.  Each course includes a laboratory and is 5 credits per term.  The courses are divided into sections by laboratory room assignment.  Under semesters, both sequences are expected to remain 1 year long, 5 credits per term, including laboratory.  Estimates of resource needs for each sequence under a semester system are complicated by programs that “mix-and-match” from the two sequences.  For example, several engineering curricula require 151/152/123.  Will these curricula switch to 151/122, or to 151/152?  However, since resource needs are determined primarily by laboratory places, and laboratory places for all general chemistry courses are equivalent in terms of facilities and staff, this unknown is expected to have a small impact on this estimate of resource requirements.

There is an important time-to-graduation consideration that is not apparent from this resource requirement comparison.  Currently, students are permitted to take the 3rd quarter of the 150-series concurrent with the 1st quarter of the organic chemistry sequence.  This means that students who start CHEM 151 in Winter instead of Fall can still begin the year-long organic chemistry sequence the following year.  This enables many students who change majors, who transfer (particularly from other quarter schools such as our regional campuses), who underperform academically in their first quarter and repeat CHEM 151, or who begin in CHEM 150 because they enter underprepared by their secondary school to remain on-schedule for graduation.  With the change to semesters, students will not have sufficient background after only CHEM 151 to take the second semester of general chemistry and the first semester of organic chemistry concurrently.  As each organic chemistry course is offered only once per academic year, a student in a curriculum that requires organic chemistry will likely end up a full year behind as a result of not successfully completing CHEM 151 in the fall quarter of the first year.  With current staffing levels and current organic chemistry enrollment, offering both organic chemistry courses both semesters is unjustifiable.

Values in Table 2 include an additional lecture section and 4 additional laboratory sections in the 120-series under both systems, to accommodate an additional 100 nursing students that are expected due to a new program at the university. 

Changing to a semester system will likely require a staffing increase of 1 faculty member (14%) and 1 TA (4%).  This is different from the situation in General Physics because the 150-series is actually a 4-quarter sequence becoming a 3-semester sequence, and it will be necessary to offer all three 150-series courses every semester.  All general chemistry laboratories are fully utilized during regular business hours in Fall as it is.  The only way to add extra sections is to extend the hours of instruction, and this will require an extra faculty member to supervise after-hours labs.  The assumption is that faculty and TAs will continue to be responsible for the same number of concurrent sections.

Table 2.  Estimated resource requirements for General Chemistry under quarters and semesters
	
	Quarter System
	Semester System

	Sections taught annually
	
	

	120-series
	48
	33

	150-series
	71
	57

	Sections taught concurrently
	
	

	120-series
	13-18
	14-19

	150-series
	18-32
	23-34

	Faculty required annually
	6-7
	7-8

	Faculty required concurrently
	6-7
	7-8

	TAs required annually
	25
	26

	TAs required concurrently
	25
	26


Micro- and Macro-Economics
ECON 103 and 104 would change from a two-quarter sequence to a two-semester sequence.  Currently, 4-5 sections of each course are offered each quarter.  Presumably, the number of students to be accommodated in each course each term would increase by 1/3 on a semester system.  Keeping individual sections at roughly the same enrollment would, thus, require about 6 sections of each course per semester.  On the other hand, since Introductory Economics differs from General Chemistry and General Physics in that each student need not have an defined individual laboratory space, the number of students per section could be increased to keep the number of concurrent sections constant, if sufficient large lecture space exists, with an accompanying risk of eroding freshman student engagement and the marketing advantage of smaller class sizes.  Currently sections of ECON 103/104 have enrollments anywhere from 240 to 400 students, and all are taught by faculty.  The department does not use TAs for instruction in these courses.  Because the sections are large, a typical assignment for a faculty member is one of these sections and then one upper-level class with smaller enrollment per term.  The department estimates it will need one additional faculty member, and will require two faculty to teach two of these large sections per term, under a semester system.  The department believes that larger classes can be accommodated in existing classroom space.

Table 3.  Estimated resource requirements for Introductory Economics under quarters and semesters

	
	Quarter System
	Semester System

	Sections taught annually
	27
	24

	Sections taught concurrently
	9
	12

	Faculty required annually
	9
	10

	Faculty required concurrently
	9
	10

	TAs required annually
	none
	none

	TAs required concurrently
	none
	none


Appendix D-3

Impact of a Potential Switch to Semester on Classroom needs for the Department of Mathematics

Sergio Lopez

A switch to semesters would demand that the department of mathematics evaluate its entire offerings. Which courses continue to be offered and what will happen to the various two, three and four quarter sequences are some of the variables that will affect classroom needs.  For this simulation I had to predict which way some of these changes would go.  Other than casual conversations with department of mathematics chairman Jeff Connor, I did not engage in consultation with any other colleagues.  Immediately following is my analysis; Jeff Connor’s analysis follows that.

Also, since we are only interested in differentials, I did not include information in courses labeled 400 and above since I conjecture that there would not be much of a change in classroom scheduling demands in connection with such courses.  Most importantly, I am also much more reluctant to make predictions as to how those courses would morph under a system change.

Another variable of importance is the kind of scheduling patterns that the university would use in a semester system.  In the unlikely event that we would continue our current practices whereby we pretty much allocate one classroom hour for entire week to a class that meets at that time whether it does so for three, four, or five hours peer week, our classroom needs would grow by 50%.  Considering that the department of mathematics offers a total of about 360 courses in one year, this first rough approximation would mean that there would be a need for up to 180 additional classrooms.  Most likely, though, we would switch to a system similar to the one most semester institutions employ where most classes meet three hours per week.  Classes may be scheduled for one hour on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays or for 1.5 hours on Tuesdays and Thursdays. Using such an approach would significantly reduce the increase in classroom time needs to an extent that the final differential could be as low as needing only two or three extra classrooms.  Of course, these calculations have been made under ideal conditions.  Still, the impact on classroom needs does not seem to be a source for tremendous concern.  

Impact of a Potential Switch to Semester on staffing needs for the Department of Mathematics

While a switch to semesters does not seem to have too serious of an impact on our classroom needs, the same thing cannot be said about our staffing needs.  Looking only at our courses labeled 360 and below, those courses where I feel I can somewhat predict what is going to happen with a potential switch to semesters, I estimate that our offering of 257 such classes under the quarter system will become an offering of 244 courses under the semester system.  The number of staff needed to teach 257 quarter courses under a typical 2-2-2 load would be 257/6= 43.  The number of staff needed to teach 244 semester courses under a typical 2-2 load would be 244/4= 61.  We are talking about an increase in teaching staff of about 42%.  These are only ballpark figures since Group II faculty, for example, would teach some of these classes possibly going from 3-3-3 loads to 3-3.  However, I believe that it is a pretty firm rough estimate.

An Alternative Analysis to Workload Impact

Basis for Analysis Tied to Contact Hours, Rather than Preparations

At present, faculty have (typically) 4 hrs x 6 courses x 10 weeks = 240 class hours an academic year.

Assuming that faculty will have to spend about as many hours in the classroom/year in the semester system, this leads to a faculty load of 5.3 three-hour semester courses per year.  It would seem that the typical load will have to be 5 - 6 semester courses per year.  (Perhaps 6 for non-research active and 5 for research active faculty.)  There >would have to be an increase in faculty in order just to have a 3 - 2 course schedule. One way to keep a 2 course load is to have some four or five credit courses in the mix.  If Math 263 continues as four hour course a faculty member could teach calculus (4 x 30) and a three hour course (3 x 30) and end up teaching 210 hours/year.  A 14% increase in faculty size would allow the department to teach the same number of contact hours/year with 2-2 load with this scheme.  (It might also make sense to have some 4-credit hour upper level courses, e.g. compressing a two quarter sequence.)

If we wanted to keep Math 113 and 115 as 4 hour courses (60 semester hours vs. 50 quarter hours),  there will be some staffing problems at that level.  TAs might have to move to a 2 - 1 schedule to teach the same number of credit hours.
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Quarter oversimplification: Semester oversimplification:

Students take: Students would need to take:

4 x 4 QH courses x 3 quarters x 4 years = 192 or 48 sections
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3 10% 48 5 14 2 10% 32 3 6

4 60% 48 29 115 3 60% 32 19 58
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Converted at 2/3 and rounded up; 32 sections

Net result: would require one more year to graduate
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No effect on time to graduation
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Same numerical value as quarter hours

No effect on time to graduation

Course Distribution: Semesters
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Course Distribution: Quarters
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Hypothetical Semester Scenarios



Appendix F

Academic Calendar and System Task Force

Functional Areas Subcommittee Final Report

July 2007
Overview
The Functional Areas Subcommittee consisted of the following members of the Task Force:

· Timothy G. Anderson (Geography, Executive Committee of Faculty Senate)

· Dominic Barbato (Graduate Student Senate)

· Chuck McWeeny (Dean, College of Fine Arts)

· Wendy Merb-Brown (Director of Learning Community Programs, University College)

The subcommittee was charged with collecting and analyzing information and opinions regarding the academic calendar and system from constituents in “functional area” units on campus.  Such “functional areas” refer to all non-departmental units (some academic, some non-academic) on campus.  In order to be thorough in our collection of perspectives, the subcommittee’s first task was to identify a list of functional areas that was as inclusive as possible that would be solicited for input.   In the end, the subcommittee arrived at the following list of functional areas to be solicited:

Admissions


Alumni Association

Assistant Deans

Athletics


Auxiliary Services

Office of the Bursar




Campus Safety


Campus Services

Chairs and Directors Group



Comm. and Marketing
CRSCA


Deans  (10)





Development


Diversity


Education Abroad




Facilities Management (5)
University Planning

Finance and Administration



Financial Aid


Global Leadership Center 
Graduate Studies




Human Resources

Information Technology
Institutional Equity




Institutional Research

Libraries


Lifelong Learning




Military Science

ONCA



Regional Campuses




Office of the Registrar

Research Compliance

Student Affairs Leadership



Baker Center (9)

Voinovich Center

WOUB






International Student and Faculty Services
On March 30, 2007, the subcommittee sent an e-mail requesting feedback, opinions and perspectives to the heads of the functional area units listed above.  A subsequent, follow-up reminder and request for input was sent on May 1st.  Given that the Task Force was particularly interested in determining what issues were most valued with regard to the calendar and system (rather than a straight yes/no vote for semesters or quarters), the subcommittee asked the unit heads to address the following questions:

· What are the major issues relevant to the calendar/system that affect your functional area?

· What are some of the limitations/strengths of our existing calendar?  Of our existing system?

· What would be the impact (in regard to students, services, finances, etc.) on your functional area if we were to change the calendar? Change the system? Stay the same?

The initial e-mail solicitation asked each unit head to initiate a discussion regarding the calendar and system with their staff and to share their responses with the subcommittee.  The e-mail also included an offer for a member of the subcommittee to discuss these issues with unit heads and their staffs during a regularly scheduled staff meeting.  In the end, however, only one face-to-face meeting with a unit head (one of the college deans) was requested and conducted.  Instead, unit heads either responded to the e-mail query alone or initiated a discussion with their staff and communicated the results of those discussions to the subcommittee.  Of the initial solicitation of 61 functional areas and/or individual unit heads, the subcommittee received 19 e-mail responses and 1 oral response (a 33% response rate).  Some of the responses were quite detailed and communicated very strong opinions, while others were much more concise and, in some cases, rather vague with respect to opinion.  

Summary of Responses
The subcommittee organized the responses to the e-mail solicitation into four categories:  

· General Comments/Opinions

· Comments/Opinions Regarding the Calendar System

· Comments/Opinions Regarding a Quarter System

· Comments/Opinions Regarding a Semester System

The responses from each unit that replied to the e-mail solicitation are summarized below according to this organization.

Admissions

· It was argued that the quarter system and the present calendar does not allow for the planning of any major campus recruitment in December because not enough faculty and students are available to assist with such programs.  

· Preference: Switch to Semesters and/or Calendar Change
Assistant Deans
· The majority of assistant deans supported a semester-based system because of potential positive benefits with respect to student retention and academic success, citing the quarter system’s “frantic pace and brevity.”

· The present calendar was criticized for the short breaks that occur between the winter and spring quarters and the spring and summer quarters.  It was noted that these short breaks do not provide sufficient time for the processing of student services, such as grades, and that because processes have to be rushed information is not received by the colleges in time.  Problems involving probation, dismissal and reinstatement and graduate lists were noted.  

· The quarter system was criticized for deadlines being very close together, for greater difficulty in intervention with academically at-risk students, and for students completing internships and study abroad programs being forced to miss one or more quarters since such programs is most often semester-based.  It was noted, however, that the quarter system gives students more options with respect to retaking of courses.
· The assistant deans noted that a semester-based system has many advantages from their points of view.  There are only two cycles instead of three, freeing up time for faculty and staff to devote more time to student advising and service.  Deadlines could be spread out rather than being so close together; it is easier to identify and intervene with students having difficulty; there is less interference with internships and study abroad opportunities; student summer job hunting would be easier if classes ended at the same time as other universities in Ohio; student services would be improved and become more efficient and would cut costs because many student service activities would occur two times instead of three times per academic year.

· Preference: Switch to Semesters and/or Calendar Change
Auxiliary Services
· Auxiliary Services noted that a change from quarters to semesters could have potentially negative consequences and several potential losses of revenue were highlighted: 1) loss of revenue from interim housing; 2) dining halls and residence halls would need to remain open during Thanksgiving; 3) higher utility costs for residence and dining halls due to extended sessions; 4) loss of high school bands as a conference activity; 5) arriving in Athens in mid-August and being in a non-air-conditioned residence hall might hurt enrollment; 6) loss of revenue from pre-season camps; 7) the overall cost of moving from quarters to semester with respect to curriculum review, scheduling, etc.; 8) the cost of reprogramming technology and software; 9) one less week of housing and feeding students in residence halls would result in a loss of $494,530.

· On the other hand, many positive benefits of a semester-based system were listed: 1) internal business processes would be reduced from three to two time per year; 2) international students would not need to move to interim housing for an entire six week period; 3) a semester system is more consistent with high school calendars and systems; 4) two openings and closings of residence halls per year instead of three; 5) semesters align better with study abroad programs; 6) less time training student workers as they would stay on the job for 16 weeks instead of 11; 7) students would have more time to become “acclimated” to OU and our processes; 8) students who take summer class at OU would be better able to finish in time go to a semester-based school in the fall.

· Preference: No Clear Preference (remain on quarters if resources are the biggest concern; switch to semesters if student services is the biggest concern)
Office of the Bursar
· With respect to the calendar system, the Bursar noted that the short break between the winter and spring quarters causes many “issues” with respect to billing.

· The Bursar arrived at the conclusion that converting to semesters would be “beneficial to our operation.”  Although billing schedules, due dates, monthly payment plans, etc., would need to be reworked, the semester system would reduce the number of processes that need to be run annually.

· Preference: Switch to Semesters
Communications and Marketing
· It was reported that there would be “little to no impact as a result of a calendar change” with respect to this functional area.

· Preference: No Clear Preference
CRSCA
· CRSCA expressed concern in several areas with respect to a potential change in the academic system and/or academic calendar: 1) there should be a clear statement of goals to be achieved by a change and of the reasons for believing a switch will meet these goals; 2) the difficulty in giving informed opinions without knowing important details such as faculty workload, length of semesters, number of credits students will take, the impact on faculty retention during the transition and in the long run, and the financial impact of even a temporary drop in FTEs and state subsidy; 3) the effect of a potential change on the regional campuses; 4) frustration with the level at which input has been sought; 5) the wisdom of engaging in a process “with certain short-term negative financial impact and no long-term positive financial impact without strong evidence for some other advantage.”

· Most staff members (8 of 11) would not favor a calendar in which the winter quarter would be split over Christmas break in order to end the spring quarter prior to June 1.  It was reported that a late end to the spring term is a “severe hindrance” to collaboration with other universities and that a long summer break starting in June would be “far more useful” than the existing winter break.

· With respect to the advantages of a quarter-base system, the following opinions were expressed: 1) in some programs, the achievement of competencies (outcomes) is spread out over many courses and it will require a substantial effort to ensure that all of these competencies could be covered effectively under a new system; 2) it is impossible to judge the academic impact of changing to semesters without viewing a model curriculum under that system; 3) quarters are superior because they allow more diversity of classes; 4) the idea that changing to semesters will automatically lower workload is a “myth.” 

· With respect to the potential advantages of a semester-based system, the following opinions were expressed: 1) “semesters are not a radical idea, many other schools do it and it should not be a “dramatic leap” to picture our curriculum on semesters; 2) semesters might be superior because they give students time to reflect and to synthesize course topics; 3) faculty travel for research/creative activity would impact contact time less severely under semesters; 4) a semester system might result in “more meaningful” summer sessions.

· Preference: Remain on Quarters with Calendar Change
Dean, College of Communication
· The Dean expressed a strong preference for a semester-based system based on three primary reasons: 1) semesters offer greater opportunities for in-depth study, research and co-curricular activities (such as internships) for students and faculty; 2) semesters offer an opportunity to realign faculty workloads such that they provide more time for faculty creative and research activity; 3) the College would “realize efficiencies” by having fewer scheduling demands, fewer deadlines for paperwork and fewer primary reporting periods.

· The Dean reported losing faculty  to semester institutions that offer teaching loads of 2-2 or less and expressed concern with the data that show that the opposition to changing to semesters is coming “primarily from faculty who have been at the institution for more than 15 years.”  Our most recent hires favor semesters over quarters “by a significant margin and those faculty are the future of this institution.”  

· The Dean believes “without doubt that enhancing the research and graduate education missions of the institution requires a switch to semesters.”

· Preference:  Switch to Semesters
Dean, College of Health and Human Services
· Several issues were highlighted that needed to be considered: 1) the effect of a change on early retirement; 2) faculty work load/revenue would need to be neutral in order not to disadvantage students and faculty; 3) curricular issues; 4) the effect of a change on internships and observation programs; 5) the effect of a change on faculty fellowships; 6) whether or not flexibility of courses could be built into a semester system (such as half-semester courses.

· With respect to the calendar, noted there could be potentially negative financial consequences of changing the calendar.  For example, the costs of students going home over Thanksgiving and in December if we change the calendar could be “problematic.”  It was thought that the long break in December can be “positive or negative,” but the short break between winter and spring quarters causes problems. 
· Several advantages of a semester-based system were noted: 1) fewer starting and stopping times would improve advising, scheduling and planning; 2) internships are available in May, so a semester system would be preferable; 3) jobs are difficult to obtain later in the summer, so an earlier graduation date would be preferable; 4) graduate education is better on a semester system because more detail can be covered; 5) most other institutions are on semester systems, so transfer credit would be simplified; 6) a semester system allows one less time than the present system does for students to leave the university; 7) Jr. faculty members are more easily acclimated to the university with fewer class preps.

· Preference: Switch to Semesters and/or Calendar Change
Education Abroad
· Education Abroad responded that there are advantages and disadvantages to both quarters and semesters.  Although a switch to semesters would “force a significant shift in the way OU promotes and fosters education abroad,” study abroad at OU has expanded considerably over the past decade, and a change to the semester system could “ultimately offer more opportunities for more students.”  It would also encourage more students to participate in programs that last longer than one quarter.  It was noted that one student group that would probably not be well served by a switch to semesters would be non-traditional students.

· With regard to the calendar system, the winter intersession presents a very good opportunity for short-term education abroad experiences, but it can be very challenging financially; replacing winter intersession with a January or May term tied directly to the financial aid year would enable more students to take advantage of mid-year opportunities for study abroad.

· With respect to the quarter system, the following advantages were noted: 1) more faculty are able and willing to direct quarter-long study abroad programs; 2) it may be more challenging to convince departments to release a faculty member for one half of his/her academic year load than one-third; 3) we would need to renegotiate our international agreements if we switched to semesters, which would present significant administrative hurdles; 4) a switch may cause an initial drop in numbers of students participating in term-long programs; 5) the quarter system affords more opportunities for students to go abroad multiple times; 6) many students perceive 10 weeks as a more feasible length of time to spend abroad; 7) double majors who are required to study abroad for one of their majors can do so with relative ease on the quarter system; on a semester system these students may have trouble fulfilling all study abroad and graduation requirements within a four-year period.
· With respect to the semester system, the following advantages were noted: 1) a switch to semesters could enhance the attractiveness of OU’s study abroad programming to non-Ohio students; 2) running programs five times per year currently creates a heavy administrative burden on the office; 3) international cooperation is much easier on the semester system with respect to integrating American systems with foreign systems; 4) students have more language and cultural immersion on semester-long programs; 5) students would have more access to non-OU study abroad programs on a semester system.
· Preference:  No Clear Preference 
Global Leadership Center
· The GLC communicated a strong preference for remaining on quarters because “there is just more learning done with quarters,” the “semester never really seems to begin until the 2nd or 3rd week,” and “quarters don’t leave a lot of room for messing around.”

· Preference:  Remain on Quarters
Institutional Research
· The Office of Institutional Research outlined several issues that will have to be addressed if there is a change to semesters: 1) switching to semesters will present the office with several major hurdles to overcome, especially with respect to its reporting of data to the Ohio Board of Regents.  Currently, this reporting is done on a quarterly basis and all of the office’s processes are based on assumptions within a quarter system – staffing ratios, student and faculty FTE definitions and other assumptions will have to be changed; 2) because we have no experience with semesters at OU within the last 40 years, we will need to establish definitions in advance or wait until we have sufficient experience under a semester system; 3) much of what IR tracks internally (such as in the Compendium) is historical.  If there is a switch to semesters, either we will not have historical data, or more work will be involved to estimate and convert historical tables.  Any changes in the system will diminish the “predictability” and accuracy of any predictions; 4) a change in system will change when people on campus receive information from IR and everything will be delayed while the office establishes new definitions and assumptions; 5) the effect of a system change on enrollment and retention rates will affect the university’s budget, and every university that has changed from quarters to semesters has lost student FTE (and thus revenue) in the first couple of years; 6) juxtaposing a system and/or calendar change with a new SIS implementation will be very difficult and taxing.

· Having listed these concerns, IR notes that “we’d like to be on a semester system because there would be one fewer term to report enrollment.”

· Preference:  Change to Semesters
International Student and Faculty Services
· International Student and Faculty Services communicated a strong preference for a change in the system and the calendar for the following reasons: 1) ISFS would see time savings due to a decrease in the number of times specific immigration reporting functions need to be completed; 2) the change in system would enhance the work ISFS does with international student organizations; 3) a change in calendar dates to a September to December  semester and a mid-January to mid-May semester would benefit ISFS and international students as well by decreasing the long winter break and better aligning OU with other institutions; 4) a mid-January start date would benefit the international student orientation program which could be held after January 1 rather than between Christmas and New Years Day.  

· ISFS communicated several reasons as to why a different calendar would be advantageous: 1) the late spring closing date can present problems for students seeking summer internship opportunities with a June 1 start; 2) completing a program of study in the winter quarter can present immigration challenges for a student planning to continue their education somewhere else in the US and it is often difficult for a student to find a program that begins soon enough to comply with immigration deadlines; 3) the long break between fall and winter quarters tend to disrupt the momentum developed during the term by the International Student Union and other international student organizations; 4) the long winter break presents a challenge to international students, especially for new international students and those living in residence halls.

· A change to a semester-based system would be preferred for the following reasons: 1) many of the functions of ISFS are completed four times per year (once per term), which is very time consuming and costly and limits abilities to devote resources to other functions; 2) orientation is currently held four times per year, and a change to semesters would make it possible to have two larger orientation programs and one smaller one; 3) new international students would benefit from a change to semesters by receiving a longer, more in-depth orientation; 4) semester would be more efficient in terms of staffing and resources; 5) the visa application process could be improved for students as they would likely have more time to apply for their visas; 6) pre-arrival advising and services such as airport pickup would be easier to arrange.

· Preference:  Change to Semesters and Calendar Change
Libraries
· With respect to the calendar, Library Services stated that the long winter break is, for them, “problematic” because they need to remain open virtually the entire time.  Because most student workers are gone during this period, staffing is difficult.

· Regarding the quarter system, it was noted that extended hours have to be enacted for a week or more at the end of each quarter, which requires greater costs in terms of student workers and staff overtime.  Overtime has to be paid at the end of each quarter when a large amount of returned books and materials have to be dealt with.  Thus, going to semesters (when all of this overtime would only occur twice per year instead of three times per year) would save revenue.

· Regarding semesters, fewer exam periods will save money for the libraries.  Under the quarter system instruction to individuals and classes on how to effectively use library resources is often very rushed.  Under a semester system, a “more leisurely” system would provide opportunities for more in-depth instruction and a chance for students to practice and develop their information skills.

· Preference:  Switch to Semesters
Military Science (Response from Two Unit Heads)
· Regarding the calendar system, Military Science noted that maintaining physical fitness during extended breaks is a “major issue.”  The program always experiences a decrease in physical fitness scores at the beginning of the winter quarter.

· With regard to the quarter system, several advantages were highlighted:  1) because OU ends so late, students that are scheduled for summer training normally attend directly after spring quarter finals.  This is a positive because the majority of the cadets enter at the peak of their training; 2) because OU is one of the few programs on the quarter system and have such a long break, we are able to take advantage of schools (like Airborne school) during the winter break that many other schools cannot.  
· Regarding semesters, it was noted that one major advantage of a semester system is that the current Cadet Command Military Science curriculum is set up for the semester system, and as a result OU Military Science instructors have to adjust this curriculum to the quarter system.  The biggest problem with the quarter system is that cadets are commissioned later than any other school in the northeast region and puts them at a disadvantage with respect to job placement when they reach active duty.  They note that it “would be very easy for us to make a transition to a semester system or a different kind of quarter system.”

· Preference: Remain on Quarter System With a Change in Calendar
Office of Nationally Competitive Awards (ONCA)
· ONCA noted that “the university is so chaotic right now and morale is so low, and if there are no budgetary resources for anything . . . it would be catastrophic to move to a semester system at this time” and would be very unsettling and expensive.  But having said this, it was recognized that there are pros and cons to both systems and ONCA should “not be in the mix” with respect to a decision.

· Preference: Remain on Quarter System
Regional Campuses
· Only one regional campus (Zanesville) responded to the e-mail solicitation.  

· Several disadvantages of the quarter system were noted: 1) the quarter system forces us to “start clean” three times per year instead of only twice in the semester system, and time is wasted every time we have to start anew; 2) with semesters, there is more time to delve deeper into course issues and cover more topics in more depth; 3) ten weeks is inadequate for “go out into the community and build relationships” that could enable students to develop a concrete understanding of concepts learned in class;  One major advantage to the quarter system and current calendar that was noted was that many students on the regional campuses are financially challenged and need the time from November to January to work to obtain extra money to attend winter and spring quarters.  Such students also like to take winter intersession courses to lighten their course loads in the winter quarter.  

· With regard to a semester system, several advantages were noted: 1) transfer of credits from other institutions on semesters will be easier; 2) there will be one less advising and registration period; 3) the change would force a much needed reexamination of requirements for majors; 4) for non-traditional, financially needy and regional campus students, a semester system will provide fewer opportunities to quit taking classes – each registration period is a decision point for such students, so retention would likely increase because there would be one less opportunity to quit; 5) semesters are preferred because it gives students more time to work on projects slowly instead of “being rushed”; 6) a preference for a system that gives several small breaks or “evenly-spaced” big breaks was expressed; 7) the change would force needed changes in the nursing curriculum which reports to accrediting bodies (Ohio Board of Nursing and the National League for Nursing Accreditation Commission).

· Preference: Switch to Semesters and Calendar Change
Registrar
· The Registrar reported that all of the services and functions provided by the Office would be impacted by a change in system and/or calendar.  It was communicated that the implementation of a calendar change would be “costly and may impact enrollment and retention.”  The Office said that “if this is the direction the University chooses the Registrar will support it but it is imperative to understand the transition years will be chaotic and stressful.”

· With regard to a possible calendar change, the Registrar noted that “from our perspective there would not be a reduction in workload [as a result of switching to semesters] but a shift in the workload.”  There would be an increase in numbers for many of the services the Office provides, but those services would be provided a fewer number of times.  If the university chooses to go to semesters, the Office envisions a need to provide midterm grade reporting service.  

· With respect to the quarter system, the Office reported that a quarter system allows for “a more even distribution of the workload, i.e. rather than dividing students who graduate across four terms we would now spread it over only three terms, thereby increasing the volume of students dealt with at any one time.”  

· At the same time, the Office communicated the following limitations of a quarter system: 1) there is not enough time to produce midterm grade reports; 2) there is a fairly short advising period, which indirectly affects the Office; 3) with respect to probation review, there is not enough review time from when grades are submitted, deans review academic progress, and then students are notified; there is little to no time for a student to request an exception to be reinstated or if a student is dropped mistakenly before the next term begins; sometimes students who are academically dropped aren’t notified until after the next term has already started; 4) there is not enough time to drop students who fail to meet the prerequisites, notify them, and expect them to find other classes for the term; 5) there is very little time for graduate application review after the winter and spring quarter deadlines have passed; 6) the turnaround time for the transcript production/mailing process is currently 2-3 business days; this time frame may have to be extended in a semester system because more transcripts will be produced during peak times.

· Preference:  No Clear Preference
Office of Research Compliance
· The Office of Research Compliance felt that semesters would be “better.”  They cited the fact that in the quarter system student projects must be approved in a hurried manner to ensure that students can complete their work on time.  In a semester system the compliance office would not expect to be “inundated by paperwork” the way it is in the quarter system.  It was thought that the amount of funded research may go down slightly during the transition from quarters to semesters due to resource issues in redoing the curriculum, but in the long run a less compacted semester class schedule and the compatibility with most other schools that are on semester systems will enhance the amount of funded research.

· Preference:  Switch to Semesters
WOUB Television and Radio
· Because WOUB operates year-round, a calendar and/or system change would have “little or no impact” on staffing.

· With regard to quarters, it was noted that because WOUB relies so heavily on student staff, when the quarter ends early they are often short staffed for productions, programs and other projects.  The existing calendar is limiting because of the long winter break.  Further, it was noted that WOUB finds itself training large numbers of students each quarter because of turnover – in a semester system this would only occur twice.

· With regard to semesters, the opinion was that a semester system and a new calendar would provide time for more intensive training and would allow them to have student workers for a longer period of time.  A semester-based system would help financially because students would be available for a longer period of time during the Christmas break (from the end of November until mid-December) and thus students would not have to be hired as “break” staff.

· Preference:  Switch to Semesters and Change of Calendar
Overall Summary
Of the 20 functional units and/or unit heads that responded to the e-mail solicitation, 11 (55%) expressed strong preference for a semester-based system and/or a calendar change; 5 (25%) preferred to remain on the quarter system; and 4 (20%) expressed no clear preference for either system.  

Those units that preferred a semester-based system and/or calendar change tended to cite the following “values” that led to this preference:

6. Real or perceived financial benefits in a semester-based system.  This includes long-run increases in student retention, fewer numbers of “cycles” in which grades, billing, financial aid statements and the like have to be processed (two instead of three), not having to staff facilities and pay overtime during the long winter break, and an increase in efficiency with regard to student services.

7. Easier transition with respect to transfer credit.  Since most institutions are on semester systems and calendars, a semester system would dovetail well with other institutions and allow for an easier and more streamlined process with regard to transfer students and transfer credit.  

8. Real or perceived academic benefits in a semester-based system.  This includes the opportunity for more in-depth study and research by both faculty and students, a realignment of faculty workloads for more efficient use of time for research and creative activities, more time for co-curricular activities (such as internships and study abroad opportunities)

9. Real or perceived benefits with regard to the graduate education and research missions of the university
10. Real or perceived benefits to international student and faculty services
Those units that preferred to remain on the present quarter-based system tended to cite the following “values” that led to this preference.  Based on the responses, however, it is fair to infer that most of the units and/or individuals that favored remaining on the quarter system based their opinions not so much on perceived advantages of a quarter system, but rather on perceived disadvantages of a semester system. 

6. Real or perceived negative financial consequences as a result of a change to semesters.  This includes a questioning of the wisdom of enacting (or even contemplating) a system and/or calendar change given the current financial problems facing the institution, the “chaotic” period that would ensue during the transition to a semester system, and the short- and long-term financial resources that  would be needed in order to affect the change, and loss of revenue with respect to  Auxiliary Services (loss of housing and dining services revenue under a semester system)

7. Real or perceived increases in faculty and staff workloads in a semester-based system
8. The “distinctiveness” of the current quarter-based system that sets Ohio University apart from other institutions
9. Real or perceived academic benefits in a quarter-based system.  This includes, for example, the greater diversity of courses available to students in a quarter system

10. The overall “cost” (financial and otherwise) and “chaos” involved in a transition to a semester system
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Table 1

Student Survey: Which of the following statements most closely captures your preference for the academic system?

College

Prefer quarter system

Prefer semester system
No preference

Arts & Science (n = 434)
63%



22%



15%

Business (n = 168)

74%



14%



12%

Communications (n = 275)
69%



21%



10%

Education (n = 196)

69%



18%



13%

Engineering (n = 95)

49%



16%



11%

Fine Arts (n = 72)

49%



35%



17%

Health & Human Services 


(n = 258)

73%



18%



 9%

University College (n = 82)   
61%



33%



 6%

Honors Tutorial (n = 42)
81%



17%



 2%

Regional Higher Ed. (n = 63) 76%



11%



13%

Total (n = 1685)

68%



20%



12%
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Table 2

Student survey: Which of the following statements most closely captures your preference for the academic system?

Class


Prefer quarter system

Prefer semester system
No preference

Freshman (n = 389)

68%



21%



11%

Sophomore (n = 352)

76%



14%



11%

Junior (n = 372)

76%



13%



12%

Senior (n = 352)

72%



13%



15%

Master’s Student (n = 151)
42%



47%



11%

Doctoral Student (n = 74)
30%



64%



 7%
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Table 3

Faculty Survey:  Which of the following statements most closely captures your preference for the academic system?

College

Prefer quarter system

Prefer semester system
No preference

Arts & Science (n = 197)
49%



43%



 8%

Business (n =  26)

77%



23%



 0%

Communications (n =  41)
44%



46%



10%

Education (n =  21)

35%



59%



 7%

Engineering (n = 29)

35%



59%



 7%

Fine Arts (n = 40)

10%



83%



 8%

Health & Human Services 


(n =  36)

31%



56%



14%

Regional Higher Ed. (n = 31) 48%



42%



10%

Total (n =  421)

44%



47%



 8%
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Table 4

Faculty Survey:  Which of the following statements most closely captures your preference for the academic system?

Faculty Responses
Prefer quarter system
  
Prefer semester system
No preference

Advise Undergrad (n = 369)
44%



48%



 8%

Advise Masters (n = 256)
41%



52%



7%

Advise Doctoral (n = 134)
46%



49%



 6%

<= 50% Teach Undergrad 


(n = 91)

45%



52%



 3%

>= 50% Teach Undergrad 


(n = 294)

43%



47%



10%

1-5 Years Teaching at OU


(n = 126)

36%



54%



 10%

6-10 Years Teaching at OU


(n =  97)

41%



54%



 5%

11-15 Years Teaching at OU


(n = 67)   

42%



55%



 3%

16-20 Years Teaching at OU


(n = 63)

49%



35%



16%

Very Concerned 

About Transition (n = 203) 
76%



15%



 9%

Concerned About Transition


(n = 72)   

31%



56%



14%

Slightly Concerned

About Transition (n = 83)
 8%



86%



 6%

Not At All Concerned

About Transition (n = 63)
 6%



92%



 2%
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Table 5

Staff Survey: Which of the following statements most closely captures your preference for the academic system?

Staff Responses
Prefer quarter system

Prefer semester system
No preference

Ranked beginning 

Later in year #1 (n = 399)
34%



51%



14%

Ranked finishing

Earlier in year #1 (n = 404)
17%



56%



27%

Ranked a long break

During year #1 (n = 399)
58%



18%



23%

Administrator Responses Only

Advised students  (n = 139)
29%



58%



13%

No advising (n = 165)

29%



42%



30%

Taught as adjunct (n = 131)
30%



54%



16%

No teaching (n = 177)

27%



46%



 27%

Classified Responses Only

Advised students  (n = 15)
47%



27%



27%

No advising (n = 85)

32%



32%



37%

Taught as adjunct (n = 4)
25%



 0%



75%

No teaching (n = 94)

35%



33%



 32%

Appendix H
Communication Committee

June 17

The Communication Committee, with the assistance of the Faculty Senate office, scheduled three open meetings during the month of May.  These meetings were held to allow the faculty, students, and administrative staff an opportunity to both express their concerns and address questions to the Calendar Committee.   The final meeting was also opened to the Athens community offering the opportunity for those not formally affiliated with the University to be heard.  Each meeting was opened by Phyllis Bernt, chair of the Calendar Committee, explaining that there was no agenda for the meeting but rather discussion was to be directed by the questions of those attending.  

The meeting schedule was:


Wednesday, May 2; 4:00-6:00 pm; Walther Hall


Friday, May 11; 2:00-4:00pm; Grover Center to allow participation from

Regional campuses


Thursday, May 17; 7:00-9:00pm; Walther Hall

While attendance was sparse at each of the meetings, the discussions were lively.   

Meeting 1: The first meeting, unfortunately, had more committee members than participants.  None the less, an interesting discussion ensued.  The participants included two faculty members who were also heads of Schools/Departments and a graduate student.   Each brought their own concerns..  For example, the graduate student expressed his support for a move to semesters so that there was more time to do research and gain a depth of knowledge.   The faculty members supported that argument but pointed out concerns about the teaching load on a semester and the need to allow flexible scheduling for classes that might need more than an hour meeting time.

Meeting 2: The second meeting was scheduled in an on-line classroom to allow participation from the regional campuses and there was representation from Eastern and Chillicothe.   This meeting was attended by a range of constituents including faculty from the Athens and regional campuses, graduate and undergraduate students, and administrative staff.  A summary of their comments and concerns follows with the source of the comment when available:

Support for semesters:

-hard to synchronize with other universities, to collaborate, textbooks on 15 week model 


[Engineering]

-transfers would be easier on semester system [Eastern campus]

-can’t make up for emergency, lost time on the quarter system

-allows for industry partnership programs, more collaborative programs (e.g. Loraine)

-only two sessions of advising/registration [administrative staff]
Support for quarters:
-quarter system offers more diversity in courses [student]

-field work courses at an advantage with extended time in spring and early summer 


[Biology]

-a 10 week session works better at the regionals that depend on community adjuncts

Opinions and questions on calendar structure:
-long break in summer better for internships

-long winter break is good but ending in June is problem [student]

-other options considered like trimester?

-consider a calendar with a winter intersession

-problem is with the start/stop dates not the system; bigger summer break for research is

 needed

Questions and Concerns:

-implementation of new courses, impact on UCC

-facilities to support change in terms of class size, space

-decline in enrollment?

-for adjunct faculty, any special concerns on staffing; could be undoing of enrollment in

 night courses at regionals [Chillicothe]

-many students can’t afford summer courses [student]

-variable credit hours should be considered when scheduling
-mentioned several times was workload impact; faculty time required; a 3-3 workload

 “would be a breaking point”
From one faculty member: Calendar change at this time is a very bad idea – so much faculty work will be required; no evidence for need to change; no benefit; given the budget; taking time from faculty teaching, research etc.  This is an administrative change that is not central to the academic mission of the University.
Meeting 3: This meeting was advertised widely to the Athens community and offered one of the only opportunities for the community at large to voice their questions and concerns.  From this meeting, community members agreed to gather data on the impact of a long winter break on the economics of the local businesses.  Phyllis Bernt began with a description of the semester and quarter calendar and addressed some of the most frequently asked questions to date.  

Number of contact hours: They would generally come out even.

Average teaching load: In our quarter system it averages 2-2-2 over 30 weeks of classes x 8 credits for a total of 240 hours.  In a semester system with a 2-2 load, if each course were 4 credits, the average would be 30 weeks time 8 credits for a total of 240 credit hours.  In a semester with 3 credit courses, the average would be 30 weeks times 6 credits for a total of 180 credit hours.

Cost of the change: Still to be determined
From the discussion:

Support for semesters:

-can delve into information more; helps with research [graduate student]

-problems of jobs for late June graduation [faculty]

-not now efficiently using classroom and lab space [faculty]

Support for quarters:
-more intense; may lose internships on the semester [theatre student]

-Education’s clinical counseling program’s and school counseling’s pass rate for 


Licensing exams at 100%, well above the national norms set by schools on 


semesters [faculty]
Opinions and questions on calendar structure:

-students can’t retain information over long winter break [faculty]

-negative financial impact on community from long winter break [community members]

-advantage to students to work at home over long winter break [administrator]

Questions and Concerns:

-what about transfer students; transfer articulation [faculty]

-problems of transfers under current system [parent]

-why not wait until SIS changes are made?

-why are we considering this now?

-about 85% of the universities are on semester, one parent stated he would never now 


have one of his kids go from one system to another

-adequate advising essential

From one faculty member: It is a toss-up; one system vs another.  How it is viewed depends on the discipline.

Summary

While the three meetings had a limited attendance, compared to the University at large, they were an important contribution to the information gathering process of the Calendar Committee.  However, the comments also reflect the complexity of the issue – undergraduates tend to support maintaining a quarter system because of the ability to take a wider range of courses and the flexibility for internships and jobs.  On the other hand, for an undergraduate, the long winter break allows them to get jobs and internships not available to those on semesters.  For some faculty, semesters are a better system because one can recover a course that is going badly or where there are setbacks but to others quarters offer better pedagogical experiences or benefit adjunct faculty.  Administrative staff saw semesters as more efficient and an advantage to transfers.  As one faculty pointed out: Pedagogy, cost, and the strategic impact of the calendar are the three major issues.  
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Appendix I-2
Example of an Early Semester Calendar

UN-L
[image: image5.png]August 2006 [

S M T W Th F sa

1l2]3lals
67 8 5 101 12
131415 16 17 18 19
20 g g naEE 26
27 i g% aE

November 2006 .

S M T w Th F sa

45 EE 4
5 & e dehin 1
12 3 s ABLaT 18

19 20 o SEREREE o

26 27 pmias: an

February 2007 :

S M T W Th F sa

£z s
4 BSEEEE e w0
11z E s 17
18 9 iz Aaies 24
25 g6 BT

May 2007 B

S M T W Th F sa

s
112
18 19
25 26

6 78 5 10
1314 15 16 17
20 21 22] 23 24
27 28 23] 30 31

September 2006 >
s

W oW T Fosa

i e
S B o
10 11 48 08 1
1 aleine a2
24 id5i 267 2w o8 3o

December 2006 s

s m

March 2007
S M T W Th F sa

18 9 B pzEes 24
25 6 TR RAEAY 31

June 2007 P

S M T W Th F sa

12
345 6 78 9
10111213 14 15 16
17 18 19 20 21 22 23
24 25 26| 27 28 29 30

October 2006

S HoT W ThoF oS
1 e
B
1s I s i o
22 oy i e 2
2 b

January 2007 .

s m sa

ks wmn o
Bl s 2
P
28 55 863k

S M T W ThoFosa
M i
i
15 AR s weien 2
22 3t as et 20

2 7%,

July 2007 @

S M T W Th F sa
1l2fslals][s]7
89 10 11 1213 14
15 16 17 18 19 20 21
2223 24| 25 26 27 28
29 3031




Pink (dots) = in session

Blue (crosshatch) = not in session

Yellow (diagonal) = final exams

Appendix I-3
Early Quarter Example

Rose-Hulman
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Appendix I-4
Early Quarter Example

With November Break
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Appendix I-5
Early Quarter Example

With December/January Break
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Appendix I-6

Example of Late Start Quarter Calendar

Ohio State University
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