
Math Basic Skills Committee of Connecticut 
October 28, 2005 

Minutes 
 
Present: L. K Bavelas (GCC), T. Craine (CCSU), A. D’Amour (SCSU), J. Decker (TRCC),  
                  E. Dinto (NVCC),  D. Gross (UConn), M. Hartog (SCSU), P. Hirschy (ACC), 
                  P. Johnson (ECSU), J. Karnowski (NCC), M. Leach (HCC), A. Lubell (WCSU), 
                  B. Paskov (MCC) 
 
1.  Meeting called to order at 1:30 pm. 
 
2.  The minutes of the September 16th 2005, meeting were approved unanimously (with one 
minor correction). 
 
3.  Announcements: a) The Math Issues Committee is working on changing the name of the MAT 
167 course. Its current name (Statistics with Technology) creates confusion and leads students to 
believe that it is geared toward pre-engineering students.  
b) Save-the-date announcement: The yearly CAMPY event will take place on May 25th 2005 (the 
sites are Quinnipiac, WCSU and CCSU) and May 15th 2005 at UConn. 
c) There are several job openings: i) Housatonic: one tenure-track developmental math position 
for January 2006; ii) Three Rivers: one tenure-track position for Fall 2006; iii) Gateway: two 
tenure-track positions for January 2006; iv) ECSU: one tenure-track position as Director of 
Developmental Math; v) CCSU: three tenure-track positions (one Mathematics Education, one 
pure math – Algebraist preferred – , one Developmental Math) 

 
4. A. Lubell inquired about “Education Connection”, in relation to a project seeking to train math 
leaders for elementary schools. It is one of six state-funded regional educational centers across 
Connecticut. A brief discussion ensued.  
 
5. Old Business: The October 14th “Bridging the Gap from High School to College in 
Mathematics” Conference was discussed.  

• The conference drove home the point that high school teachers are compelled to teach to 
the CAPT test as opposed to an Accuplacer type test.  

• It was proposed that a good way to illustrate what the needs are in bridging the gap is by 
showcasing some of the initiatives that are already taking place around the State. For 
example, Manchester Community College is involved in a project that includes surveys 
and focus groups aiming to identify commonalities among students who are (or are not) 
successful and reasons why students are (or are not) prepared to learn.  

• Also, we probably need to look at a more encompassing placement process instead of 
relying solely on Accuplacer. (Although, Accuplacer is a decent solution for smaller 
schools with little resources and it is a reliable placement tool for a good segment of the 
student population.) Involving the CAPT in that process makes sense for Community 
Colleges because their student population is mostly local; but it would not be good for 
UConn, for instance. All but 4 States have some sort of mandated test (required by No 
Child Left Behind), but it is impractical to involve all those tests in the math placement 
scheme. It was agreed upon that for a variety of reasons, high school transcripts do not 
indicate what a student really knows or can do. Regardless of what’s being used, no 
placement process will be 100% accurate. 

• There was general consensus that in 11th and 12th grades, students should be working on 
the extended core of the framework. High schools need to prepare their students so they 
can go anywhere. 

• The Maryland bridge test made a very favorable impression and it may be a good idea to 
create a similar, Connecticut-specific exam that is well aligned with the framework and 



that would be administered to Seniors for them to bring as a passport to higher education 
institutions in Connecticut. We should seek to emulate Maryland in that a test alone isn’t 
enough; math placement and setting expectation levels constitute a multi-faceted process.  

• The use of an attitude survey as a component for the evaluation of a student’s level of 
preparedness was suggested. Along with more precise data such as last course taken and 
grades, it would seek to determine self-confidence, willingness, perseverance and time 
management skills. 

• Perhaps the source of the transition problems from high school to college does not reside 
so much in curriculum alignment, but rather in a severe clash of cultures. In high school, 
the curriculum is spread over an entire school year and students are usually tested on 
smaller amounts of material. It is felt that they come out of high school lacking academic 
stamina and the preparation to become independent learners. 

• It was suggested that money could be used to pay for high school counselors who would 
coach students in regard to the previous bullet point. 

• There is a definite need to put College preparation back into “College Prep”. Also, 
someone mentioned statistics to the effect that 45% of high school students are in college 
prep tracks, but that in reality, 75% actually go to college. 

• Although developing yet another test may be helpful, we ought not to forget about 
putting efforts into getting to the core of the transition problem. We are dealing with a 
very diverse population and there is no doubt a diversity of reasons for students not to 
achieve; these reasons need to be documented. Different locales will require different 
approaches. We need to make policy makers understand what and who we are working 
with. 

• The next conference should look at various case studies, not just initiatives. There is also 
a need for relevant data collection (or proper use of already existing data) on students 
profiling and achievement. 

• Most of all, we need the support from politicians.  
 
6. At our next meeting on Friday December 9th, we should revisit transfer issues. Participants are 
encouraged to bring information (syllabi, course objectives, etc) on courses with a CC number of 
190 or higher. 
 
7. Meeting was adjourned at 3:05 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted by A. D’Amour 
 
 
 
 


