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@ DR.BRYAN: Other comments, questions? Do
@ Ihear a motion? '

4

51 we accept the report from Istael and ask them to

DR. ANAND: So I make the same motion that

il submit annual reports,

m

[Motion made.]

# DR. BRYAN:Would you like to have a
@ report in September?

i DR..ANAND: Yes.

p11 DR. BRYAN: Of the year 2000?

vz DR. ANAND: Uh-huh.

s DR. BRYAN: Okay.Any other amendments to
(4] that motion that got sort of garbled? 'm sorry.
s Is it clear?

e MS.LeBOLD: Could we repeat it because

71 I'm not sure I'm clear about it?

e

DR. BRYAN: We're asking for an acceptance

w9 of the report; right?

[20)
@21

DR. ANAND: Yes.
DR. BRYAN: And annual reports, plural,

22 and an interim report in September of 20007
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n How many schools, how many medical schools have not
@ had any site visit?
1 DR. KERSHENSTEIN: We don't have 2 current
4 number. There are two review processes.All
15 medical schools are approved by CHED, but then only
16 then the accreditation by MEAC is voluatary on top
tn of that. It's kind of like the other countries
e that we've been sceing here.And not every medical
9 school is required to go through the MEAC
ro} accreditation according to the supplementary
(111 information the agency provided. .
vz One school, Fatima, has gone through the
1199 MEAC process and been appmvcd/éccred]tcd, and the
(141 second one, St.Thomas, is in the process right
sy now.There are other medical schools operating in
pe) the Philippines that have been approved by CHED,
1171 however that have not yet gone through the MEAC
18] process. Is that fair, Chuck?
g MR.MULA: That's correct.
zo) DRA. BRYAN: So that means that students at
1] the one approved school—I'm sorry—United States

0}
2

DR. ANAND: Right.
DR. KERSHENSTEIN: An update for your

@ September meeting?

4
{5}

DR. ANAND: Right.
DH. KERSHENSTEIN: In time for your

B September meeting?

m
]
B
o]
111

DR. BRYAN: Yes, yes.

DR. ANAND: Right.

DR. BRYAN: Is that clear, Ms. LeBoid?

MS. LeBOLD: Yes, it is. Thank you.

DR. BRYAN: Any discussion of the motion?

1121 All in favor say aye.

113}

[Chorus of ayes.]

1141 DR, BRYAN: Opposed, no.

15 [No response.]

(155 DR.BRYAN:And let it be noted again that
1 we do have—that Raj votes twice.

(18]
]

r20] Next the consideration of the intetim report by the

DR. ANAND: Yes, uh-huh,
DR. BRYAN: And we all understand that.

rzn Philippines? Are there questions?

22

DA. ANAND: Yes, I had a question here.
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22 students from the one approved school are eligible
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¢} for loans or could be eligible for loans if they go
i through the rest of the process?
@ DR. KERSHENSTEIN: That's correct.And
@ the supplementary information the country gave us
@ is at that one school there are 60 non-Filipino
16} attending the school and 28 of them—I'm sorry—17,
@ or 28 percent, of them are American citizens. So
ig) that not every medical school in the Philippines
@ accepts American students and that's why they don’t
oy choose to go through the MEAC accreditation
1) process. Those who want to admit or currently have
(2 American students are going through this process so
(19 they can participate in the FFEL program,
fusy  DR. BRYAN: Other questions from the
@s) committee? If not, do 1 hear a motion?
e DR. ANAND: Yes, I move that we accept the
{171 report with a request to have annual reports from
18] the Philippines.
v DR.BRYAN: Is there a second?
zo; DR. GARY: Second.
en DR, BRYAN: Second.
2z [Motion made and seconded.]
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1 DR.BRYAN: Any discussion of the motion? m  Sweden did submit in January of this year

@ All in favor, say aye. @ additional information for this committee to

@  [Chorus of ayes.] - @ consider. However, this new information does not

1 DR.BRYAN: Opposed, no. @ address or satisfy most of your requests.

@ [No response.] s Specifically, Sweden has not submitted a copy of

(68 DR.BRYAN: Motion carries. Open session 16 any written standards used to evaluate its medical -

m again. ' m schools either in English or Swedish as requested.

i  [Executive session concludes.] @  Instead, Sweden has submitted a section

] SWEDEN

yoj DR.BRYAN: The representative from Sweden

1) is coming in. We did not wish to start without

12} you, sir.

(3]  Next is a discussion of the standards used

114} by Sweden. Mr. Lipton.

ps MR. LIPTON: Sweden was presented at this

fej committee’s last meeting in September 1999. At

(17 that meeting, this committee decided to vacate its
e 1996 determination of non-comparability and to

9] defer making a new decision on comparability until
{20} today's meeting.The 1996 non-comparability

(24 determination was based on the fact that Sweden had
1221 not then submitted any information about its

i entitled quote “Criteria used in the assessment of
to) quality.” However, this section contains the main
1) points in a questionnaire used by the National
11z Agency for Higher Education as the basis for the
it self-evaluation and subsequent structural
114) assessment of the country’s schools. These
(151 questions relate to the general aspects of medical
pe) schools.

#n  Indeed, the main points in the

18] questionnaire are questions, not criteria or

o) standards that the medical schools must satisfy.

o) Sweden, however, has contended in its most recent
1] response to the Department’s latest staff analysis
2 that instead of having specific criteria or
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11 standards for the evaluation of its medical

2 schools.

e In 1999, Sweden did submit information

©) about its medical education system for the

©l September meeting. After reviewing that

6] information and hearing testimnnjr from Mr.

in Kalvemark, who is again here today, Secretary Riley

1) followed your recommendation vacating the earlier

i non-comparability decision.
o}  This committee and Secretary Riley's
i1 letter requested that Sweden submit information and
121 documentation covering three areas.The first
(19) request was for an English-language copy of the
t14] written standards used to evaluate medical schools
115] in Sweden.The second request was fora
te; description of the processes Sweden uses to apply
(17 these standards when conducting onsite visits and
e} making accreditation decisions on the country's six
(19 medical schools. The third request was for a copy
20 of Sweden's National Agency on Higher Education’s
(1] policy as to the frequency of reaccreditation
{22} visits.
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tn standards that it has actual requirements for its
11 medical students. These requirements include
1 having the students successfully complete five and
w41 4 half years of medical school and 18 months of
|8 preregistration clinical work,
18 Further, Sweden argues in its latest
m response that the questionnaires medical schools
8 must complete in the quality review process should
1) be regarded as criteria. Finaily, Sweden believes
t1o that quote “the only standard for measuring the
i11) quality of medical education is whether the
(127 students leave medical school with skills
113] corresponding to the state of the art in medical
it4 practice and with a broad knowledge about the
g current frontier of biomedical research.”
g While we believe that Sweden's contentions
1171 do raise meaningful issues, there still appears a
ue missing linkage between the skills and education
(g required of medical school graduates to practice
|zan medicine and the criteria or standards that are
211 used to evaluate medical education in the United
2 States system for accrediting medical schools.
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