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i} [Show of hands.]
21 CHAIRMAN JACOBSON:All opposed?
@ [No response.]
@ CHAIRMAN JACOBSON:The motion carties
s unanimously. Thank you.
B DR.HUANG: Thank you very much.
m CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: We're going to stay in
8 executive session for just a second.
i NS, LeBOLD: We are going to stay in
(1) executive session for just a second, so if you
(111 could just bear with us for two minutes more, we'll
+ g call you back in.
ity CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: With representatives
4 of the country?
sy MS. LeBOLD: No, without the
i8] tepresentatives,
v CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: Okay.
ne)  DR. MAUPIN: While I was very impressed,
ie] and I was pleased with the recommendation, I had
rzo) one hesitation, which is just a hesitation in
e genetal, and that’s why I wanted to bring this up.
2 Is we approve comparability, and the question that
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i is always on my mind is whether or not
21 comparability, on first go around, should always
@ include a site visit. My hesitancy was the lack of
@ a site visit before a 6-year comparability was
i approved, even the quality of the information and
(] the back-and-forth may have given us some sense of
m understanding,.
18] I know that with your having had a
(o relationship with one of the institutions, that was
top helpful, but in principle Iask the question,
1  DR. ANAND: This has not been done in the
(12 past.In the past, we have not required a site
(s} visit for that.
DR. MAUPIN: I know that, and it just
s begged my, as I listened to all of it, it’s like it
iiey sure would have been great if somebody had been
117 there to give me really a better sense, even though
] we haven't done it in the past, and I felt not—I
pa didn’t feel uncomfortable enough to vote against,

[14)

izop but I felt uncomfortable or a sense of unease to
1211 bring the issue up as an issue of principle for us
2 in the future,
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1 DR.MALDONADO: I feel that this is
rz) something we should start working on this part of
@ our development. And I agree with your
141 observation, not in this case maybe, because we had
i enough evidence and the presentation was excellent,
(61 but having been to some of these countries, I wish
m I had been there before, rather thanas a
@ follow-up.
e CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: Dr. Deal?
tog  DR.DEAL: That is certainly a very good
(1] notion. We do have the capability, though, of
n1z) undoing what we've done. If, for example, someone
3] goes on a site visit, let’s say, to Taiwan next
4] month, if the things are not as documented here,
s then we can always revisit the issue in September
pe and undo what we've done.
7 DR.MAUPIN: That is why I wanted it in
pe) the report. I wasn't conditioning it, but I did
1o want us to have a site visit before we saw it
o) again, feeling that was okay, but then, to me,
i21] that's also, it’s harder to undo than it is to do
r2) it right the first time. Again, I think it’s just
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111 a discussion for the next meeting. I don’t want to
12 drag our meeting out. We've taken a long time, but
@ I do think that we ought to have a discussion about
w the issue of the timeliness of this, and especially
151 during a comparability review.
© CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: Any other comments?
m DR.BRYAN: I agree. When I first came on
@ the committee, I was very uncomfortable with doing
|5 2 paper review, despite the staff work and
no] everything else, and I think that John makes a good
g point. I'm not certain how to effect it, but
12 getting it on our agenda for the fall meeting 1
pa) think would be helpful.
peg  CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: Great.
pst  DR. DOCKEFiY: Lee Dockery. I was reminded
e over and over again, and I think it was in our
(171 orientation materials, and I may be too wet behind
{18 the ears, in terms of my service on this committee,
g to make this comment, but I think it says that
120] these are guidelines, that we’re not to accredit,
1) these are not accreditation standards, they’re just
122 guidelines for comparability. And I think it's
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mﬁdifﬁcult to resolve guidelines and not superimpose
[z your own interpretation of what those standards
@] should represent.
@ And I think it might be helpful if we, in
(s) consideration of this topic in the future, would
1] ask staff to provide just a rough analysis of the
@ ones that have been approved conditioned upon site
8 visits before and those that have not been apptoved
@ with site visits. Because if we are approving them
piop for a period of 6 years, then it might be, if it is
i1 documented that it's a valid step to go through, it
va might be a part of our initial approval process, so
113 that we’re doing it in an organized, prospective
14 manner, with thought, looking at our history, and
[15] assessing where we waant to go from here.
e CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: Well, maybe, I don’t
p7 know if we have time in our next meeting to, since
na we won't need orientation, I hope that we can spend
ng a little time discussing this issue. Because,
eq frankly, it's attractive to me, in addition to
[21) getting outcomes as part of our assessment of the
{22 quality of accreditation done by a country’s
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i) officials?
g MS. LeBOLD: I should put that’s not
1] something we've imposed because I think there's
@ been some thought that if they are willing to spend
{& the money, and time and energy to be here, that we
1 would give them the opportunity to present the
m comments that they felt were appropriate for our
1] evaluation, so we've never imposed some type of
e time limit. That's certainly something we could

0] discuss, but we haven’t done it in the past.
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1 CZECH REPUBLIC
gz CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: We are now going to do
@ the Czech Republic. It's behind Tab D, and Carol
u Griffiths is going to do the analysis,
s MS. GRIFFITHS: And I promise to be brief.
g1 In 1998, this committee determined that
m the Czech Republic’s accreditation standards for
@ evaluating medical schools were comparable to those
@ used here in the United States.As a part of that
wa decision, the Czech Republic was asked to submit
11 annual reports of its accrediting activities, and
(12 this yeat's report is the fourth report submitted
19 by the country.
w4 Asareview, though, I must say that last
(15} yeat, in its third repozt, the Accreditation
i18) Commission reported that they had evatluated all of
7 their medical schools and conferred accreditation,
pe) which is conferred by program area in the Czech
o Republic, on a number of doctoral degree programs
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i1 official body, watching them in action. There is
[ no better substitute than watching them in action.
@  So the concept of having a site visit as a
@ requirement for the initial determination of
5 comparability, I think might be something we
@ seriously need to consider, but let's move on to
m the next country.
# MS. LeBOLD: That's fine.I don't know
@ whether anybody wants to grab something to eat. I
oy realize it's 1 o’clock. ] mean, we could also
i1 break, if people are starving; if not, I guess
2 we'll push on.
pay  CHAIRMAN JACOBSON: What are the time
141 considerations on the part of membets of the
5 cominittee, as far as having to leave?
ge)  Does anybody have to leave before 2
117 o'clock?
pel  So we're going to do everything we can,
te) and it’s within the power of the committee to do
ey that, depending upon how much we want to talk, to
211 complete by 2 o'clock.
21 DR.DOCKERY: Is there a time limit for

ro) at those medical schools.
@il This year, the Accreditation Commission’s
2 Working Group for the Evaluation of Medical Schools
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