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repeatedly bringing to the submission of the
‘Committee, the withdrawal of recognition is a
recommendation which is in pipeline with reference
to anybody.

But it does not cause any adverse impact
to the college until and unless that particular
notification comes into official way, and it will
have, it always has a prospective effect.

The fact that it is not causing any
prejudice to anybody except the college and the
authorities, where they are required to be
mitigating the deficiencies, and our experience has
been more often than not, the mitigation takes
place within an academic year and the things get
corrected. That has been the general observation
of the Council.

DR. SHARMA: The last place that has been
admitted to that institution is protected.

CHATIRMAN DOCKERY: Dr. Munoz, final
question before we consider a motion.

DR. MUNOZ: Just reviewing the Annexure I

on this particular example of Kasturba, it looks
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like the whole progess actually i3 Eive years in
the making.

In 2002, there's a reference made that
there was a request for withdrawal because of an
over-admission of four medical graduates. There
was a request that they not admit any further
students for three years.

It looks like there was then an appeal to
the courts in India. It looks like there was, as a
result of that inspection, there was a request for
an inspection. That inspection in 2005 found
several further deficiencies, which led to some
further actions, and now in 2007, it looks like
there was quite a detailed adverse interaction
between an appropriate or inappropriate use of
video and number of things.

So it looks to me like at least this
process can easily span five years between the
request for a withdrawal of accreditation and the
process, what I'm hearing at least, suggests that
this could go on for some time.

DR. MISHRA: No. Frankly speaking, the
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process is not specified under the provisions of
the Act as to what in timeframe of time the thing
is required to be notified. Therefore, it is
definitely a process in which every opportunity is
available for the correction so that we are back on
to the ways for the purpose of the accredited
status being regained.

But you are right. The time which could
be required could be definitely high, and in the
given case, if you'll see, from 2002, we are
already in 2007, and still as to where exactly,
whether it is a withdrawal of accreditation or
otherwise has not come into being.

But our impression is more important than
anything, that we are really not required to reach
to that particular point because our observation is
things get corrected and are back on to the
situation where from they had begun and therefore
it really is not a matter of grave concern as to
what quantum of time that things are put like.

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: As we frame our motion,

T would like us to focus on our responsibilities
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that we are to determine the comparability of the
accreditation process of the country of India. Iof
we could consider that as our central point and our
central responsibility, is there a motion that we
can consider? DE. Maldenade.

DR. MALDONADO: Yes. I move that the
NCFMEA accept the report submitted by India and
request that it submit a report on its
accreditation activities for review on September
2009 meeting of NCFMEA, two years, and I move for
two years because of the sequence of events and the
fact that apparently there is no adverse
consequence to the students that are in the process
eivght. now.

CHATIRMAN DOCKERY: Is there a second?

DR. CARON: A comment.

CHATIRMAN DOCKERY: Comment?

DR. CARON: Yes. If T understand
correctly, March '03 they were accepted as
comparable. Are they up for recomparability
acceptance in March '097

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Maroly #1049 .
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DR. MALDONADO: I think so.

DR. CARON: Yes, they are.

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Their poeint is if
they're up for redetermination in 2009, the motion
really should be a reapplication for
redetermination in 2009.

DR. MALDONADO: So it would be to accept
the report and redetermination for comparability in
2009

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Okay. Is there a
second?

DR, EARGN: Second.

[Motion made and seconded. ]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: AL eaighit. Any other
discussion on the motion? All in favor, please say
aye.

[Chorus of ayes.]

CHATIRMAN DOCKERY: Those opposed?

[No response. ]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Any abstentions?

[No response. ]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: 211 right. Thank you
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both very much for coming such a long distance and
fTor this exeellent disgscussion, and I'm going to
practice to see how much I can say in one minute.
You speak so English so fast.

[Laughter.]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Let me ask you also
that you keep the discussion confidential until the
Secretary can officially notify the country of it.

Thank you.
DR. MISHRA: Llaaile Ao,

[Executive session concludes.]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Let me just discuss the
agenda for a minute. Let's take a ten-minute
break, and I'd like to conclude the remaining
reports, because they are reports, by a quarter of
12 so that we can have an administrative session
for 30 minutes before we convene for lunch. Is
that acceptable to everyone? Okay. So ten
minutes, we'll reconvene.

[Whereupon, a short break was taken.]

CHAIRMAN DOCKERY: Let's be dutiful to our
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