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AVEPRO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AGENDA
May 4", 9.00 a.m.— 4.00 p.m.

Pontificio Consiglio delle Comunicazioni Sociall®ZFloor

Via della Conciliazione 5, Roma

TIME ACTIVITY POSTION PAPER
9.30-9.45  Welcome address, Fr. Franco Imoda SJ
9.45-9.50 = Approval of the minutes of last meeting A — Minutes of the 8 BoD
and schedule of the next meeting meeting
9.50-10.00 Synthesis of AVEPRO activities May 2011 — ApriB - Synthesis of AVEPRO
2012 activities
10.00-10.15 Update on the evaluation process in Rome C - Evaluation and
The external evaluation performed in France: a thode Promotion of Quality in
from organization to follow up the Pontifical
Universities and
Athenaeums of Rome
10.15-10.30 The evaluation process of in Italy and the case of
Austria and Latvia
10.30-11.00 The processes completed: the cases of France andD - Examples and Form of
Lithuania a Site Visit Report (for
web publication)
11.00-11.30 Break
11.30-12.00 AVEPRO evaluation after the first “five years” oE — AVEPRO Statutes
activity, areas to be improved
12.00-12.30 Considerations about the current strategic plan Skrategic plan 2010-12
— updated version,
April 2012
12.30-13.00 The link between the two strategic plans: th@ — Briefing notes for
selection and training procedure for external external evaluation
evaluation experts, e-learning project, suggestoon groups
an online course, 5 minute movie, FAQ, guidelinés— Form for external
and grids evaluation
13.00-14.30 Lunch
14.30-14.40 AVEPRO Strategic Plan 2013 - 2014: Presentation  Strategic plan 2013-14
14.40-15.00 National Approach
15.00-15.20 INQAAHE/ENQA Membership
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TIME ACTIVITY POS TION PAPER

15.20-15.40 Schedule of the activities for the next two years

15.40-16.00 Matters arising not covered by the agenda
Evaluation of the day
Concluding remarks

2. List of Participants

» Fr. Franco IMODA, SJ, AVEPRO President
Fr. Friedrich BECHINA, F.S.0., Congregation for Balic Education
Prof. Sjur BERGAN
Prof. Paolo BLASI
Fr. Philippe CURBELIE
Prof. Jan SADLAK
> Fr. Mario TOMLJANOVIC
Absent Members
» Mgr. Piero CODA
Absent Observer
» Mgr. Tymon T. CHMIELECKI, Secretary of State

YV V. V V V

Fr. Imoda and the Board of Directors welcome FrriMM@OMLIJANOVIC, PhD candidate, who
represents students within the Board.

2.1. Approval of the minutes of last meeting

The Board discusses the Document and approvesithéas of the third meeting, held in Rome on
6" May 2011. Moreover, the Board underlines that thelity of the documents is highly
appreciated.

3. Summary of AVEPRO activities, May 2011 — April D12 (Document B)

In the period between the third and the fourth megstof the Board of Directors (May 2011 — May
2012) the main events and activities carried ouhleyAgency were:

» Training seminar for external evaluation expertgiance

» Organization of external evaluations in France,tAasnd one Faculty in Spain

» Meetings with all the Ecclesiastical Faculties teckin Italy on QA topics
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Seminar with the Roman Institutes (Pontifical Umsiges and Athenaeums) on the state of
the art of the QA process

Meetings of the Board of Directors and the Scien@ouncil

Meetings with the Congregation for Catholic Edumati

Development of the AVEPRO website: translation lo¢ tdocuments into German and
Spanish in view of their publication online

Participation in international events

YV VVV V¥V

The Board discusses the Document and points out tha

- The evaluation visits in France produced positeedback. The quality and sensitivity of the
external evaluation commissions was appreciateglast also highlighted that the evaluations
are of enormous help to institutions in their oigational and management processes. These
remarks also emerged during the follow-up semimgamized in Paris on 3 February 2012,
which was attended by both the external expertstaedDeans and Rectors of the French
Faculties involved in the site visits

- Concerning the start of the evaluation processi@nltalian Faculties it was underlined that
they are responsible for the quality of the Highestitutes of Religious Sciences (HIRS)
connected to them; therefore the Faculties’ sedfiusation reports should in some way also
take this aspect into account. This situation ismew in the academic world (think of the
“Branch campus” experience of British universitiespr AVEPRO it may be sufficient to
highlight the Faculties’ responsibility for any titstion connected to them in the guidelines.

- The Faculties and Universities based in Rome areggding with the collection and analysis
of data with which to prepare the SER. An incregsiamber of requests has been arriving
regarding other issues related to the Bologna Beycich as the diploma supplement and
National Qualifications Framework (NQF).

Following discussion and comments, the Board approves document B.

4. The process of evaluation in Italy, France, Lithania, Austria and Latvia (Documents C and
D)

In addition to remarks already expressed regartiagevaluation process in France and the progress
of the evaluation process in Italy and Rome, tharB@xamined Documents C and D and made the
following observations:

- The size of Ecclesiastical Faculties must be takém consideration during the evaluation
process, as it is rarely comparable to that obdtatulties. This implies that certain issues need
to be treated with care (especially the “weaknéssekcated in the SWOT analysis and any
that may emerge from the site visit). The publmatf an excessively negative self-evaluation
report could further weaken a Faculty. The repastld be integrated with contextual
information regarding the Faculty and/or the copmrwhich it is located.

- It seems appropriate to highlight, almost in caditttion to the point above, that transparency
is fundamental to the QA and should be consideceduarantee itMoreover, the ESG
explicitly require the publication of reports. Theethod adopted by AVEPRO allows
institutions to respond to the reports drawn upekternal experts, especially in the case of
unsatisfactory or unclear elements.

MINUTES OF THE 4™ BOD MEETING



AVEPRO

The issue of the “ownership” of reports cannot balged independently of the question of
responsibility for evaluations. In both cases thgeicy plays a key role. As this is also the
guiding criterion for the publication of reporteete may be cases in which it is not appropriate
to send and/or publish the report. The Presidealt dbcide what to do, as can be inferred from
the Statutes.

The publication of a report is fundamental to th& Qrocess as it emphasizes both positive
aspects and those that can be improved upon:nipbes a process of accountability towards
the outside world which, in the long term, reinfscthe wholeof the Holy See’s education
system. The reports are also likely to be readtbgents and teaching staff of other Faculties,
generating positive emulation. If the purpose dcdleation is to encourage improvement, the
publication of all reports cannot contradict thitie Board suggests that reports always be sent
to the Chancellor/Grand Chancellor and that angarses they may have also be published.
The Board is informed that the two Latvian-basedtilations affiliated to the Pontificia
Universita Lateranense are subject to visits byr thational accreditation agency every 6
years; from the first informal contacts it seemsgdole to collaborate with the Institutions
involved and repeat the experience of the “jointaleation that took place in Lithuania in
collaboration with the Agency SKVC.

The Board is informed that the Agency is carrying evaluations at three Ecclesiastical
Faculties in Austria (Wien, Trumau and Heiligekreuz

The external evaluation visits in France will fimisn May, with the site visit at the Faculté de
Notre Dame — Colleges des Bernardins.

Following discussion and comments, the Board approves documents C and D.

5. AVEPRO evaluation after the first “five years” of activity, areas to be improved(Document

E)

The Board discusses the Document and points out tha

So far the Agency's Statutes have permitted theectffe management of activities.
Nonetheless, some changes may be proposed forapprdhe future.

The hypothesis of merging the Board and the SdienGouncil into one body may be
considered. Two meetings per year were importanthi® Scientific Council during the initial
phase of the Agency’s activities, but one annuattmg may be sufficient in the future. It is
suggested that the simple structure of the Statwemaintained, without creating excessive
rules and regulations.

6. Next steps according to the Strategic Plafpocuments F, G, H, I)

The Board discusses several aspects and pointeaiut

The documents supporting the preparation of SERvarg helpful. They should help the
commissions of experts in their work and ensuréoamiity. The question of the evaluation of

the ecclesiastical dimension of the Faculties resmyananswered, i.e. how to include explicit

reference to the Catholic dimension of the insbig in the self-evaluation reports. The
identification of specific indicators that would@k the evaluation commissions to assess this
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element seems a complex and delicate matter.sliggested that comments and observations
regarding aspects such as the following be includelde SER:

a) Presence within the Institutions of offices resplolesfor the recognition of qualifications;

b) Governance of affiliations;

c) Mobility of teaching staff and students;

d) Study grants;

e) Students’ viewpoints.

AVEPRO should start considering the possibilitynodving outside the European context and
becoming the Agency of reference for the EcclesialstFaculties of the whole world.
Moreover, in future AVEPRO’s competences could Xigaaded to cover Catholic universities.
From an organizational viewpoint, the Agency wonk&kd to be constituted of two sections:
one for the Ecclesiastical Faculties and one ferGatholic Universities. The Congregation for
Catholic Education supports this idea.

It seems appropriate to begin preparing a Strat®gm which includes the diffusion of
AVEPRO'’s activities throughout the world. In thismtext some contacts have already been
established with academic institutions in Asia (Btelippines, Taiwan and Korea) and South
America (Chile).

It is essential to increase communications to putdi the Agency. It is suggested that a
brochure be designed, which could be used to infegnple about the Agency’s activities, and
that letters be written to the various Apostolicnidiatures, as well as the various Episcopal
Conferences and national QA agencies in countnieghich Ecclesiastical Faculties are based.
Contact with the Episcopal Conferences could atsmlve the identification of a contact
person in the various countries, who would assMERRO by relieving the Agency of some
organizational/logistic tasks.

The “transferability” of the decision of QA agengis another much debated issue in Europe;
this could also refer to AVEPRO activities, in vi@ivthe establishment of Regional Branches,
which should guarantee forms of continuity (ingtdoal, administrative and decisional) with
the Agency in Rome.

It is highlighted that the process of joining ENQ@#ay be of use not only to AVEPRO in its
activities but also (and above all) to the Eccletstal Faculties, which frequently operate
within state Universities. It has come to lighttthiae results of evaluations become transferable
when the Agency is in some way “recognized” by otstakeholders. In effect, within Europe
this happens through membership of ENQA or inclusio the EQAR register. Of the two
options ENQA seems preferable, mainly becausenéi&ork performs services that are not
“market driven”. Briefly, the Board’s opinion isahAVEPRO should be autonomous but not
isolated and it would be desirable for the Holy &esupport AVEPRO'’s application for full
membership of ENQA, having evaluated the advantagek disadvantages of this decision
together with the Agency and the Congregation fathGlic Education.

Following discussion and comments, the Board approves documents F, G, H and I.

7. Any other business and next meeting

During this Board meeting various issues that camelight during the EHEA Ministerial
Conference held in Bucharest on 26 and 27 April2@fe discussed. In particular, it emerged that
in the next decade the European Higher Educati@a Avill increasingly need to become a place of
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cooperation. Even though no particularly significaews emerged from the final statement of the
conference, it is acknowledged that the curresisalso seems to be affecting the enthusiasm with
which the Bologna Process has developed over sheléade. Some aims have been reiterated (e.g.
the realization of the National Qualifications Feamork), but this will be followed by a complex
period of work to standardize regulatory and orgatmonal aspects. Moreover, the final statement
mentions the need to review the ESG, although présumed that the fundamental principles will
remain intact. Much space was dedicated to thesis§unobility, which has not seen the expected
increase. Nonetheless, the Bologna Process coatitmebe very attractive, considering the
applications arriving from countries such as Bedafunisia and Israel.

Having covered all matters for discussion the Rliegdithanks everyone for their valued cooperation
and the next meeting is scheduledF&IDAY 3™ May 2013
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Agenda
List of Participants
Approval of the minutes ofthe last meeting(Document A)

Summary of AVEPRO activities, September 2010 — Ma 2011
(Document B)

Evaluation of the Ecclesiastical Faculties in Frace: the main findings
emerging from the site visits, towards a possible odel (Documents C
and D)

Next steps according to the Strategic Plan: Stragic Plan, Updated
Version — May 2011(Documents E and F)

Any other business and next meeting
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AVEPRO BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AGENDA
6" May , 9.00 — 16.00

Via della Conciliazione 5, Rome, 2nd F

Pontificio Consiglio delle Comunicazioni Socialifeeting Room

loor

[4%)

TIME ACTIVITY PAPER
9.00-9.15 Welcome address, Fr. Franco Imoda SJ
9.15-9.30 Approval of the minutes of the last megti a) Minutes of the first
meeting

9.30-10.00 Summary of AVEPRO activities Septeml@®@— b) Summary of AVEPRO
February 2011; key points: the seminar organised byctivities, September
the CEC in October 2010, site visit in Lithuania, 2010 — May 2011
activities in France, presentation of the website = ¢) Commissions for site

visit evaluation in Franc

10.00-10.15 A possible model: the first steps sedliin France,
Fr. P. Curbelié

10.15-10.30 The main findings emerging from thes sitsits,
Professor. P. Blasi

10.30-11.00  Open discussion

11.00-11.15 Coffee Break

11.15-12.15 Site visit in France - a first summdrgm an d) Evaluation Procedures
organizational perspective:
- Criteria for the external evaluation
- Identification of possible experts to involve
- The definition of the whole procedure
- Open discussion

12.15-12.45 Next steps according to the Stratelgia: P e) Strategic Plan, Updated
- Definition of key priorities for the near future Version - May 2011

13.00-14.15 Lunch

14.15-14.45 Next steps according to the Stratelgia: P f) How and where to start -

- Appling the French model in another EU count

ry: Quality Assurance and
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the cases of Germany, Poland Accreditation Regimes
and Spain; in four EU countries:

- Internal and external Evaluation of the Pontifica France, Germany,
Universities in Rome; Poland and Spain

- Other ecclesiastical Faculties in Italy

14.45-15.15 Open discussion

15.15-15.30  Any other business (Confirmation of dlage of the
next meeting, matters arising not covered by the
agenda)

15.30-15.45 Evaluation of the day

15.45-16.00  Concluding remarks

2. List of Participants

Fr. Franco IMODA, SJ, AVEPRO President
Fr. Friedrich BECHINA, F.S.0., Congregation for Balic Education
Prof. Sjur BERGAN
Prof. Paolo BLASI
Fr. Christian BOCK
Fr. Philippe CURBELIE
» Prof. Jan SADLAK
Observers
» Mgr. Tymon T. CHMIELECKI, Secretary of State
Absent Members
» Mgr. Piero CODA

YV V. V V V V

2.1. Approval of the minutes of last meeting
The Council discusses the Document and approvesitinges of the second meeting, held in Rome

on 18" September 2010. Moreover, the Council underlifieg the quality of the documents is
highly appreciated.
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3. Summary of AVEPRO activities, September 2010 — & 2011

By way of example, in the period between the seami third meetings of the Board of Directors
(September 2010 - May 2011) the main events were:

v' Seminar organized by the CEC (October 2010) wi¢hcntribution of various members of
the AVEPRO bodies (Mons. Coda and Prof. Paolo Btasihe Board of Directors). A rich
array of “side events” took place, including a nmegtwvith the French Faculties which laid
the foundations for the evaluation procedures, andeeting with Dr. Achim Hopbach,
President of ENQA,;

v" The realization of external evaluation visits inAr2nch Ecclesiastical Faculties;

v/ The evaluation visit to the Faculty of Theologykafunas in Lithuania;

v" The realization of the prototype website in Italian

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

- There is a real possibility that other religioustitutions (other than European Ecclesiastical
Faculties) may participate in the evaluation precearried out by AVEPRO; this may
involve both Higher Institutes of Religious Sciesc@HIRS) and Catholic Universities.
Moreover, in future the Agency’s work may be in @& beyond the boundaries of Europe.
Can AVEPRO manage such a workload? And with whestources?

- In order to deal (at least in part) with this ewsdity, it is suggested that the Agency’s
website be translated into at least three langyabeswebsite should also contain a link to
the database being set up by the Congregationdtroic Education and some information
about the system of ecclesiastic studies.

Following discussion and comments, the Board apgsaocument B.

4. Evaluation of the Ecclesiastical Faculties in Fance: the main findings emerging from the
site visits, towards a possible model. (Documentsahd D)

Fr. Curbelié presents the activities carried ouEiance, highlighting that the evaluation expergenc
was generally viewed positively by the Instituticass elements that effectively characterize the life
of the Faculties were brought to light.

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

- Some positive aspects arose, such as: the welceoggved from the Institutions and their
participation at all levels; there was an excellentl of understanding between the members
of the Commission; the effective situation in thmstitutions was accurately described; the
Faculties appreciated the professionalism of thegeds; a very positive image of AVEPRO
emerged;

- Aspects that could be improve upon were underlimecluding: the scheduling of visits and
writing of reports allowed too little time for premtion and were too close together; the
exceptional speed at which the procedure was daoug can only be managed once by both
faculties and experts; the “ecclesiastical dimemisiof the Faculties should be taken into
greater consideration and respected in relatidrotb self-evaluation and the external visits;

- Some “open questions” were mentioned, namely: varathis appropriate to recompense the
experts (not necessarily financially; if so, whaiuhd be the most appropriate way to do so); it
seems necessary not only to limit the length ofsié-evaluation reports but also that of the
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annexes, in order to avoid situations in which itagons include documents of over 500
pages; the self-evaluation report should be dividealtwo parts - one for the dean and one for
the rector - as some issues are beyond the conggetdrthe dean and directly concern the
rector;

The training of experts is a particularly sensitigsue; it would be preferable to offer
guidelines which do not allow a broad margin oferptetation by members of the
Commission; in this context a two day seminar ccaddarranged, involving a group session
and a smaller group session, according to linguishd contextual requirements. From a
financial viewpoint, support could be requestedrfrihe Episcopal Conferences;

A meeting could be scheduled with the Institutio@$iancellor/Grand Chancellor to present
the results of the evaluation process and dis¢iessdclesiastical dimension of the Faculties;
The involvement of students during the evaluatisitvywas both essential and satisfactory;

It is important to remember that the aim of theleaons is to ascertain to what extent the
Faculties meet their purpoéheir “Fitness for Purpose); therefore the experts have the task
of clarifying whether or not there are aspects thaérge from this purpose, as specified, for
example, in the Apostolic Constitutiddapientia ChristianaThe Commission will point out
any problems, then the competent body (the Congoeglor Catholic Education) will arrange
specific actions if appropriate. In this contexisiinecessary to clarify the relationship between
the evaluation performed by AVEPRO and the use that Congregation for Catholic
Education makes of it;

It is pointed out that one of the purposes of thendgegation for Catholic Education’s
Handbook“La cultura della Qualita, guida per le Facolta desiastiche” (The culture of
Quality; a guide for Ecclesiastical Facultless to support Institutions in defining their
purposes and suggest ways of creating the righdlitons for the improvement of quality,
also in ecclesiastical terms;

The question of the transmission and publicatiorepbrts is analysed: it seems appropriate to
send the reports to both rectors and deans, wihitey be more appropriate to publish only a
sort of executive summary on the website, giving gossibility for anyone interested to
request the whole evaluation report from the Agency

In terms of the transferability of the model, ishaecome clear that the presence of a national
coordinator facilitates the realization of visits;

In general, although the experience to date has pesitive from an organizational viewpoint,
a procedure for appeals should be provided foraseca Faculty or Institution is dissatisfied
with the results of its evaluation. Various podgibs should be provided for, including appeal
before the report is published, e.g. leaving 30sdbgtween the report being sent to the
rector/dean and its publication on the websitegllmwing for appeal only after publication. As
mentioned previously, one possible solution woudtd publish only an executive summary
containing a synthesis of the report and the masommendations on the website; based on
the opinion of the Board of Directors the decisisrmade to continue publishing the reports,
albeit in summary form.

Following discussion and comments, the Board apgsaocuments C and D.

5. Next steps according to the Strategic Plan: Sttegic Plan, Updated Version — May 2011,
(Documents E and F)

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
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- Poland could be the next country in which to lautieh evaluation procedure, considering the
high concentration of Ecclesiastical Faculties éhéine model adopted in France could mostly
be reused, with the identification of a nationabmbnator and the realization of a training
seminar; it will be essential to create a goodti@tship with the national evaluation and
accreditation agency, PKA;

- The Prefect of the Congregation for Catholic Edcat Cardinal Grocholewski, will be
visiting Poland in June 2011; this may be an opputy to start contacting the various
institutional actors involved in the evaluation ess in various ways;

- The cycle of evaluation in France includes a seminaFebruary 2012 which will again
involve the experts who participated in the exteavaluation visits;

- Training for experts (another subject included lve tAgency’s Strategic Plan) could be
organized with the involvement of the national cbhoator in a three-day seminar in Rome
which, essentially, should be structured so thatfittst day is mainly dedicated to the training
of experts to involve in evaluation visits, the @ed day to studying specific issues related to
individual geographic contexts and the third daydicited to the training of national
coordinators;

- The evaluation activities taking place in Italy @Rdme include a refresher seminar to be held
in collaboration with CRUPR in September 2011; datoration has also been established
with the Italian Episcopal Conference to proceethe evaluation of the other Faculties of
Theology in Italy.

Following discussion and comments, the Board apgsaocuments E and F.

6. Any other business and next meeting
The Council discusses several aspects and poihthatu

- The possibility of involving Higher Institutes ofelRgious Sciences (HIRS) in the evaluation of
Italian Ecclesiastical Faculties, could lead taeanessive workload for the Agency;

- The Board is informed that the two Latvian-basedtitations affiliated to the Pontificia
Universita Lateranense are subject to visits byndtonal accreditation agency every 6 years;
from the first informal contacts it seems possiiolecollaborate with the Institutions involved
and repeat the experience of the “joint” evaluatidnch has already taken place in Lithuania
in collaboration with the Agency SKVC;

- The Board is informed about the regulations in éarc Austria concerning Quality Assurance;
it is underlined that evaluation is the competeoténhe individual universities, which decide
on schedules and procedures. It is presumed thatl ibe possible to come to an agreement
with the 9 Ecclesiastical Faculties present in Aasfor the purpose of harmonizing the
methods of evaluation, in line with the standamggested by AVEPRO.

The next meeting is scheduled Taresday 4" May 2012
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Agenda

List of Participants

Approval of the minutes of last meeting
Termsof reference, Document A

Institutional context and resulting scope of AVEPRO activities, QA in
Ecclesiastical I nstitutionsin Europe, Document B

List of Institutions, Document C
General principlesfor External Review, Document G

External Review: Format of Institutional Self Evaluation Report (SER),
Document H

External Review for small Faculties, Document |

AVEPRO Strategic Plan, Document J

Relationship between national QA Agenciesand AVEPRO, Document N
Regional sub-components of the Agency: Regional Branches, Document K
Costsof an External Review, Document L

Staffing and resour ces, Staff Palicy, Document M

Next meeting
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AVEPRO BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AGENDA
September the 15, 9,00 am- 5,30 pm

Pontificio Consiglio della Cultura (Morning Sessi@f Floor

AVEPRO offices (Afternoon Session)
Via della Conciliazione 5, Roma

TIME ACTIVITY POSITION PAPER
9,00-9,15 = Welcome address, Fr. Franco Imoda SJ
9,15- 9,30  Approval of the minutes of last meeting
9, 30-10,00 | Matters arising not covered by the dgdierbal report
of the Scientific Council first meeting, Pilot Pecj
outcomes, Internal evaluation developed by the
Pontificial Universities)
10,00-10,30 Terms of Reference Fr. Franco Imoda SJ a) Terms of Reference
10,30-10,45 Schedule of Next meeting
10,45-11,15: Institutional context and resultingmeof AVEPRO b) QA in Ecclesiastical
Activities, R. Cinquegrani Institution in Europe
c) List of Institution
11,15-11,30. Coffee Break
11,30-12,00 External Review in Ecclesiastical HrgBducation g) General principles on
Institutions: methodological framework and open external review
guestions (experts, fees and financing) Fr. Imatla S | i) External Review for
small Faculties
12,00-13,00 AVEPRO Strategic Plan: j) Strategic Plan
- Relationship between National QA Agencies amj Relationship between
AVEPRO National QA Agencies
- ENQA Membership and AVEPRO
- Languages of work
13,00-14,00. Lunch
14,00-14,30 AVEPRO Strategic Plan: Regional subpmment of k) Regional Branches
the Agency
14,30-15,00 Staffing and Resources m) Staff Policy
15,00-16,00: Fees and Financing [) Cost of an eatern
Review
16,00-16,30 Evaluation of the day
16,30 Conclusive remarks
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2. List of Participants

» Fr. Franco IMODA, SJ, AVEPRO President
Fr. Friedrich BECHINA, F.S.0., Congregation for balic Education
Prof. Sjur BERGAN
Prof. Paolo BLASI
Fr. Christian BOCK
Fr. Philippe CURBELIE
Prof. Jan SADLAK
Absent Members
» Msg. Piero CODA
» Mgr. Tymon T. CHMIELECKI, Secretary of State
Observers
Invited by the President
> Don MAQUILLAN

YV V V VYV V V

2.1. Approval of the minutes of last meeting

The Council approves the minutes of the first nmegkield in Rome in November the"28009.

3. Terms of reference, Document A

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

- The “representative of the students” should benuéel as representative of students coming
from Ecclesiastical Faculties;

- The expression “public relation” should be changgd “external communication”;

The Council suggests the following amendments:

- The director participates in the meetings withdwe tight to vote and he is responsible for
keeping the minutes of the meeting rather themfamite taker”.

Following discussion and the indication of the suggested amendments the Council approves
Document A.

4. Institutional context and resulting scope of AVEPRO activities, QA in Ecclesiastical
Institutionsin Europe, Document B

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
- the quality of the document is highly appreciated;
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concerning Poland there is a distinction betweenprealitation (managed by a State
Commission, valid from a legal point of view) an&Q

The Council accepts the observations and the amemdnmade by the Scientific Council during
the meeting of September theé™P010, in particular:

the links and the “border” between QA exercises Andreditation exercises is not always
clear and precisely defined. This implies the dubsi of identifying a sort of bridge between

QA and Accreditation;

Germany has started the accreditation procedurdéiferEcclesiastical Faculties, thanks to
AKAST;

in order to respect local sensitivity it may be fukéo ask Faculties if they intend to be
functionally related to a particular “Regional Bcafi.

The Council discussed the possibility of using ksfghand Italian as working languages, and
agreed on the fact that the final report needdxbtalso in English;

Following discussion and the indication of the suggested amendments the Council approves
Document B.

5. List of Institutions, Document C

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

there is a Faculty (Lviv) in Ukraine which, at tl@ment, should not be included in the list.

The Council approves Document C.

6. General principlesfor External Review, Document G

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

a fundamental principle is the distinction betweeternal evaluation (concerning the
responsibility of the Institutions) arexternal evaluation (entrusted to the relevant competent
Agencies). The external evaluation should not ke ses a “control” but as a service, which
will help the Institutions to improve their poli@pncerning a culture of quality. The result of
both steps of the evaluation should bestaategic plan”. The Bologna Process did not invent
the QA but tries to harmonize it into the Europeagher Education Area (EHEA);

in general terms, and in particular for smaller (Haes, the weight of procedures should be
minimized,

AVEPRO is not allowed to oblige Faculties to undket an evaluation procedure;

Faculty should not perceive the site visit as apéction and it should be underlined that the
aim of evaluation is to support the Institutioraiprocess of quality improvement;

ENQA full membership will be a crucial point for APRO development;

transparency should be considered one of the nmopbrtant criteria in conducting the
external review;

according to ENQA requirements, the external evalnaeport must be published;

in the future, Institutions should have internad aexternal QA procedures and Strategic
Plans;

a cycle of external evaluation every 5 years se@mdrequent; in some European countries
evaluations take place every 8 years. AVEPRO’S duleeshould respect the variety of
national and regional specificities;
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- external evaluation will stimulate a culture ofaségic planning and quality within Institutions
and will foster a management culture;

- AVEPRO will have a training role especially condam experts involved in external
evaluation;

- the procedures of evaluation as a whole, espeaaligrnal evaluations, should be perceived
as an obligation. The Congregation for Catholic &&dion will be the institution with the
authority to require Faculties to implement QA @dares;

- the procedures for external evaluation must beidersd crucial to satisfying the ENQA
standards and guidelines;

- Some members suggest that the report should petlisthen approved by a governing body
of the Faculty;

- There must be a legal provision delivered by th€@torder to published the final report;

- The final version of the report should be in Englithe translation will be realised by the
Faculties;

The Council suggests the following amendment:

- Page 11: “The Congregation reserves the rightke tamedial action, if necessary, as a result
of issues identified in the institutional reviewogts and strategic plan”.

Following discussion and the indication of the suggested amendments the Council approves

Document G.

6.1 External Review for small Faculties, Document |

The Council discusses the Document and does ngestigny amendments.
Following discussion the Council approves Document

7. AVEPRO Strategic Plan, Document J

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
- The strategic plan contains also “operational” atget could be useful to deliver a five years
strategic plan and a two years operational plan;
- The strategic plan presents 5 key priorities:
a) define the structure of AVEPRO
b) support the development of internal QA within thezlEsiastical Institutions
c) develop systems of external QA for the Ecclesiabtitstitutions
d) develop its governance and organization processes
e) devise a communications and public relations plan
- these priorities seem too ambitious for a 2-yeatagic plan; it may be useful to concentrate
resources on only one or two of them;
- considering the present structure of the officeg #trategic plan should be revised and
reduced,;
Following discussion the Council approves Document J.
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8. Relationship between national QA Agenciesand AVEPRO, Document N

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t

- the relationships with national QA agencies wilpmesent a turning point for AVEPRO
activities over the next few years;

- the hypothesis of becoming a full member of ENQA ha be intended as an important
opportunity;

The Council suggests the following amendment:

- Page 4: “AVEPRO will undertake, within the next m®nths, a series of systematic national
dialogues to explore these possibilities in eadhingg together with the relevant bishops’
conferences, Institutions and organizations ofitunsbns”.

Following discussion the Council approves Document N.

9. Regional sub-components of the Agency: Regional Branches, Document K

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
- considering the number of Ecclesiastical FacultieBurope, it will probably be necessary
to establish Regional Branches of AVEPRO;
- Regional Branches will not be independent bodiesyili be necessary to maintain “unity
respecting diversity”;
- Regional Branches could be intended in the futara sort of “benchmarking club”;
- afirst step in the organization and structuringegfional branches should be the identification
of a contact/liaison person;
Following discussion the Council approves Document K.

10. Costs of an External Review, Document L

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
- Faculties should cover the operating costs of agtevaluations;
- The Agency should provide a lump sum in order tarel the Rapporteur;
- The other members of the commission will not reedigny payment;
- The agency should identify another type of rewardnedal, a sort of “diploma”) in order to
thank tangibly the experts;
- it may be useful to apply to Bishops’ Conferencesl rivate foundations for financial
support;
- itis suggested to pay around 1.000 Euro per Regi@tAgency will explore this possibility
together with the CEC,;
- concerning the appointment of experts for exteavaluations, it is recommended that each
expert be asked to perform an evaluation only @mdwice per year.
Following discussion the Council approves Document L.
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11. Staffing and resour ces, Staff Policy, Document M

The Council discusses the Document and pointshaiit t
- the current staff of the Agency seems to be ndicserit to cover the priorities indicated in
the Strategic Plan;
- personnel suggested: a small central office (3/$¢leyees) and a large pool of external
experts; this group will also provide strong livkkgh Academic Institutions;
- it may be useful to ask Bishops’ Conferences angf@ foundations for financial support.
Following discussion the Council approves Document M

12. Next meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for Friddyc May 2011.
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This document consists of two parts:
- Summary and Action Plan p.1-2
- Minutes of the meeting p.3-8

SUMMARY AND ACTION PLAN

This summary focuses on the immediate actions and objectives resulting from the meeting. A
mor e devel oped account of the meeting itself is given in the minutes,

- Scientific Committee: Board members are invited to express their furtipenions via email by
December 21, after which the President will senel tbquest for official appointment to the
Secreteriat of State. The President has takenliberegations of the Board into consideration in the
choice of 2 new members who are theologians andh father linguistic areas (Polish and
Portuguese). The curricula of the new proposed reemlwill be sent to the Board. The
representative of students will be chosen withhibkp of the Conference of Students of the Roman
Pontifical Universities.

- Regulations. The Board members are invited to indicate areawhith they consider these
regulations will be needed. A number of possibéang have emerged during the meeting: more
accurate definition of who composes the teams peeg for external reviews, modalities for the
publication of reports, work and relations withdabbranches, appointment of staff and volunteers,
languages, reporting on PRG visits. A first draift e prepared by the President and the office for
the next meeting.

- Terms of reference: the President will determine terms of referenaeefach of the two Boards
with the help of the Board of Directors and AVEPR@rent advisers. They will be prepared for
the next Board meeting.

- AVEPRO staffing: a job description will be prepared by the Predider the office concerning
the new person who can be employed on a yearlyawnf list of tasks which could be entrusted
to volunteers will also be prepared. Modalitiesl Wdve to be defined on the choice of persons who
will act as contact persons for local branchewiilltbe helpful to be able to rely on skilled teao-
ordinators for the visits and PRG reports. Somelgjiies on specific matters (research degrees,
strategic planning, student questionnaires, exaloit of credit systems) could be prepared by
external advisers. Some help could be receivethioreading and treatment of reports (identifying
trends, common difficulties and challenges, goattxes,...).

- Strategic plan: the President and AVEPRO office will update therent strategic plan, with help
from AVEPRO advisers.

- Pilot Project: the institutions who took part in the Pilot Prdjean be very helpful in seminars or
training workshops. A synthesis on the experienoald/be interesting but it is unlikely there will
be time to write more than the already existing-page report.

- Roman Pontifical Faculties: the AVEPRO office will organise a training semirfar them on
internal Quality Assurance with the help of AVEPR@visers and those who participated in the
Pilot Project. The Dean who coordinates the vari@gsilties of theology will be contacted by Fr
Imoda on the choice of a date for the seminar.
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- External reviews. the AVEPRO office will present a plan for the aydf institutional reviews. It
will consider, together with the Congregation faatiblic Education and the Secreteriat of State,
the appropriateness of regional branches undegaall institute evaluations.

- Experts. the members of the Board are invited to suggesesarhpossible experts from various
locations, subjects and languages.

- Fees and financing of visits: the issue still needs to be studied. The AVEPR@efwill prepare
a proposal based upon estimated expendituresdarekt meeting.

- Local branches: the modalities for their setting up will have to defined, contacts will have to
be made with Bishops’ Conferences and national@gsen

- Letter to institutions: the draft will be modified by the President and tirector following the
observations from the Board. It will then be sentihte Board for final advice. This letter will deet
means of conveying motivation and also of placimg ihitiative in a wider context linked with the
cultural and spiritual mission of the Church. Thaer could be sent in January. The convenience
of sending it via electronic or postal mail will bgamined.

Suggestions and advice are welcome on all topids, ...

Next meeting of the Board: Monday 12 April, 2010 at 10.00.

kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk
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MINUTESOF THE MEETING

AVEPRO'’s Board of Directors, officially appointedy lHis Holiness Pope Benedict XVI on
September 30, 2009, had their first meeting on Jday November 26 at AVEPRO offices in
Rome. The meeting started at 15:00 and ended @0.1B:was presided by Father Franco Imoda
S.J., President of the Agency. The following memludithe Board participated:

- Prof. Paolo BLASI, former Rector of the UniversitlyFlorence
- Mons. Piero CODA, President of the Italian TheotagiSociety

- P. Philippe CURBELIE, Dean of the Faculty of Thepjoof the Catholic Institute of
Toulouse

- Dott. Jan SADLAK, Vicerector for International Campation at the School of Social
Psychology and Human Sciences of Warsaw (SWPS),Paesident of the International
Observatory on Ranking and Academic Excellence GRE

- Fr Friedrich BECHINA, F.S.0., Officer at the Unigdly Department of the Congregation
for Catholic Education

- Annick JOHNSON, M. Id., Director of the Agency

Prof. Sjur BERGAN, Head of the Department of Higligtucation and History Teaching at the
Council of Europe, could not be present becausamfunexpected, heavy flu, neither could
Christian BOCK, the still unofficially appointed peesentative of students, because of another
commitment taken before.

Prof. John DAV|ES /Memationally recognised QA expelg AVEPRO adviser since the start, as well as
Mons. Tymon Tytus CHMIELECKI, Councillor at the Sed Section of the Secreteriat of State,
were invited by the President as observers.

His Eminence Card. Zenon GROCHOLEWSKI, Prefect bé tCongregation for Catholic
Education, and Mons. Vincenzo ZANI, Undersecrets#drihe same Congregation, came to greet the
newly-appointed Board and attended the first patth@ meeting.
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1.- Welcome and introductions

In his opening words Fr Imoda expressed warm thamksis Eminence Card. Grocholewski and
Mons. Zani for their presence, representing the gegmtion who made AVEPRO come into
existence.

Cardinal Grocholewski greeted the members of thar@owishing them to be a council of wise
men in the Biblical tradition, for a world in greated of thought, and of a close relation between
faith and reason, as Pope Benedict XVI often brimgfs He underlined the great qualities of each
member of the Board, well recognised in their pgsfenal work and former service of the Church.
He assured them of his prayer and blessing.

Mons. Chmielecki then expressed best wishes tBtied on behalf of the Secreteriat of State,
opening a perspective on future activities of AVEFPRround the world in keeping with the
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international character of the Catholic Churchhveih Agency which therefore is bound to be more
international than any. He also alluded to the detseof being confronted with many academic
systems.

After these opening words, Father Imoda invitechgaarticipant to introduce himself, after which
he offered a rapid survey of the whole agenda kdtoen going through it according to the planned
order.

kkkkkkkkkkkkhkkk

2.- Context and setting up of AVEPRO

2.1 The Holy See’s entrance into the Bologna P@e2003 was one important factor for the
creation of AVEPRO in September 2007, with the supmpf the Congregation for Catholic

Education. The statutes were prepared in collalmoraand officially approved in February 2009.
The initial Agency is composed of the PresidentDieector and a Secretary. A request was
presented for additional staff. Initial activitibave included: a Pilot Project with 8 faculties and
participation in international encounters on Qyafissurance.

2.2 A chart and list of ecclesiastical institutiomas presented. There are around 180 ecclesiastical
faculties in Europe (260 in the world, themselvag pf the 1860 institutions of higher education of
the Catholic Church). From the point of view of #thgency’s work, the most delicate case is that of
the ecclesiastical faculties inserted in a stateeusity, who should be evaluated by AVEPRO but
often also need accreditation from the state, wiemtes them.

2.3 Prof. John Davies cited a number of chara¢tesisvhich can be made out in the ecclesiastic
system of higher education:

- diversity (size, typology, national context,...)

- usually little experience in Quality Assurancel atrategic planning, and a low capacity for self-
criticism

- existence of disciplines which are not traditibnaecclesiastical, raising the question of the
recognition of their diplomas.

AVEPRO'’s work is improvement-oriented and not sacchnaoncerned with accreditation.

Dr Sadlak observed that even if there is no ficateditation, it is however essential for the sgsce
of AVEPRO to mobilise institutions by offering thetine motivations which should lead them to
undertake the effort towards improvement. The mecEhould not be perceived as a mere order
from above. He also referred to certain institugierhich would like to be included in the process of
evaluation by AVEPRO in order to receive some kafidecognition but will not be because they
are not ecclesiastical faculties.

The various approaches to Quality Assurance wergiared: fitness for purpose is that which will
be favoured by AVEPRO. Benchmarking will also bstinulating element, for example taking
into consideration examples of good practice fdb®mm various contexts (time for completion,...).

2.4 AVEPRO is currently Associate of ENQA, and does yet fulfil the requirements to be full
member. It will be able to apply only after at letgo years of external quality assurance actisitie
whereas up to the present it has been working aindgtting up internal quality assurance processes
within institutions. The Board confirmed the imparte of seeking ENQA registration, as soon as
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the criteria had been addressed. Indeed, this nrshipeneans recognition, technical support from
ENQA, possibility to be inscribed on the RegistéiQuality Assurance Agencies. The quality of
national institutions is guaranteed if the natiomgéncy is approved by ENQA, and it also implies
institutions from other countries are allowed t& aging reviewed by it. This membership would
therefore make the AVEPRO reviews in various coagtmuch more easily accepted.

3.- Regulations

The Regulations will come as a complement to tlaugt. They will have to be approved by the
President with the favourable opinion of the Boafdirectors and previous consultation with the
Congregation for Catholic Education. They will als® transmitted to the Secreteriat of State. The
unanimous advice was that the regulations shouldviiien starting from the Agency’s daily
experience, therefore after a little time has padsse

4.- Board of Directors

The cycle of meetings planned in the statute ideéast once a year”. Everyone agreed for a second
meeting in the spring of 2010 and the appointmeag made for Monday 12 April at 10.00.

5.- Scientific Committee

Prof. Davies, as one of the proposed members &6thentific Committee, left the room when the
exchange on that issue took place.

Dr Sadlak commented that the Committee was too emesand that some language groups
(Slavonic, Portuguese) were missing.

Fr Imoda explained the need to start with a mos&icded committee, which will be increased later
on, so that it might not lose all its members ia $ame year.

Fr Bechina observed that there should be more mesnhe least half the total number, coming
from the ecclesiastical world and knowing the systeom the inside so that the work of the
Committee on peer reviews might be more credible. added that such people from various
countries can be found in Rome, which makes regubsk with them easier.

In response, Prof. Blasi underlined that the qualibcess was not an examination of the content of
the disciplines taught (in his own case, physicg) #hat therefore it was not so important to have
theologians —though at least one is necessary drdeet more to have persons who are competent
in the field of Quality Assurance. The statute refédo members being competent in quality
promotion and representative of the geographiaadrdity of the Church.

The question of the relationship between form amutent was taken up by Fr Curbelié, who asked
whether you could actually evaluate the form withary regard to content.

Prof. Blasi mentioned his experience in state usities with various disciplines and the various
indicators used in reviews (course attendance, thore completion of studies, funds for
research,...), which do not include any evaluatiothefcontents of these disciplines.

Other members agreed that at least one theologganne@eded but half the members would be too
many. This could be one item for the Regulations.
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Fr Bechina supported his own point of view recgllithe fithess for purpose objective in the
education for ecclesiastical professions and thaeof the Church.

Prof. Blasi observed that the members by right khalso be taken into account. Actually the three
of them are theologians although two come as reptatves of Catholic Universities. The
representative of students has not been chosen yet.

Fr Imoda concluded saying he received the suggestioeed to have someone from inside the
system, representatives from other geographicasam@so recording the need not to enlarge the
Committee too much from the very start.

All were invited to communicate their comments amgke proposed members as soon as possible
via email.

A number of questions were then raised and Profid3avas invited to join the meeting again:

- Germany:

Germany would be represented in the Committee firahe person of Prof. Peter Jonkers, Dutch
member of the accreditation commission of AKASTe ©hurch accreditation agency promoted by
the Bishops’Conference and having official recagnifrom the German state.

- Internal evaluation reports: who are they seft to
The guidelines cite: AVEPRO, the Congregation,itistitutions’ Great Chancellors.

- Attributions: some formulations in the statutersetoo vague when the subject is AVEPRO, for
example for the composition of the groups of expéart. 11.3): who is meant by AVEPRO? the
President? the Scientific Committee?

Fr Bechina pointed out that the answer can be founthe statute, which stipulates that the
President is helped by the Committee and can asthéir advice on single reviews. This is why it
is certainly important to have a nucleus of the @ottee in Rome, so that they can more easily be
called upon to come and help with the work of prejga but also evaluating external reviews.

- Finality of the process: apart from the intringiterest of self-improvement what other elements
of attractiveness and recognition could be addéh the final result of the evaluation?

Fr Imoda explained that a follow up is needed aftaluations, and also that the report will be sent
to the Congregation, who has the authority to wdee if recommendations made in the reports
have been ignored by institutions. Fr Bechina atszalled that the results of evaluation will be
published and this too is an incentive.

- Reports for publication: the French model (AERES)Id be followed, according to which the
reports prepared by experts are approved by thedBofDirectors before they are published.
Modalities should also be given by the Scientifan@nittee on the length of the reports and other
aspects, to achieve some kind of unity and comdayab

Mons. Coda brought out another kind of incentivedcclesiastical institutions, which is that of the
Christian cultural tradition they can offer to theademic community of our day, with an approach
to quality which has an anthropological, ethical apiritual dimension. This should also be born in
mind in the training seminars for experts. MoreoWee quality process is of help for the university
as a community and for its governance.

Experts will respect the mission the institutiomgeghemselves in their statutes, although they can
also comment upon it, when for example it can yesdlem to be out of date.
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Fr Imoda concluded that part of the meeting onSbientific Committee saying its role would have
to be clarified and hoping both committees mightdggether at the next April meeting.

6.- AVEPRO office

Fr Imoda briefly commented on the small numbertaffgo face the work to come and announced
that one more person had been granted by the Viatmatral administration, on a renewable yearly
contract.

7.- Strategic Plan

The strategic plan presented to the Board this tilidbe updated for the next meeting. Hopefully
the new person and some volunteers will have bppaiated by then.

A few points were clarified:

- Strategic plan 2.2.2 on Quality Officers in ingtions: the Congregation announced in a Circular
Letter that such a function was necessary. The naithkave to be in the data base. It will often be
the Dean or Vice Dean. The Roman Pontifical Unities have started appointing these Quality
Officers.

- Strategic plan 2.5 on follow up of the Pilot Rt the Pilot Project is now past. The follow up
was offered as optional in the Pilot Project. Twstitutions, Burgos and Auxilium (Roma), have
actually sent their action plan. Palermo was algling for the follow up but maybe the change of
Dean has not favoured their actually sending ammagilan. Frankfurt have preferred to wait for
one year and Polish institutions have not respondedynthesis on the experience would be
interesting and these institutions should not lbgdtten in future.

- Strategic plan 3. on external quality assurance:

A calendar of reviews will have to be establishddny institutions do not seem to be ready yet for
external evaluations. However, AVEPRO could acet¢éethe rhythm with those who are in fact
ready. AVEPRO office could present a plan for tlyele of institutional reviews, also taking
account of regional branches undertaking smalitiristevaluations.

Generally speaking it will be better to start withe most convinced and less problematic
institutions, so that positive information is tramifed and other institutions also wish to enter th
process.

The issue of the total number of institutions real challenge: a five-year cycle implies doing enor
than 35 visits a year, too much even though marilgesfe institutions are small.

The issue of fees is still unsolved. There are pwssibilities: a fixed fee or the institution payin
the expenses of the visit (Italian model). Someaatdialance needs to be achieved between richer
and poorer institutions. The Board affirmed the essity of setting fee structures at the next
meeting. The AVEPRO office should present proposals

The 19 Pontifical faculties in Rome have contadietimoda to know what they are expected to do.
Prof. Davies suggested starting with a seminartfem in addition to the written documentation
which can be sent, and another seminar after oae ye

- Strategic plan 1.4 on national branches:
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Prof. Davies offered it as a possible responsédn¢ogreat number of institutions to be reviewed.
AVEPRO in Rome could review the bigger ones. Thallemones could be reviewed with the help
of local branches set up in agreement with Bish@usiferences. There would be some person for
each local branch in charge of maintaining the lwvith AVEPRO Rome and training seminars
would be organised to maintain unity. In front M@A there must be one Agency.

Cf. AKAST in Germany, which however acts only asamareditation body. This same case of an
urgent need for accreditation will be found in atbeuntries.

This issue of national branches will be re-examiineithe April meeting.

8.- Draft letter to all institutions
Several comments were made to improve the drdfiifirst letter to all institutions:

- the draft is too technical. As a first letteshould be introduced in a very positive way, insgt

on the common effort for promotion and the oppattes given by the process. There should be at
least one or two paragraphs in which the Presigimes a strong cultural and spiritual perspective,
rooted in the Christian notion ahiversitas as contributing to rebuilding the unity of knowtgd
and harmonious dialogue between faith and reagothécPope’s Regenburg speech).

- concrete details also have their importance iatitutions are waiting for them (three notes of
guidance will be included with the letter)

- again the question of the motivation was raigdek institutions should be helped to understand to
what aim they should start the process. (note: Bilnefing Note has one part on the “Value of the
Process”, p.7).

- reference could be made to the meeting of thedobDirectors.

9.- Priority items

- Web site: We should bear in mind that it will rm¢ watched only by ecclesiastics but also by
other people.

Automatic functions on the web site could help &vestime (ready made emails for experts for
instance).

- Experts: The members of the Board were invitedsuggest names of possible experts from
various locations, subjects and languages to dieegreat diversity of ecclesiastical institutions.

- Language issue: The self-evaluation can be madéa language of the country, but for the
external review it will be more difficult to findgople all speaking the language of the country in
which the review takes place. One could decide lHoose each time between the 6 official
languages of the Holy See: Italian, English, Frerman, Spanish, Portuguese.
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The meeting ended at 18.00 as planned.
Next meeting: Monday 12 April 2010 at 10.00.
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Agenda for next meeting of the Board (12 April, 2010):

A few items can already be planned:

- Terms of reference: clear definition of the cotepees and tasks for each of the two committees
- Setting up of national branches

- Fees and financing of external reviews

- Updated strategic plan

We hope there will be the possibility of two ov@péng meetings of the Board and the Scientific
Committee so they can meet, and also agree onrthetral roles and competences.
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Rome, 1 December 2009
Prepared by Annick Johnson,
Director
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