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EACC(19)M38 Questions
EACC MEMBERS’ QUESTIONS TO DISCUS AND ANSWER
AT THE 38th MEETING OF THE EA CERTIFICATION COMMITTEE
	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question


	14 / 06 / 2019
	Mikael Calestam
SWEDAC

	Scope and witnessing activities for information security management systems (ISO/IEC 27001)


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.1


	1) For accreditation of certification bodies for information security management systems (ISO/IEC 27001), is it sufficient to define the accreditation scope as below, without any sub-areas (similar to IAF codes for ISO 9001)?
Scope: Information Security Management System Certification
Standard: ISO/IEC 27001:2013
If the answer to question 1) is YES, which we assume, as we see this kind of accreditation scope from different NABs,
2) Is it sufficient to make one witnessing activity per accreditation cycle for this scope?

3) If the answer to question 1) or 2) is NO, would EA CC be prepared to develop a harmonized way of presenting suitable sub-areas, to be used for accreditation scopes and/or planning of witnessing activities?

(Possible sub-areas could be: Nuclear, Bank/finance/insurances, Health care, Public sector, Production, Gambling; etc.)


	ANSWER 38.1


	1) Yes, it is confirmed that there are currently no sub areas for ISO 27001 certification.

2)  Yes, provided that requirements of ISO/IEC 17011 and IAF MD17 part 1 to 3 are fulfilled.
3)  Not considered necessary.



	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question



	28/06/2019
	IIOC

	Calculation of MDs for sites


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.2


	According to 
IAF MD 1:2018, clause 7.3 Calculation of Audit Time
the reduction of audit time per sampled site shall not be greater than 50%.

How can we proceed with calculations for small simple sites (e.g. one room storage, small office with 1-5 employees)? 

There are usually simple processes to be audited, which usually may not take more then 1-2 hours. When adding more schemes, even with the 50% reduction applied, the time increases a lot and we easily end up with 1-1,5 MDs for 1-person administrative place. 



	ANSWER 38.2


	According to IAF MD 5 Table QMS 1;

For 1-5 employees – audit time is 1.5 audit-days (stage 1 + stage 2),

According to clause 4.1, on-site duration of MS audit should not be less than 80% of audit time (it means, off-site audit should not be more than 20% of audit time),

If CB wants to apply reduction (based on suitable justifications) as 50% of audit time, then adjusted new audit time becomes 0.75 audit-days. Then;

On-site: 0.75 * 80% = 0.60 man-days (this number should be adjusted nearest half day, finally it becomes 0.5 audit-days. It means, one auditor will spend 4 hours in one selected site)

Off-site: 0.75 * 20% = 0.15 audit-days

IAF MD 5

2.2.3 If after the calculation the result is a decimal number, the number of days should be adjusted to the nearest half day (e.g.: 5.3 audit days becomes5.5 audit days, 5.2 audit days becomes 5 audit days).

Note: If the CAB cannot satisfy above approach, it can use another calculation method or approach provided that suitable justification concerning Note 1 and Note 2 under the clause 2.2.4 of IAF MD 5. In this case, the AB should try to evaluate the effectiveness of the new approach of the CAB in the assessments (office and/or witnesses).

IAF MD 5

2.2.4 To help ensure the effectiveness of the audit, the CAB should also consider the composition and size of the audit team (e.g.½ day with 2 auditors may not be as effective as a one day auditwith 1 auditor or 1 audit day with one lead auditor and one technical expert is more effective than 1 auditor day without the technical expert).

Note 1: ABs may require a CAB to demonstrate that the average audit time of specified clients is neither significantly more nor less than the audit time calculated from tables QMS1 and EMS1. 
Note 2: CABs that work primarily in high risk or complex industries are likely to have an average higher than the tables and CABs that work primarily in low risk industries are likely to have an average lower than the tables.

Notwithstnading the above answer, the primary reuqirement is for the CB to provide sufficient time for a complete and effective audit (ISO/IEC 17021-1: 9.1.4.1)
(It should be noted that a Project is now underway at the IAF TC to reconsider the way in which Audit Time is calculated)


	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question



	03/07/19
	Barbara Zengel
PCA

	ISMS - ISO/IEC 27006:2015

	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.3


	According to ISO/IEC 27006:2015 (IS 10.1) accredited CAB performing ISMS certification is obliged to implement the ISMS (acc. ISO/IEC 27001).

1) Should AB verify the CAB’s MS acc. ISO/IEC 27001 during every on-site assessment?
2) If CAB is certified acc. to ISO/IEC 27001, can the AB reduce its assessment in this field?

	ANSWER 38.3


	According to ISO/IEC 27006, ISMS implementation by an ISMS CB is a recommendation and not an obligation (ISO/IEC 27006 “10.1.1 IS 10.1 ISMS implementation It is recommended that certification bodies implement an ISMS in accordance with ISO/IEC 27001”.).
1) No: As what was discussed in the past and decided for the “Option B” in ISO/IEC 17021-1, it is not the duty of the AB to check the compliance of the CB to any specific management system certification standard. 

2) No: The duty of the AB is to verify compliance of the CB to ISO/IEC 27006, not to ISO/IEC 27001; Furthermore, relying on a certification to reduce assessment would put the AB in a conflict of interest situation as in a way subcontracting part of its assessment to a CB client.



	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question



	DD / 07 /2019
	Paul Dax, OLAS

	Accreditation of Technical Assessment Bodies (TABs) for their designation according to Regulation (UE) 305/2011 (Construction Products)


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.4


	According to the Regulation (UE) 305/2011* Member States may designate Technical Assessment Bodies (TABs). TABs shall be subjected to a monitoring of their activities and competences by the respective Member State. In Table 2 of Annex IV of the Regulation (UE) 305/2011 are defined the requirements for TABs. These requirements are very close to the requirements of an accreditation for ISO/IEC 17065:2012 (impartiality, competence of personnel, resources).
TABs have two main objectives / activities:

1. Elaborating European Assessment Documents (EADs) for construction products that are not covered by either a harmonized standard or a published EAD. EADs are used (after approval by a European Committee of TABs (EOTA) and publication in the Official Journal of the EU) equal to harmonized standards for the certification and the CE marking of the products by notified bodies.

2. Assessment of a construction product’s performance in accordance with a specific EAD, called European Technical Assessment (ETA). An ETA states that a specific construction product conforms to and may be certified according to an EAD by a notified body.

Do any NABs have any experience with the accreditation according to ISO/IEC 17065:2012 (or other) of TABs? Do any NABs have any experience with the process of designation and monitoring of TABs in their country?

Considering that activity 1 is hardly an activity of conformity assessment or certification of products, how may (or is) this activity being accredited?

Can activity 2 be accredited? If yes, what would be the preferred way?

*REGULATION (EU) No 305/2011 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL, of 9 March 2011, laying down harmonised conditions for the marketing of construction products and repealing, Council Directive 89/106/EEC


	ANSWER 38.4


	Edelio’s Note:

We have never accredited or evaluated any of those who do that. Many years ago, with the directive, we valued it but we did not do anything and a year ago he contacted Torroja (is an investigations institute) again to see if we could accredit them in 17065 but not for the development of the ETA but for the application of those already developed. They keep going around but have not come to request accreditation.

The development of the ETA, I think not. It would be like accrediting to develop standards. What we have budgeted is the application of the ETAs already developed.

Leo’s Note:
According to our experts the for TAB activity 1 is writing product standards and logically not possible to accredit it, while for TAB activity 2 could be accredited since TAB is certifying manufactures to an EAD exactly as NoBo are certifying manufactures to an hEN.

Salih’s Note:
The member ABs’ practices should be discussed in EA CC Meeting.
Chair Note – Passed to the EACC for consideration TO BE DISCUSSED AT NEXT CC



	Date of submission
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asking question
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	03-04 / 09 /19
	TETIANA ANTONENKO, NAAU

	ISO/IEC 17065:2012
4.3.2 Responsibility and funding


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.5


	1) How should the certification body demonstrate compliance with 4.3.2 ISO / IEC 17065: 2012?
2) What are the minimum criteria for the status of СВ "has financial stability and resources"?
3) Is there enough self-esteem information that the СВ does not have arrears of wages, taxes and leases?      What is the practice / national specifics of other ABs?
4) Should CBs consider "financial stability and resources" as a separate risk (not included in Annex A of ISO / IEC 17065) with further assessment and demonstration of minimization? What is the practice of other ABs?



	ANSWER 38.5


	ISO/IEC 17065:2012

4.3.2 The certification body shall have the financial stability and resources required for its operations.

Accreditation assessors are now expected to be financial auditors, they are looking for ongoing stability to enable the CB to continue its obligations.
A1) The income-expense distribution of the certification body should be in favor of revenues or be in a place to cover its own resources and expenditure on certification activities for a certain time. If the certification body's budget balance is in favor of expenses, i.e. the budget continues with loss, then the certification body may go to jeopardize impartiality or flexibility in other accreditation rules to correct the situation and show some negative tendencies.

A2) There are no specific criteria. However, the CB should supply objective evidences that prove its financial sources are enough to keep up its certification activities objectively or impartially and competently.

A3) No, the AB should try to find objective evidence.
A4) It depends. “Financial stability and resources” relate to the impartiality and competence of the CB indirectly. They may be affected by financial instability and insufficient resources required for its operations. Under these conditions, the CB may not continue to give its services competently and/or objectively. From this angle, they may be a source of risk to impartiality and competence. 



	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question



	11/07/2019
	TURKAK

	CPR, Regulation (EU) No 305/2011, EN 50575 Power, control and communication cables - Cables for general applications in construction works subject to reaction to fire requirements


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.6


	· In CPR (Regulation (EU) No 305/2011) Annex V – 1.1.(b). one of the tasks of notified body for System 1+ is stated as:
· iv) audit-testing of samples taken before placing the product on the market.
· In EN 50575, one of the tasks for the notified product certification body stated in “Table ZZ.3.1-Assignment of AVCP tasks for the power, control and communication cables under System 1+” is  “Audit testing of samples taken before placing the product on the market – Reaction to fire” and for this task “AVCP clauses to apply” is stated only as “6.3.5 Continuous surveillance of FPC (for products covered by AVCP System 1+)” (initial certification is not stated).

Does this mean that for certification activities based on EN 50575, audit testing of samples taken before placing the product on the market should only be applied during surveillance of FPC; and should not be applied during initial certification? If this is the case for EN 50575, since it only points out surveillance of FPC; what is the difference between “System 1” and “System 1+” for this situation? 
In this case which is superior to other? CPR (Regulation (EU) No 305/2011) or EN 50575?



	ANSWER 38.6


	The Construction Products Regulation (Regulation (EU) No 305/2011) is the ultimate requirements document for CE marking of construction products, which prevails any other related requirements document including harmonized standards. Therefore, the tasks of the notified product certification bodies as stipulated in the Regulation shall be fulfilled as detailed therein. Harmonized standards may only specify / analyze individual requirements of the Regulation, but they are not intended to subtract any of the Regulation’s requirements.

As a conclusion, it is noted that, in the case System 1+ is applied, audit – testing of samples taken by the notified product certification body at the manufacturing plant or at the manufacturer’s storage facilities is required for both initial certification (before placing the products on the market) and surveillance.    
Question Passed to HHC for consideration
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	11/07/2019
	TURKAK


	ISO/IEC 17024 clause 9.4.8.e) & EN ISO 9606-1:2017 clause 9.1-2


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.7


	According to ISO/IEC 17024 clause 9.4.8.e) “The certificates shall contain the scope of the certification including, if applicable, validity conditions and limitations;
According to EN ISO 9606-1: 2017 clause 9.1 “ The welder’s certificate needs to be confirmed every 6 months otherwise the certificate(s) become(s) invalid.” and clause 9.2 “The qualifications of a welder for a process shall be confirmed every 6 months by the person responsible for welding activities or examiner/examining body. This is confirming that the welder has worked within the range of qualification and extends the validity of the qualification for a further 6-month period.”

There are two different opinions determined among our assessors while interpreting EN ISO 9606-1: 2017 clause 9.1 and 9.2.

One group claims that “The CAB must confirm welder’s certificate/qualification of a welder by conducting surveillance activity every 6 months.” 

The other group claims that “The confirmation of qualification of a welder does not have to be performed by the CAB. Employer can also perform the confirmation of qualification of a welder.” However, this should be specified in the certificate prepared by CAB under ISO/IEC 17024 clause 9.4.8. 

· What is the implementation of this issue in your country?

· Is it the responsibility of the CAB or the employer to confirm the welder’s certificate every 6 months?


	ANSWER 38.7


	It is the responsibility of the employer to validate welder qualifications, any scheme based on ISO 9606-1 should identify these validation activities and the activities to be carried out by the Certification Body/Notified Body. ABs should only accept schemes for accreditation where sch responsibilities are clearly stated.
 ISO 9606-1 contains not only competence criteria for welders and examinations contents and arrangements but also elements typical of the owners´ certification scheme, like initial validity, confirmation, revalidation etc. 

For some of these steps (validity process) third party certification is used, but for others alternatives are given (cl. 9.2. “by the person responsible for welding’s activities or by the certification body “) or there even are requirements for the employer of the persons (cl. 9.3 c) ii) and iii)) that logically has nothing to do with third party certification and are out of the range of the accreditation. 




	Date of submission
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asking question
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	11/07/2019
	TURKAK


	NDT Personnel and Welder Certification Renewal 



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.8


	According to  EN ISO 9712:2012 clause 5.1 “The certification system, which shall be controlled and administered by a certification body (with the assistance, where necessary, of authorized qualification bodies), includes all procedures necessary to demonstrate the qualification of an individual to carry out tasks in a specific NDT method and product or industrial sector, leading to certification of competence.”

According to EN ISO 9712:2012 clause 5.2.2 “g) The certification body shall establish an appropriate system for the maintenance of records, which shall be retained for at least one certification cycle (10 years)”
According to EN ISO 9712:2012 clause 12-c) “3) The certification body or its authorized qualification bodies shall maintain examination documents such as questionnaires, answers, description of specimens, records, results of test, NDT procedures, and grade sheets.”

Considering the above clauses please give us your opinion on the following: 

i. Is it possible to transfer certificate from one CAB to another? If yes, which conditions shall be met? Which documents or records should the latter CAB obtain from the initial CAB?

ii. Can a candidate receiving a certificate from a CAB according to EN ISO 9712 standard apply to another CAB for certification renewal, which is accredited according to EN ISO 9712 standard? Can this application be accepted?

iii. Is a similar situation possible for an international welding standard such as EN ISO 9606-1: 2017?



	ANSWER 38.8


	There are currently no rules for transfers of certificates under ISO/IEC 17024. 
There is consensus that transfers should be possible under this standard as long as it is the same scheme. However, CBs and ABs should be careful.

· Confidentiality could be an issue, as personal data would need to be transferred, 
Logically the same principles would be followed as defined in IAF MD2.

It was agreed that a survey of EACC member should be carried out and that a TFG would be formed to consider drafting a document on transfers within ISO/IEC 17024, to later be shared with IAF.
TO BE DISCUSSED AT NEXT CC



	Date of submission


	Member
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asking question
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	11 / 07 /19
	Gizela Pelechova
SNAS
	Accredited certificates after the transfer of accreditation


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.9


	If accreditation of CAB is transferred between two NAB in accordance with EA 2/13, the certificates issued by CAB till this moment are still marked by accreditation mark of previous NAB.

Is it obligatory to reissue all certificates with the accreditation mark of the “new” NAB resp. with the reference to accreditation of the “new” NAB? 

If so, in which period of transition time should it be completed?


	ANSWER 38.9


	In the interest of clarity and transparency there should be an agreement between the 2 ABs and the CB concerned, including clear timescales by which the certificates need to have been transitioned.



	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question
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	11 / 07 /2019
	Csaba Bodroghelyi, 

NAH

	Certification of persons



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.10


	Examination center would like to apply for accreditation as Persons Certification Body with a wide range of scope (for a very colorful list of different professions). 

· Shall we cover the full scale (each items) of scope with witness assessments during the initial accreditation? 



	ANSWER 38.10


	Witnessing as an assessment technique is always based on sampling regarding the applied scope. There are other ways of confirming competence that can also be used.
In certification of persons, it seems to be more adequate to set up the sampling at the level of certification scheme more than at the level of categories of persons. If all that categories are within the same rules for certification and examination -the same scheme – the sampling may be done at the categories of persons level. 




	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question

	12/07/2019
	Milan Svoboda

Marketa Silhava

CAI
	Harmonization of accreditation procedures and requirements of EN ISO/IEC 17024 (applied in the field of welding)

	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.11


	In 2015, the finding in the area of certification bodies certifying persons (area of welding) was identified during the EA evaluation. Specifically, it was in the field of certification of welders according to EN ISO 9606-1 and welding operators according to EN ISO 14732 respectively. These specific articles have been identified in both Standards and they are not consistent with requirements of EN ISO / IEC 17024 (full control over the certificate from the CB point of view). It is an article 9.3.c) in EN ISO 9606-1 and 5.3.c in EN ISO 14732.

The AB, as a corrective action, has defined the scope of accreditation with limitation of these two articles. The finding and corrective action was discussed and approved by evaluation team EA MAC Council. Currently, according to our information, only two other ABs have modified (limited) the scope of accreditation in a similar way. Other ABs use a different approach (without limitation). Unfortunately, this situation is the reason why we have received comments from some Czech accredited bodies where these CBs consider the situation described above to be discriminatory in comparison with the procedures of other AB.

As appropriate solution we suggest following:

· CB shall implement into their system rules that mentioned articles will not be used in their certification system (scheme) 

· AB will assess how CB certifying persons ensure that mentioned articles will not be applied in their certification scheme

· the scope of accreditation will not be limited in accreditation certificate (in terms of limitation against specific articles of the Standards)

· AB will check during surveillance visits if CABs follow the own rules in this matter 
Is this proposed solution according to EA CC point of view acceptable? 

	ANSWER 38.11


	The best approach is for the AB concerned to raise the specific issue within the EACC, as in this case. The EACC will then consider and agree a consensus position, individual ABs can than act accordingly.
In this specific case it was agreed that a small Task Force Group including EWF, will consider the specific situation and provide a conclusion. See 38.8.



	Date of submission


	Member

(and his/her NAB)

asking question


	Main theme / topic of the question



	12 / 07 / 19
	Janis Aleksjonoks
LATAK


	Degree of details of management system audit report



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.12


	ISO/IEC 17021-1:2015 clause 9.4.5.1 states that audit findings summarizing conformity and detailing nonconformity shall be identified, classified and recorded to enable an informed certification decision to be made or the certification to be maintained.

CAB uses one audit report form for all types of audits, which includes summary with some evidences of fulfilment of requirements of certification standard. There could be included the table of contents (headings) of the certification standard with markings (x) on the fulfilment of the standard requirements by the auditees/departments.
Evidences of how a certified client has met the specific standard requirements can only be found in the auditor's records made during the audit in the free form, with or without any linkage with the certification standard. They are saved by CAB together with audit report.
In some cases, the decision maker cannot find evidences on the fulfilment of the certification criteria.

Question: could such headings of the certification standard and/or auditor notes be interpreted as minimum of information summarizing conformity as requested by clause 9.4.5.1?

Which document/guidelines/examples could be used as best practice example for documenting audit evidences on conformity?


	ANSWER 38.12


	In ISO/IEC 17021-1 clause 9.4.8, defines the required content of an audit report. Also, required information for decision making (clauses 9.5.2, 9.5.3 and 9.5.4) and root-cause analysis (clause 9.4.9) and the evidences of effectiveness of corrective actions (clause 9.4.10) (if available) should be considered.
The information provided to decision makers and as a record of the audit does not all have to be in one document i.e. auditors’ notes can be included as part of the record as long as they are legible and traceable. The totality of records needs to confirm that all relevant aspects have been audited and should demonstrate compliance and non-compliance. The records must show how all requirements have been fulfilled.
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	12 / 07 / 19
	Janis Aleksjonoks
LATAK


	Internal training within CAB

	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.13


	ISO/IEC 17021-1:2015 clause 7.2.7 states that the certification body shall identify training needs and shall offer or provide access to special training to ensure its auditors, technical experts and other personnel involved in certification activities are competent for the functions they perform.

In the case of transition to new certification standard CAB shall identify and demonstrate appropriate skills and knowledge, based on the requirements of new certification standard, including evaluation of achieved competence.

Previously CAB asked auditors to complete an IRCA registered or accredited training course, in the case of the transition to a new version of certification standard. Nowadays CABs introduced competence assessment and even small CABs have begun to organize internal training on new version of the standard, using materials available and internal GAP analysis. Accordingly, the quality of training varies. In some cases, acceptance is done as a calibration interview. Even if the examination is completed at the end of the training, the questions of examination need to be verified.

Question 1 – what is the situation in other countries?

Question 2 - whether any training on the application of requirements of the certification standard should end with an examination in the form of a test or there could be other form of evaluation of achieved competence? 

	ANSWER 38.13


	ANSWER : 
Please note that the primary focus within ISO/IEC 17021-1 is competence, not training. Whatever form of training has been provided the CB needs to demonstrate that its auditors meet the competence requirements, training alone is not likely to acheive this.

1) this is variable but largely the same expereince as described. For transition to a revised certification standard, but also for completely new standards, CBs may have relied on external training or developed internal training. This is indicated in all IAF transition documents.
2) there is no such requirement in ISO/IEC 17021-1 for all trianing to end with an examination, competence needs to be demonstrated but this can be done in a number of ways.
Requirements regarding the demonstration by the CB that it is using competent auditors can be found in ISO/IEC 17021-1 §7.2.5, 7.2.6 ,7.2.7, that it has checked  and evaluated the performance is in § 7.2.9 and 7.11 and that it has monotired its auditors in § 7.2.10.



	Date of submission
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asking question
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	12 / 07 / 19
	Janis Aleksjonoks
LATAK


	Number of witnesses according to IAF MD 17

	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.14


	Decision of IAF TC 18/04/05 (Frankfurt 12.5) on ISO/IEC 17021-1: IAF MD17 - The consensus was that the number of witnesses should be adjusted according to the accreditation cycle on a pro rata basis. MD 17 is being revised and this issue will be addressed at that time.

Question 1 - does this issue resulted in the new sentence added under clause 2.2.1 of IAF MD 17:2019 - The policy shall ensure that the ABs assess the performance of a sample of the conformity assessment activities representative of the scope of accreditation (see 7.4.5 of ISO/IEC 17011:2017)? Or there will come other changes on this issue?

Another point - IAF MD 17:2019 Clause 4.2.3. on the assessment program of QMS, EMS and OH&SMS schemes states - when the CB has demonstrated sufficient experience and performance for an enhanced programme, AB shall perform at least one witnessing activity in each technical cluster of each MS scheme, to be complemented with other assessment activities to guarantee that each technical cluster is assessed in a period not exceeding ten years.

Question 2 – concerning number of witnesses do AB’s need to implement this clause as underlined (without wording “to be complemented with other assessment activities …”)? Then AB need to adjust number of witnesses for CABs with small number of certificates. 

Question 3 - Or assessment program of QMS, EMS and OH&SMS schemes should include at least one witnessing activity of each MS scheme, to be complemented with other assessment activities, to guarantee that each technical cluster of each MS scheme is assessed in a period not exceeding ten years? I.e., one witness audit for each scheme within 10 years to be complemented with certification file review during office assessments and other assessment activities to guarantee, that each technical cluster is assessed in a period of 10 years.



	ANSWER 38.14


	Question 1 – The IAF TC mandate given to the IAF TF appointed to make changes introduced in the published revision of the IAF MD17 were in three folds:
· Incorporate IAF MD22 App. E in the IAF MD17 (ref. clause 7)

· Some editorial modifications based on the ISO/IEC 17011:2017 (ref. clauses 0.1, 1.1, 2.1.1 and 2.2.1)

· Modifications based on the IAF TC Meeting in Frankfurt (ref. above) (clause 4.2.3)
Therefore, the answer to this question is NO.

Question 2- The answer is NO.
Question 3 – The requirements shall be implemented as written, therefore the answer is YES.
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	12 / 07 / 19
	Janis Aleksjonoks
LATAK

	Certification of person


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.15


	Person certification body according to national legislation performs the certification of land surveyors. Also, the same person certification body offers a service to perform land survey works by itself. Person, who provides this service, has been certified by another person certification body. 

The question is: If the person certification body both can certify land surveyors and at the same time offers the service to make the land survey works?   


	ANSWER 38.15


	According to ISO/IEC 17024 Standard, the persons certification body shall identify potential risks to its impartiality including those deriving from its activities. Therefore, the provision of land survey works shall be considered by the CAB as a potential risk to its impartiality and analyzed by them as to whether its level is unacceptable or not.



	Date of submission
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asking question
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	12 / 07 /19
	Eire Endrekson,

EAK


	Outsourcing in ISO/IEC 17065, 6.2.2 



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.16



	CB is in the position that all activities in certification process can be outsourced in case this is not directly prohibited by the standard. 

What kind of activities can be outsourced by CB? Is it allowed to outsource for example reception of applications, application review, planning of the evaluation activities etc. Or is it allowed for CB only outsource evaluation activities described under cl. 7.4?  



	ANSWER 38.16


	CB can outsource its evaluation activities excluding decision making. Even though it is not prohibited directly in the ISO/IEC 17065 standard, it is indirectly addressed in clause 7.6.3 (this requirement also is indirectly supported or enhanced by clause 4.2.8 of the standard). The rest of the certification activities of CB can be outsourced provided that to meet the applicable requirements of the standard (or relevant standards e.g., ISO/IEC 17025 for testing relevant, ISO/IEC 17020 for inspection relevant or ISO/IEC 17021-1 MS certification relevant) which are relevant to undertaken activities. Although, there is no exact or detailed definition of evaluation activities in the standard, but according to definition of “evaluation” in clause 3.3 of the standard, it includes selection and determination activities covering planning and preparation activities, testing, inspection or audit, decision making, surveillance etc. as referred in ISO 17000 clauses A2 and A3. Based on this approach, the CB can outsource more activities than written in clause 7.4 of the standard. Outsourcing of Contract Reviews is also not prohibited by the standard.
It was agreed that an ISO clarification would be sought on this matter to confirm the EA consensus i.e. that a CB for ISO/IEC 17065 can outsource everything except decisions.
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	12 / 07 /19 
	Edelio Gago, ENAC 

	Use of Technical Experts for accreditation of Certification of Persons that are certified by the same CB.


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.17


	Dear colleagues, we would like to hear from you about the related issue: 

Some schemes in Certification of Persons are normally driven in every country by the “National professionals association” for instance: “Nondestructive testing” and “welders”. In such cases almost all of the professionals active at the country are normally certified (and need to be continuously certified) by the only CB active in the country. So, the AB often have a lot of difficulties to find and select technical experts for the assessments and finally have to collaborate with a person already certified by the CB. 
With that view of this constrain and taken into account the specificities of this schemes (standard based certification, thousands of certified persons, a well-established scheme with computer based exams and anonymous files for review , re-evaluation based mainly in experience of certified persons) we would like to  hear your opinion about the potential risk to impartiality if the AB collaborate with a Technical expert already certified by the assessed CB?.  The fact that the T. Expert belongs to the group of interest of “employer/recruiter of the persons certified” (and not to the welders) besides to the “certified persons” group of interest may reduce the risk?  The Technical expert is always accompanied and monitored by an assessor at the office assessments. 

Our impartially risk analysis of the situation considered all of that aspects and couldn’t reach a conclusion, the risk of not behaving “critical” enough because of “self interest and familiarity” of the TE can be minimized due to the presence of the Assessor. and is check by the past experience but the risk associated with “the external perception” of the situation can’t not be reduced. This is why we would like to hear from you additional arguments. 

NOTE this question need not to be published      


	ANSWER 38.17


	If the accreditation body cannot find a competent technical expert from another source within the country (not certified by that accredited certification body or without any risk of impartiality, for example academicians from universities, industry practitioners or regulatory authorities, etc.), then the following options may be considered;

1- Persons who have received a certificate from the same certification institution in the past but who have cut the certification relationship (those who have passed at least 2 years after the certification as stipulated in ISO/IEC 17021-1; retired, etc.) can be appointed as technical experts,

2- Competent technical experts in the pool of another EA member AB (provided that the requirements of impartiality and competence are met),

3- The accreditation body can train one or several full-time personnel with suitable professional background in this field and may gain experience in on-site practice and may be assigned to assessments.

4- If TAs are used, they are there purely to support the assessor and have no direct Corrective Action review responsibilities. 
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	15 / 07/2019
	Nathalie SAVEANT
COFRAC

	Consultancy on one MS and certification on another one
ISO/IEC 17021-1


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.18


	A CB accredited according ISO/IEC 17021-1 for ISO 9001 and ISO 14001, but is not accredited for ISO 45001. This CB is offering non-accredited ISO 45001 certification. This CB is offering ISO 45001 consultancy to one QSE (ISO 9001-14001-45001) certified client: is it acceptable?

If the client was certified only to ISO9001 and ISO 14001, would this be acceptable?

Our opinion is that in both above cases it is not acceptable as it poses an unacceptable threat to the impartiality in delivering the accredited certification (ISO 9001-ISO 14001). 

ISO/IEC 17021 § 5.2.5 states “The certification body and any part of the same legal entity and any entity under the organizational control of the certification body [see 9.5.1.2, bullet b)] shall not offer or provide management system consultancy. This also applies to that part of government identified as the certification body.”



	ANSWER 38.18


	The answer to both questions is that it would be “Not Acceptable” for the CAB to offer consultancy for that MS.
The requirement has been written with the intent that a CB shall not offer or provide MS consultancy irrespective that the CB is accredited or not.
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	15 / 07/2019
	Nathalie SAVEANT
COFRAC

	determination of audit time for surveillance and recertification audits in management systems - IAF MD5



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.19


	IAF MD 5 §5 states that: “The CAB shall obtain an update of client data related to its management system as part of each surveillance audit. The planned audit time of a surveillance audit shall be reviewed at least at every surveillance and recertification audit to take into account changes in the organization, system maturity, etc. The evidence of review including any adjustments to the audit time of management systems audits shall be recorded.” 

ISO/IEC 17021-1 § 9.1.4 states that: “The certification body shall have documented procedures for determining audit time. For each client the certification body shall determine the time needed to plan and accomplish a complete and effective audit of the client’s management system.”

We are facing the following practice of a MS CB: audit time is determined for one client for the whole certification cycle (i.e. initial + 2 surveillances audits) through 3 years contract. Changes concerning the client (number of persons, organization, QMS, direction, etc.) which might affect audit time are in some cases, not known in advance of a surveillance audit, and in this case the audit time is calculated based on previous information. The CB collects this information during the surveillance audit, and, if it is felt that audit time for the surveillance was not enough, plans and performs a complementary audit (this happens rather rarely). 
Question: is this practice, i.e. adjusting the audit time after the surveillance, acceptable and fulfilling ISO 17021-1 § 9.1.4?  
· If the answer is yes, we would expect the CB to provide evidences that auditors team has collected all necessary information, and that it has performed adjustment of the audit time independently of the review of the content of the report. 

· If the answer is no, the CB is required to make an update of clients’ information before the planning of each audit (surveillance or recertification) and to adjust, if necessary, the audit time the audit. 


	ANSWER 38.19


	As the case has been presented, the answer is YES.
Obtaining such information prior to the audit would be preferred as this allows the CB to ae adjustments in advance, however obtaining the information during the surveillance audit is acceptable as long as it is acted upon by the CB.
Contracts should include the ability to make time adjustments. 
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	15/07/2019
	Nathalie SAVEANT
COFRAC

	ATP scheme for refrigerated transportation


	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.20


	Does your NAB delivers accreditation in the frame of the scheme (Carry perishable foodstuffs abroad in road vehicles (ATP) 

(https://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trans/main/wp11/ATP_publication/2017/ATP_E_ECE_TRANS_271_WEB.pdf)?

In case it does, what is the conformity assessment activity which is under accreditation?



	ANSWER 38.20


	ESYD is offering accreditation to testing laboratories and inspection bodies related to the requirements of the ATP Agreement (Agreement on the International Carriage of Perishable Foodstuffs and on the Special Equipment to be Used for such Carriage).
The testing activity refers to specific physical tests of the refrigerated vehicle equipment (http://www.esyd.gr/eped/1.19513_en.doc).

The inspection activity refers to the periodic inspection of vehicles (http://www.esyd.gr/eped/1.226175_en.doc).
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	24 / 07 / 2019
	Dimitris Zitounis 

ESYD


	Maximum reduction of audit time. 



	SUBMITTED QUESTION 38.21


	According to IAF MD 11 2019

2.2 Standard audit approach: To determine the audit time for an audit of an IMS covering two or more management system standards/specifications, e.g. A + B + C, the Certification Body shall: a) calculate the required audit time for each management system standard/specification separately (applying all relevant factors provided for by the relevant application documents and/or scheme rules for each standard, e.g., IAF MD 4, IAF MD5, ISO/TS 22003, ISO/IEC 27006); b) calculate the starting point T for the duration of the audit of the IMS by adding the sum of the individual parts (e.g. T = A + B + C);

In case the starting point T is already reduced up to 30%, based on IAF MD 5 2019, then the final reduction of an integrated system is 44% from the tables of the Annexes of IAF MD 5 2019 (44% comes from duple reduction: initial 30% and then another 20%). Is this calculation of the audit duration accepted?    



	ANSWER 38.21


	Yes. Since the integration is not a reason for the reduction in audit time according to IAF MD 5, an additional reduction can be done in IMS audit time according to IAF MD 11 due to integration.
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