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    Procedure for Implementing Accreditation Risk Grading of Certification Bodies
1 Purpose and applicable scope
1.1 This procedure is established to evaluate the operation of systems of certification bodies in order to carry out the management of certification bodies based on accreditation risk grading. The evaluation shall be in accordance with the information obtained through accreditation assessment, accreditation management, special supervisions（including validation audit）， complaint investigation, etc. 
1.2 This procedure applies to the management of accreditation risk grading by CNAS for certification bodies that have completed one cycle of accreditation.
2 References
CNAS-EC-017 Measures for management of certification body accreditation risk grading
CNAS-PD13 Procedure for management of certification body accreditation assessment
3 Terms and definitions
Not applicable

4 Responsibilities
4.1 The accreditation management post is responsible for establishing and maintaining risk grading management system; explaining and solving problems encountered in risk grading management; training relevant personnel on risk grading management matters; organizing and helping technical experts to evaluate the risk grading evaluation materials; organizing the review team to conduct reviews; submitting the review results to the Chief Executive/Deputy Chief Executives in charge for approval; managing the risk grading evaluation information; cooperating and coordinating with Accreditation Department Six on risk grading matters, etc. 
4.2 Overall assessment team leader (the team leader of head office assessment, the same below) is responsible for providing all accreditation risk evaluation information in the onsite assessment process, including summarizing and analyzing the information from head office assessment, witness assessment and key premise assessment and responsible for filling out CNAS-PD15-01 Onsite Evaluation Record for Accreditation Risk Grading Management and CNAS-PD15-03 Evaluation summary form for accreditation risk grading management. The overall assessment team leader is responsible for the evaluation results of the accreditation assessment. The key premise assessment team leader is responsible for assessing in accordance with the assessment plan and submitting the assessment findings (nonconformity, concern and comments) to the overall assessment team leader to grade and fill out the relevant evaluation forms. The witnessing assessment team leader is responsible for filling out the CNAS-PD15-02 Witness Evaluation Record for Accreditation Risk Grading Management.
4.3 The project managers of the Accreditation Department One are responsible for managing the certification body accreditation risk grading evaluation process, including assigning risk grading evaluation missions, distributing relevant documents, forms and tables on grading management (for head office, witness and key premises); receiving and preliminarily reviewing the evaluation materials; providing accreditation management information evaluation; providing the whole set of risk grading evaluation materials to the accreditation management post; filing the risk grading management materials; maintaining the grading evaluation information of the certification bodies they are responsible for; and notifying the certification bodies of the evaluation results etc.
4.4 The information management post provides information on submitting certification and accreditation information and collecting accreditation fees.
4.5 Responsibilities of Accreditation Department Six

4.5.1 Accreditation Department Six shall, in accordance with the current grading standard, organize the risk grading of special surveillance (including validation audit). The team leader of special surveillance shall conclude the recommended result and fill out the risk grading forms. Considering the final result of special surveillance needs to be concluded after discussions, the conclusion shall be recorded in the risk grading forms by the team leader of special surveillance after the agreement has been reached in the discussion.
4.5.2 Accreditation Department Six shall transfer the risk grading documents in writing to Accreditation Department One for review. There shall be 1 set of risk grading documents for each certification body, including the nonconformity list (upon discussion), PD15-01 Recorder for On-site Evaluation of Accreditation Risk Grading and PD15-03 Summary Statement of Accreditation Risk Grading. Considering the timeliness of risk grading, Accreditation Department Six shall transfer the risk grading documents to Accreditation Department One in a timely manner. 
4.6 The risk evaluation technical team is responsible for the technical evaluation of the risk grading evaluation materials of regular assessment and special surveillance, recommending the risk grade and filling out CNAS-PD15-05 Approval form for the result of accreditation risk grading evaluation.
4.7 The review team is responsible for conducting comprehensive review of the recommended result from the technical team and drawing review conclusions; studying and solving emergencies, doubts and difficulties and problems arising out of the evaluation process. 
4.8 The Deputy Chief Executive in charge is responsible for approving the review results.
5 Procedural requirements
Assessment team leader onsite evaluation → evaluation of accreditation management information provided by project managers →certification body basic information provided by the information management post → evaluation by the risk evaluation technical team (including regular assessment and special surveillance) → review by the risk evaluation review team → approval by the Deputy Chief Executive in charge.
5.1 Assessment planning
Prior to implementation of assessment of a certification body (including head office assessment, witness assessment of each field and key premise assessment), the project manager plans the assessment of the certification body based on its risk grading according to the requirements of Clause 6 “Management Measures” of the “Measures for Management of Certification Body Accreditation Risk Grading” with emphasis on the follow-up of problems with the certification body, issuing the risk grading evaluation assignment and submitting the relevant record forms and other assessment work documents to the assessment team leader. For the planning of the assessment program for a Grade-A certification body, the two measures i.e. shortening onsite assessment time and prolonging the assessment cycle (generally no more than 18 months) cannot be used together for the same onsite assessment. 
5.2 Onsite evaluation by the assessment team leader
At the time of the onsite assessment of a certification body, the assessment team leader shall fill in the “Certification body evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management” (applicable to head office/key premise) (CNAS-PD15-01) based on the assessment reports from the sub-team leaders for each field. At the time of witness assessment, the witness assessment team leader shall fill in the “Witness evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management” (applicable to witness assessment) (CNAS-PD15-02). The overall assessment team leader is responsible for putting together the evaluation results for the entire accreditation assessment project and filling in the “Evaluation summary form for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-PD15-03). The overall assessment team leader shall confirm and verify relevant problems with the sub-team leaders for each field during the grading evaluation process if he or she has any disagreement.
During assessment of Grade-A certification bodies, the assessment team leader can assess other common elements of each field apart from such technical contents as the certification scopes, technical personnel files and audit files by adopting results of the internal audit, management review and impartiality committee meeting resolutions of the certification body. Some information needn’t undergo duplicate verification. On the precondition of meeting accreditation requirements and assuring the assessment depth and validity, the assessment team can appropriately reduce the sampling of certification scopes and audit files according to the actual situation and adjust and distribute the onsite assessment time flexibly. 
5.3 Evaluation and record requirements
5.3.1 The contents in the certification body evaluation form for accreditation risk grading management can be key contents of onsite assessment by the assessment team leader, but cannot substitute for the overall assessment of that element. For a clause in the grading evaluation form that relates to “cannot be graded as A” and “graded as C directly”, the assessment team leader shall make detailed description in the assessment report in accordance with the requirements of “Interpretation and implementation of the accreditation risk grading management evaluation standard” to ensure the traceability of information. Otherwise the certification body shall be required to provide relevant evidence materials.
5.3.2 The scoring is spaced at a unit of 0.5. When there is nonconformity with a certain clause, 0 score will be given; when there is observation with a certain clause, 0.5 score will be given to this item; when the problem involves other clauses, the scoring of the relevant clauses will be deducted in connection. 
5.3.3 If certain items in the evaluation standard are not applicable to some certification bodies, the corresponding marks will be added to them directly. 
5.3.4 Principles for joint mark deduction
5.3.4.1 Where problems exist with the same clause of multiple fields, there will be joint mark deduction in the evaluation. 
5.3.4.2 Where the nonconformity relates to several clauses of the evaluation standard, there will be joint mark deduction.
5.3.4.3 The method for joint mark deduction is in “Evaluation guidelines for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-WI15).
5.3.5 During completion of “Evaluation summary form for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-PD15-03), the lowest mark assigned to the same clause on different occasions/in different modes (such as office assessment, witness, branches) shall be used in the calculation of the evaluation result. 
The results will be submitted to the project manager at the end of all the assessments together with the assessment file.
5.4 Preliminary review of the materials
5.4.1 Upon receiving the whole set of materials from the overall assessment team leader, the project manager will conduct careful examination and check against the contents of the accreditation risk grading evaluation file to ensure the integrity of the materials. If there is any doubt about the grading evaluation or lack of relevant materials and records makes it inconvenient for traceability, the problems shall be settled in time to ensure that the whole set of evaluation materials meet requirements. 
5.4.2 In light of the information provided by the certification information management post and the information obtained during day-to-day management, the project manager conducts evaluation of the accreditation management information and fills in the “Accreditation management information evaluation form” (applicable to project manager) (CNAS-PD15-04), attaching relevant evidence materials. Where there is nonconformity to a certain clause in the evaluation form, 0 mark will be assigned to that item. 
5.4.3 To guarantee the timeliness of the evaluation, the project manager shall hand over the grading evaluation materials to the accreditation management post while submitting assessment documents to Appraisal Committee. A complete set of grading evaluation materials include head office and key premise assessment report, nonconformity report, observations and “Certification body evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-PD15-01); witness assessment report for each field, nonconformity reports, observations and  “Witness evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-PD15-02); “Evaluation summary form for accreditation risk grading management” (CNAS-PD15-03) and “Accreditation management information evaluation form” (CNAS-PD15-04). 
5.5 Provision of basic information
The information management post shall provide information on submitting certification and accreditation information and collecting accreditation fees.
5.6 Technical evaluation
5.6.1 The accreditation management post shall organize the technical team to conduct technical evaluation at appropriate time according to the status of the assessment files retrieved. The technical team is responsible for conducting technical evaluation of the whole set of grading evaluation materials submitted by the assessment team, project manager, information management staff and Accreditation Department Six recommending the risk grade and filling out the CNAS-PD15-05 Approval form for the result of accreditation risk grading evaluation.
5.6.2 The evaluation shall include the accuracy of the judgments according to the detailed rules of scoring for each clause and the sufficiency of the basis of judgment. The focus shall be on the clauses “cannot be graded as A” and “graded as C directly” in the evaluation standard to evaluate whether the evidence is provided where Grade A cannot be granted and Grade C is assigned directly.
5.6.3 Based on analysis of the problems, technical team is entitled to adjust the scoring.
5.6.4 Qualifications and competence requirements of technical experts
Qualification requirements: assessor or lead assessor
Work experiences: 4 years or above experience in certification and accreditation management or assessment
Training requirements: having participated in trainings on relevant requirements of grading management
Quality requirements: having a strong sense of work responsibility, good communication and expression skills and professional qualities
5.7 Review by the review team
5.7.1 The review team conducts comprehensive review based on the information submitted by the technical team by adopting a direct evaluation mode. The review will take into account of the high-risk factors and the factors for increasing confidence, certification body basic information, information obtained through appeals and complaints, special surveillance and other channels as well as key elements in the evaluation standard involving high accreditation risk. 
5.7.1.1 High-risk factors:
a) small-size certification body, with a high proportion of small and medium-sized certified organizations;
b) multi-site certification body, with a high proportion of certificates issued by key premises;
c) a certification body with many accredited schemes and scopes but with few certificates issued with accreditation mark;
d) many certificates transferred from other certification bodies;
e) certification body having certified organizations with major-level or more serious accidents; 
f) major appeal or complaint occurring in the assessment year
g) bottom 10 of certification bodies with the number of certificates with CNAS accreditation symbol;
h) there are problems with the same clause in more than one field;
i) other high-risk factors.
5.7.1.2 Factors for increasing confidence: 

a) certification body that has launched certification service overseas and has issued certificates with CNAS accreditation symbols;
b) effective control measures for key premises;
c) certification body with special technical characteristics;
d) periodicals, publication of technical articles, research topics that won prizes, participation in CNAS research topics;
e) much investment in personnel education and training and establishment of remote video education system;
f) many certification results have been adopted by the government or industry;
g) top 10 certification bodies in terms of the number of certificates with accreditation symbol;
h) other factors for increasing confidence.
5.7.1.3 In principle, there shall not be more restrictive conditions for the upgrade of Grade-C certification bodies in the evaluation of the following year. However, the following contents shall be taken into account:
--whether the nonconformities are systematic problems;
--whether the nonconformities repeatedly occur in two assessment years 
5.7.2 The review team reaches conclusion through voting. Only when the review team agrees in consensus can the final review conclusion be made.
5.7.3 The review team is entitled to adjust, in accordance with the above information, the accreditation risk grade recommended by the technical team.
5.7.4 Where the review team has objection in certain issues, it shall clearly describe the issues and return them to the technical team or project manager, who shall communicate with the assessment team leader in time and verify relevant issues. Where necessary, the technical team shall report the technical evaluation process and the recommendation to the review team and the information management post shall report the basic information statistical process to the review team. The review team shall conduct the review again and in the end confirm the grade.
5.7.5 The review team shall retain relevant records of the reviewing process (may be meeting records).
5.7.6 The review team members shall include responsible person from Accreditation Department One, responsible person from Accreditation Department Six, accreditation management post, technical team member (where necessary) and information management post (where necessary). The members of the review team shall be relatively stable.
5.8 Approval
5.8.1 The accreditation management post is responsible for reporting the review results to the Deputy Chief Executive in charge for approval.
5.8.2 The Deputy Chief Executive in charge is responsible for approving the review results.
5.9 Notification of the evaluation results and answer of inquiries from certification bodies
The accreditation management post shall hand over the whole set of materials which have been approved by the Deputy Chief Executive in charge to the project manager in a timely manner. The project manager shall notify the top management of the CB or the person entrusted by the certification body in written to undertake this task within 5 working days after approval by the deputy chief executive in charge via filling in the “Notice on the result of certification body accreditation risk grading evaluation” (CNAS-PD15-07). Contents of the notice shall include the evaluation result (risk grade) and existing major problems (generally referring to problems that prohibited the certification body from being rated as Grade A or made it directly into Grade C). 
Where certification body inquires the evaluation results or disagrees to the results, Accreditation Department One shall answer the inquiries on regular assessment and the Accreditation Department Six shall answer the inquires on special surveillance(including validation audit).
5.10 File materials

At the end of evaluation, the project manager shall sort out all the grading evaluation files, fill in the “Contents of the accreditation risk grading evaluation file” (CNAS-PD15-08) and hand them over to the material retrieval post for filing.
5.11 Transfer information

Upon the completion of the grade evaluation of a whole year, Accreditation Department One shall inform Accreditation Department Six of the evaluation result as the input of special surveillance and validation audit. 
5.12 Change grade
Where Accreditation Department Six, certification information management post and Financial Department, in their daily work, find important problems of a certification body related to accreditation management, they shall transfer relevant information in written to the project manager in a timely manner. Where it is discovered that the information may result in grade change, the project manager shall fill in the “Approval form for grade change in accreditation risk grading management”(CNAS-PD15/06) and, upon confirmation by the responsible person of the department, hand it over to the accreditation management post to organize the review team to conduct reevaluation.
6 Confidentiality
CNAS staff, members of the assessment team, technical team and review team and all relevant personnel that have come in touch with the evaluation process and result shall keep the evaluation results confidential, sign the confidentiality statement and shall not disclose information on the grading management result to certification bodies without permission. 
7 Attachments
CNAS-WI15 Evaluation Guidelines for accreditation risk grading management

8 Records and forms
	CNAS-PD15-01
	Onsite evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management (applicable to office assessment at the head office/key premise)

	CNAS-PD15-02
	Witness evaluation record for accreditation risk grading management (applicable to witness assessment)

	CNAS-PD15-03
	Evaluation summary form for accreditation risk grading management

	CNAS-PD15-04
	Accreditation management information evaluation form (applicable to project manager)

	CNAS-PD15-05
	Approval form for the result of accreditation risk grading evaluation

	CNAS-PD15-06
	Approval form for grade change in accreditation risk grading management

	CNAS-PD15-07
	Notice on the result of certification body accreditation risk grading evaluation

	CNAS-PD15-08
	Contents of the accreditation risk grading evaluation file
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