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International Accreditation Forum

Technical Committee Discussion Paper

Name of party submitting issue for discussion (optional): JAB

Statement of the issue: Clarification of a single site (multi-site)
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Discussion:

IAF MD1 defines “Permanent Site” and “Multi-site Organization” as follows.

“Permanent Site: Site (physical or virtual) where a client organization performs work or from which
a service is provided on a continuing basis.”

“Multi-site Organization: An organization covered by a single management system comprising an
identified central function (not necessarily the headquarters of the organization) at which certain
processes/activities are planned and controlled, and a number of sites (permanent, temporary or
virtual) at which such processes/activities are fully or partially carried out.”

These definition are not clear how site should be taken into acccout the distance and travel time
among sites and the related certification document. This may causes various understandings on a
single site and muliple sites, how to distinguish single and multiple site in addition to current
definition of “Permanent Site” and “Multi-site Organization”.

JAB thinks the following examples can be a single site:

1) When the certification scope covers more than two sites located very close in distance each
other, the organization can be treated as a single site organization.

2) When the certification scope covers more than two sites which are composed of central site
and other site which no personnel reside (under control of central site) , the organization
can be treated as a single site organization.

In these above cases, certification document shall identify the representative site (e.g. central
site) only.

In addition to this, JAB thinks when the certification scope covers more than two sites located
irrespective of distance and travel time and certification document clearly identifies, the
organization can be treated as multi-site .
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Requested action by the IAF TC:

It is requested for TC to clarify the above understandings is correct .
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Consensus of the IAF TC (also to be documented in the meeting summary):

The TC confirms that IAF MD 1 was written as a general document and cannot be written for all
situations. Furthermore, individual situations can not become the general rule and the
discussions/agreements should be between the CAB and AB, not IAF.
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Further WG discussions

However, we are to be reminded; the CB must demonstrate they are performing effective audits
and have an effective audit program per ISO/IEC 17021-1. And that the program and associated
sampling is based on risk and there is appropriate justification/records to support decisions. The

certification documents must be clear as it relates to the scope of certification and all of the sites.

There is no black and white rule. The definition of a site is clear and distance is not a consideration
nor relevant to determining single sites and multi-sites. Difficult to draw a conclusion about this

because it must be considered by the CB case by case, based on risk.
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MD 1 convener agrees; close together and far apart are meaningless; distance can not be

considered.

The certificate should not be leaving out addresses based on distance. The certificate should be

clear as to what is in and out of the certificate as it relates to sites/address/location.

Questions to item 1 and 2 is difficult as we do not have a lot of detail, however the presentation did

identify some information as it related to process.
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