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Team Composition: (Members appointed by the NELAP Board; QAO accompanied but did not directly participate in, Evaluation Team)

    •
[NAME], Lead Evaluator, [affiliation]

    •
[Name of Team member], [affiliation]

    •
[Name of Team member], [affiliation]

    •
[Name], Quality Assurance Officer for the NELAP Board of The NELAC Institute [if appropriate]

Members of [Organization] interviewed:

    •
[NAME], [title]

    •
[NAME], [title]

    •
[NAME], [title]

    •
[NAME], [title]

    •
continues as needed

Dates of On-Site Evaluation: [Month] XX-YY, 2008

Background:  someone besides me needs to say whether we're using AA or AB terminology – the standard still says AA!

The [organization] currently issues primary accreditation to [XX] laboratories.  [It was one of the ten original NELAP accrediting authorities granted recognition in 1999.]   In 2004, [organization]’s NELAP recognition was renewed following a satisfactory completion of a comprehensive evaluation of the [organization]’s program.  The following NELAC Standards applied to the 2004 evaluation: June 2003 (Constitution and Bylaws; Program, Policy, and Structure; Proficiency Testing; Accrediting Authority) and May 2001 (On-site Assessment; Accreditation Process; Quality System).  The June 2003 version of the NELAC Standards (in place for the current evaluation) extended the interval between evaluations to three years.  Additionally, NELAP gave accrediting authorities due for renewal a one-year extension, due to the shift of the NELAP program from EPA to the NELAC Institute (TNI).  Renewals which include on-site evaluations and laboratory assessment observations are required every three years. 

In [month, year], [organization] submitted its renewal application along with required documentation, including its regulations, rules and standard operating procedures, and the NELAC checklists.  This documentation was reviewed for completeness (completed [month] XX, 2007/8) and an application technical  review report was sent to [organization] on [month] XX, 2007/8.  The technical review was completed and the application was accepted on [month] XX, 2007/8.

[Organization] has requested that the following areas of accreditation be maintained:  

    •
Drinking water,

    •
Non-Potable Water,

    •
Solid and Chemical Materials, and 

    •
Air and Emissions.

[modify this section as appropriate for the organization]

Please refer to Attachment 1 for a complete listing of all [organization] fields of accreditation for which recognition is being sought.  

Evaluation Process:

This evaluation was conducted according to the following standards and procedures:

· 2003 NELAC Standards, available at http://www.nemc.us/epa12/2003standards.html, prepared and adopted by the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Conference, and now administered by the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program operating within the NELAC Institute (http://www.nelac-institute.org)

· Standard Operating Procedure For the Evaluation of Accreditation Bodies, Revision X.Y, date, URL

· Checklist, however titled and URL where found

· Other items?

The evaluation team reviewed the following materials:  modify as appropriate

· renewal application;

· NELAP completeness checklist;

· NELAP Technical Review Checklist;

· statutes authorizing [organization]’s program;

· current and proposed [organization] rules;

· standard operating procedures comprising the [organization] quality system;

· various [organization] applications and checklists;

· laboratory assessment schedules and program reviews; and

· the complete program files, covering the period since the last NELAP renewal, for [laboratory names here]. 

During the on-site evaluation, the team:   modify as appropriate

· interviewed both [organization] assessors and the program’s supervisor, [name];

· received a detailed description of the steps a laboratory must take to become accredited, including the materials each prospective applicant receives;

· reviewed the program’s system for tracking proficiency testing (PT) data and adjusting its laboratories’ accreditation; and

· discussed its findings from the technical review and on-site evaluation with the [organization]assessors and their supervisor.

One member of the team also observed a(n) [organization] laboratory assessment; the report of this observation is attached.

Findings:  Each finding includes a citation of the relevant section of the 2003 NELAC Standard and/or the [organization’s] Quality Manual.  In addition we have provided a recommended corrective action which [organization] may consider during the development of its corrective action response.  

(These will typically be multiple lines, not expected to be limited to the single line required for the heading.)

1.
Finding:  

Citation(s):  


Discussion/Rationale (if desired):

Recommended Corrective Action:  

2.
Finding:  

Citation(s):  


Discussion/Rationale (if desired):


Recommended Corrective Action:

[Add numbers as needed.  Consider grouping the results to avoid redundant writing.  For example, if several findings concern the same issue, list them together as 1a, 1b, 1c, etc.].

Observations:  Observations are based on policy sections of the 2003 NELAC standard (grayed-out portions), and may be used to qualify the recognition of an AB by the NELAP Board.  (These should be written similarly to Findings, but will not carry the same weight, in the final recommendation to the Board.)

1.
Observation:


Citation (to section of old standard, since there are no policies):


Discussion/Rationale (if desired):


Recommended Corrective Action:

2.
Observation:


Citation (to section of old standard, since there are no policies):


Discussion/Rationale (if desired):


Recommended Corrective Action:

[Add numbers as needed.  Consider grouping the results to avoid redundant writing.  For example, if several findings concern the same issue, list them together as 1a, 1b, 1c, etc.].

Summary:  

In order to continue the evaluation process, a written plan of corrective action for the above findings and observations must be submitted to each member of the evaluation team within 30 days of your receipt of this report.  If such corrective actions have not been completed at the time of your response, please include a schedule for their completion.  All corrective actions must be satisfactorily completed within XX calendar days of the receipt of this letter.  Please refer to NELAC Standard 6.4 for further details regarding the requirements and deadlines for renewal of recognition.

[should there be no need for corrective actions, this paragraph can say so, and that a positive recommendation will be forwarded to the NELAP Board.]

1Date of Report:  [insert date report is finalized]

Signature of Lead Evaluator:

[Johnna Evaluator]

[insert signature block, with title and affiliation, here]




Attachment to Evaluation Report

Observation of On-site Laboratory Assessment: 

Assessment Performed by:
[organization]

Laboratory Name: 

[identity of laboratory being assessed]




Dates of Observation: 
[Month day, year]

Name of Observer: 

[Name(s) of Team member(s) performing observation]

Assessors Observed:

•
[name], Lead Assessor

•
[name] [specialty field(s), e.g., GC, wet chemistry]

•
[name] etc as needed

[Summary of observations about opening conference.]  

[Summary of observations about attitude, effectiveness, and techniques of assessors.]

Laboratory areas assessed during this observation included:

[Example areas that might be observed follow; customize this list for your Team’s observation(s)]

•
Pesticide, PCB and Semi-volatile organic analyses by Gas Chromatography,

•
Wet Chemistry analyses by auto analyzer,

•
Volatile Organic Analyses by Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry

•
Semi -volatile Organic Analyses by Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry

•
Microbiological Methods

•
Quality Systems

[Summary of observations about closing conference.]  

[Summary indication of acceptability of overall assessment.]

