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A. Introduction 
This document describes what is necessary for compliance with the ISEAL Codes of Good Practice over 

time and how to demonstrate it.  

ISEAL has three Codes of Good Practice (Standard-Setting, Impacts and Assurance), each with a specific 

set of baseline, improvement and aspirational criteria (see section C). Compliance with all baseline 

criteria is a requirement for membership, and members must continue to demonstrate compliance with 

baseline as well as improvement criteria over time (see sections E and F). 

Members have to demonstrate compliance using two key reporting documents, as outlined in Section D 

below. These form the basis of all self-assessments and evaluations, which are further explained in tables 

1 and 2 of the same section.  

Decisions on membership are made by the ISEAL Board, following a recommendation by the Membership 

Committee. The Membership Committee makes decisions on overall Code compliance following 

independent evaluations.  

B. Summary of Code Compliance Requirements  
Please see Table 4 and Figure 6 for more information.  

1. Organisation submits an application for membership, the Secretariat reviews compliance with 

the baseline criteria, the Membership Committee makes a recommendation to the Board, and 

the Board makes the decision whether to approve associate membership. 

2. After one year, the Associate Member progresses to Full Membership by completing an 

Independent Evaluation Mechanism for the Standard-Setting Code, a peer review for the 

Assurance Code and a Secretariat review for the Impacts Code. The Membership Committee 

makes a recommendation to the Board, and the Board approves transition to full membership. 

3. The Member must successfully complete an Independent Evaluation against the Assurance Code 

(two years after becoming a Member) and Impacts Code (three years after becoming a Member). 

4. To maintain membership, the Member must submit updated compliance information annually, 

and undergo an Independent Evaluation against each Code every four years.  

 
Figure 1. Annual steps in achieving and maintaining ISEAL membership 

 

Assurance Code 
Standard-

Setting Code Impacts Code All three 
ISEAL Codes 

N.B. Full compliance = Baseline and Improvement Criteria 

http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice
http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice/standard-setting-code
http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice/impacts-code
http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice/assurance-code
http://www.isealalliance.org/online-community/resources/independent-evaluation-mechanism-for-assessing-iseal-code-compliance
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C. Structure of the ISEAL Codes 
ISEAL members commit to meeting all three of ISEAL’s Codes of Good Practice, using the reporting 

documents outlined below in section E. Each of ISEAL’s Codes of Good Practice is structured to include 

three levels of performance criteria: baseline, improvement and aspirational criteria.  

 Baseline criteria are the minimum compliance requirements that standards systems need to meet to 

become an ISEAL Associate Member. 

 Improvement criteria provide a learning framework that supports standards systems to improve 

over time and with which ISEAL Members make a commitment to comply within a set timeframe. 

 Aspirational criteria (optional good practice) are new and innovative practices that can be 

implemented and tested but for which compliance is not assessed. 

The Codes are structured using this three tier approach to encourage continual improvement and to 

facilitate the evolution of the Code as best practices changes over time. As a higher level of performance 

– such as innovative new practices previously considered as ‘aspirational’ – become adopted more widely 

by sustainability standards, these criteria can be absorbed into ‘improvement’ criteria (and become a 

compliance requirement of the Code). This in turn will have a cascade effect on the existing improvement 

criteria, some of which may as a result become ‘baseline’, as the overall bar is raised for what is 

considered minimum good practice.  

The ISEAL Standard-Setting Code consists primarily of baseline requirements that are preconditions for 

good practice and form part of the standards development process itself. While baseline requirements 

must be satisfied to ensure the core building blocks of an assurance system and M&E programme are in 

place, there are a greater number of improvement and aspirational criteria included, recognising some 

aspects of the systems require more time to implement and improve over time.  

 

 

D. Reporting documents 
Compliance is assessed against information provided by the applicant or Member using two framework 

documents, the Compliance Scorecard & Checklist and the Public System Report, both of which are 

updated and submitted annually for each Code (i.e. six reporting documents all together). These 

documents serve complementary purposes.  
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http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice
http://www.isealalliance.org/our-work/defining-credibility/codes-of-good-practice/standard-setting-code
http://www.isealalliance.org/online-community/resources/iseal-codes-compliance-scorecards-and-checklist
http://www.isealalliance.org/online-community/resources/public-system-report-outlines
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Compliance Scorecard & Checklist 

1. The Compliance Scorecard & Checklist is the main document to demonstrate an organisation’s 

level of compliance with each criteria of the Codes and monitor improvement. It is essentially a 

self-assessment using an Excel Workbook with two worksheets: 1) the Compliance Scorecard and 

2) the Evidence Checklist. It is a learning tool that is shared with ISEAL members and is used as 

the basis for all compliance evaluations. 

1.1 The Compliance Scorecard component provides scenarios for what are considered ‘core’ or 

the most representative criteria in the Code, against which members assess their progress. 

It requires Applicants and Members to match their level of performance to each one of four, 

colour coded scenarios. The scenarios range from ‘does not meet criterion’ to exceeds 

criterion.’  

 
Figure 2: excerpt from the Code Compliance Scorecard  

 

 

1.2 The Evidence Checklist is where Applicants and Members indicate what evidence they have 

to support their self-assessment on each criteria. There are three columns which Members 

and Applicants must complete, including: an explanation of how they meet the criterion 

and what evidence has been included, where the evidence can be located, and a drop 

down menu for selecting a colour-coded self-assessment, which is in line with the 

compliance scorecard.  

2. Guidance on completing the Compliance Scorecard & Checklist is provided each time on the 

same Excel workbook through a mock example of how to complete the necessary information. 

3. For more information for what is required for a complete member submission, please see the 

ISEAL Membership Application Form & Checklist.   

Public System Report 

4. Public System Reports are narrative reports that are updated annually by Members and are 

intended primarily to provide reviewers and external stakeholders with a concise and simplified 

overview of a Member’s systems. The reports are initially made available within the ISEAL 

Community and are made public after the first instance of external assessment for each Code 

(peer review or independent evaluation).  

5. They include a set number of topics that are structured around the key elements of each Code 

and can include additional supporting information and web links. Members can use the optional 

template provided or customise it with their own branding. 

6. Upon successful application, Public System Reports are made available to ISEAL members only on 

the ISEAL Online Community part of the website. Public System Reports are required to be 
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published on the ISEAL website member profile and individual member’s website after an 

external evaluation, i.e. peer review, or independent evaluation. For any subsequent evaluations, 

members are required to update these publicly available reports and re-publish online. 

E. Compliance submissions and evaluations  
The following tables describe the types of member submissions, and the different types of evaluations 

that are applied throughout the compliance process.  

 

Table 1: Types of member submission 

Type Description What is submitted When it  is used 

Full self-

assessment 

Provides overview of current 

status against the given 

Code. Opportunity for gap 

analysis to identify any gaps 

in procedures and progress.  

Scorecard and Checklists reporting 

on all baseline and improvement 

criteria. 

Completed Public System Reports. 

Submit all supporting evidence files 

clearly named and numbered via 

Dropbox folder for evaluation (may 

involve resubmitting same evidence 

files from last evaluation) 

On application; 

and 

1 year prior to an 

independent 

evaluation.  

Update to self-

assessment 

Limited update to the self-

assessment. Focuses on 

providing update to the 

member’s system, e.g. any 

new processes or 

procedures now in place 

since the previous year’s 

independent evaluation.  

Updates to the Scorecard and 

Checklist self-assessment scoring, 

explanation or evidence columns 

where there have been changes. 

Provide updated evidence files 

where applicable, via Dropbox. 

Updated Public System Reports. 

Next evaluation 

following an 

independent 

evaluation (12 

months after 

independent 

evaluation 

submission). 

  

Table 2: Types of evaluation 

Type  Description   

Secretariat 

evaluation 

Full evaluation of baseline criteria, check of improvement criteria to detect whether 

there are barriers to these being met within the timescale.  

Peer review Opportunity for learning and sharing between members and check on progress/early 

warning system in advance of independent evaluations. Two part process where a 

member will be reviewed by a peer, and conduct a review of a peer. 

Member reviews another member’s Public System Report, Scorecard and supporting 

evidence. Peer reviewer and reviewees assigned by ISEAL (not paired). 
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For more information, see the ISEAL Code Compliance Peer Review Procedure. 

Independent 

evaluation 

Independent check by consultant trained against the Codes that good practices have 

been implemented according to the ISEAL Codes. Reviews Public System Report, 

Scorecard and Checklist and supporting evidence. 

For more information, see the Independent Evaluation Mechanism Procedure for 

Assessing ISEAL Code Compliance. 

Secretariat 

check for 

completeness 

Secretariat check (1.5 hours) to ensure submissions are complete and as streamlined as 

possible before sharing with peer reviewer/independent evaluator to focus the review 

on most representative evidence. 

Secretariat 

completeness 

scan 

Brief 15 minute scan of full self-assessments or updates to self-assessments to verify 

that all necessary documents and supporting evidence files are present and necessary 

information is complete.  

 

Table 3. When each type of evaluation is used and the resulting report 

Type  When evaluation is used  Report format  

Secretariat 

evaluation 

Membership application Application Summary Report  

Peer review As part of full membership transition (Assurance Code), 

after two years of membership (Impacts Code), and 

ongoing compliance.  

Peer Review Summary Report  

Independent 

evaluation 

As part of full membership transition (Standard-Setting 

Code), after two years of membership (Assurance 

Code), after three years of membership (Impacts 

Code), and every four years for ongoing compliance. 

Independent Evaluation 

Summary Report  

 

Secretariat 

check for 

completeness 

Conducted prior to peer review or independent 

evaluation. 

N/A – included as column of 

comments in Member’s 

Scorecard and Checklist  

Secretariat 

completeness 

scan 

For annual reporting that is not subject to Secretariat 

evaluation, peer review or independent evaluation. 

N/A – included as column of 

comments in Member’s 

Scorecard and Checklist 

Summary  Associate to full membership transition – covers 

Standard-Setting IEM, Assurance Peer Review, Impacts 

Secretariat Evaluation. 

Associate to Full Membership 

Transition Summary Report 
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 *Each member is subject to an independent evaluation for each Code every four years (please see Section F). A longer term compliance timeline will be prepared for each 

organisation on approval of associate membership.  

 

 

 

Table 4.   Reporting and compliance steps in achieving and maintaining ISEAL membership   

How to read this table: 1. Member submits (see Table 1), 2. Type of evaluation (see Table 2), 3. Type of report (see Table 3) 

 Pre-membership Associate member Full member* 

         Timeline 

 

Code 

Preparation and application for 

membership (min 4 months to 

approval from application) 

After 1 year of membership (prepare to 

transition to Full Membership) 

After 2 years of membership After 3 years of membership 

Standard-

Setting 

Code 

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Secretariat evaluation 

3. Associate application summary 

report   

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Independent evaluation 

3. Independent evaluation summary 

report 

Next two part independent evaluation will be scheduled as per the members’ 

individual standards revision. Part 1 evaluation of plans and procedures for the 

next upcoming standards revision shall take place within 4 years of achieving full 

membership. For more information, see the Independent Evaluation Mechanism 

Procedure for Assessing ISEAL Code Compliance. 

Minimum: Update self-assessment on a yearly basis. 

Assurance 

Code  

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Secretariat evaluation 

3. Associate application summary 

report  

1. Update to self-assessment 

2. Peer review 

3. Peer review summary report 

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Independent evaluation 

3. Independent evaluation summary 

report 

1. Update to self-assessment  

2. Secretariat completeness scan 

3. Confirmation email 

Impacts 

Code 

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Secretariat evaluation 

3. Associate application summary 

report  

1. Update to self-assessment  

2. Secretariat evaluation 

3. ISEAL summary report on progress –

incorporated into associate to full 

summary report 

1. Update to self-assessment 

2. Peer review 

3. Peer review summary report  

1. Full self-assessment 

2. Independent evaluation 

3. Independent evaluation 

summary report 
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F. On-going Compliance and Evaluation Cycles  
This section outlines what is required for full members to demonstrate continued compliance with the 

ISEAL Codes of Good Practice. ISEAL Members’ on-going compliance schedules are determined by the 

date at which they joined the ISEAL Membership (Assurance and Impacts Codes), and by their 

standard revision schedule (Standard-Setting Code). Members participate in an evaluation for each 

Code every 12 months. The schedule below outlines the general process all members follow: 

Figure 6: schedule for on-going compliance  

Types of evaluation Peer Peer review 

Sec ISEAL Secretariat review IEM Independent evaluation 

Self Self-assessment Update Light self-assessment 

For an explanation of each type of evaluation, please refer back to Table 2.   

 

1. Compliance with each Code must be independently evaluated at least every four years and will 

follow the same schedule as when they joined. Four years after the initial independent 

evaluation for impacts, the member will undergo another independent evaluation for impacts. 

This will ensure that where possible (as can be accommodated within the members’ individual 

standards revision schedule), each member only undergoes one independent evaluation per 

year.  

2. As indicated in the above table, after 2 years of 

membership, members complete an 

independent evaluation for the Assurance Code. 

After 3 years of membership, members complete 

an independent evaluation for the Impacts Code. 

3. For both the Assurance Code and the Impacts 

Code, after the initial independent evaluation is 

completed, the cycle in Figure 7 is observed for 

the future compliance timeline. 

 

 

Year 
Code 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Standard-
setting 

As per member’s standards revision schedule – IEM of plans and procedures 6 months prior to 
upcoming standards revision, IEM of implementation within 6 months of finalised standard.  

IEM completed every four years, self-assessment (prior to IEM step) or update completed annually. 

Assurance Peer IEM Update Peer Self IEM Update Peer 

Impacts Sec Peer IEM Update Peer Self IEM Update 

Associate member Full member In ‘full compliance’ 

   

1 year 1 year 

1 year 1 year 

Independent 
Evaluation

Update to 
self-

assessment

Peer Review

Full self-
assessment

Figure 7: Evaluation cycles to show continued compliance 
with the Impacts and Assurance Codes  
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4. After the initial independent evaluation for the 

Standard-Setting Code (a condition that must be met 

in order to transition to full membership at the end of 

1 year of membership), the subsequent independent 

evaluation is aligned with the members’ own 

standards revision timeline. This evaluation will also 

become a two part process, taking place:  

4.1 Before a standard-setting process occurs, there 

is a two day independent evaluation of the 

compliance of the standard-setting/revision 

procedures with the Code, and consideration of 

the proposed, detailed standard-setting/revision 

plan. 

4.2 After a standard-setting process occurs, there is 

a one day independent evaluation of the 

implementation of the standard-setting/revision 

procedures with the Code. Within six months of the 

publication of a new or revised standard, the second 

part of the independent evaluation must commence. 

G. Code revisions 
When an ISEAL Code of Good Practice is revised or a new Code is introduced, ISEAL members will 

follow a transition period by when they must show compliance with the new Code and shall be 

assessed against the new version of the Code at their next scheduled independent evaluation, using 

updated reporting documents. The transition period will be determined by the revision committee. 

H. Non-compliances  
Non-compliances are only assigned during the Independent Evaluation process for each Code. In the 

evaluations that precede an independent evaluation, i.e. peer review or secretariat evaluation, the 

reviewer will assess the submission for areas for improvement or any significant issues that could pose 

a barrier to meeting the improvement criteria within the given timeframe.   ISEAL’s Independent 

Evaluation Mechanism distinguishes between minor and major non-compliances and the corrective 

action timeframe that is provided to address and close out the identified non-compliances.   For 

details on the non-compliance classifications and the process for managing non-compliances, please 

see the Independent Evaluation Mechanism Procedure for Assessing ISEAL Code Compliance.  

 

Figure 8: evaluation cycle to show continued 
compliance with the Standard-Setting Code 

Independent 
evaluation Part 1

Check plans & 
procedures

Set 
standard

Independent 
evaluation Part 2

Check 
implementation

Revise 
standard


