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Global Witness engages with companies, governments and other partners around the world to tackle 

the issue of natural resource-funded conflict. For the past 15 years we have reported on the links 

between the trade in minerals and armed conflict in eastern Democratic Republic of Congo, working 

with Congolese civil society, policy-makers and business leaders to develop practical solutions. 

For decades the trade in minerals, precious stones and other commodities has played a central role 

in funding and fuelling some of the world’s most brutal conflicts, often further weakening already 

fragile States. Revenues from the trade in natural resources can give abusive armed groups the 

means to operate and can provide off-budget funding to State security forces and corrupt officials 

hiding behind opaque company ownership structures. Armed groups and security forces exerting 

direct control at points of extraction or trade can generate millions of dollars in cash. In many 

instances, these groups are responsible for grave human rights violations.1 

In the last sixty years, at least forty percent of all intrastate conflicts have had links to natural 

resources, and the presence of natural resources makes conflicts twice as likely to recur.2 Growing 

global competition over access to scarce resources in developing countries, many of which are prone 

to economic and political instability, is likely to increase conflict risks.3  

Investigations carried out by non-governmental organisations (NGOs), the UN and others show that 

natural resources are being sourced in a number of areas where such activities pose the very real 

risk of funding conflict, triggering instability and violating human rights. These materials enter global 

supply chains from where they are traded, processed and manufactured into a wide variety of 

consumer and industrial products.  

But the links between natural resources and conflict are not always simple and not always the same. 

There are undoubtedly cases in which violence is aimed directly at control of natural resources. 

More often, however, the root causes of a conflict go much deeper. In such cases, ready access to 

the cash supplied by the trade in minerals, for example, can intensify violence and prolong conflict, 

creating economic incentives that favour continued chaos over peace or longer term stability. 

This illicit trade has flourished because there has often been an undiscerning and ready market for 

these resources. Global supply chains - many of which lead to major markets like the EU, US or China 

- are often highly secretive and poorly regulated. It doesn’t have to be this way. When companies 

and sectors work together to make their supply chains more transparent they can ask better 

informed questions and identify warning signs that might warrant further investigation and action – 

and so building towards more responsible supply chains.  

Tantalum and conflict – a look at what has already happened  

The question about whether or how tantalum is linked to instability and human rights abuses 

probably prompts most companies operating in the industry to think of the Democratic Republic of 
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Congo, where links between artisanal tantalum mining and conflict have been well-documented for 

well over a decade. The whole central African region is estimated to host about 29,000 metric 

tonnes of Ta2O5, or 9 percent of the world’s resources, although industry experts caution that data 

sets used to generate these figures are old.4  Figures aside, the links between certain tantalum 

supply chains and human rights abuses and conflict are well-known – and for the people suffering 

violence at the start of or along a tantalum supply chain, international debate about trade flows is 

likely to be less important than their own safety and security.  

United Nations experts, Global Witness and other NGOs and media have published extensive 

research documenting the links between Congolese, Rwandan, Ugandan and Burundian tantalum 

supply chains to fighting and abuses. The following examples, which frequently refer to ‘coltan’ 

interchangeably with ‘tantalum’ (despite technical inaccuracies associated therein),5 provide a 

flavour of over a decade’s worth of reporting: 

In the early 2000s consecutive UN Panel of Experts reports described how tantalum financed armed 

conflict in the country’s east via the Congo Desk, a pseudo-ministry run by the Rwanda Patriotic 

Army’s (RPA) that “served to link the commercial and military activities of the economic wing of the 

RPA”. The Rwandan government rejected the UN Panel’s findings.6 An artisanal miner interviewed 

during that period by the Pole Institute, a Goma-based think-tank reflected that, “[c]oltan mining is 

hard work. There is also the problem of armed groups who steal our produce, not to forget what we 

already said: landslides and collapsing pits.”7  

  

A coltan trader (name withheld) closes up a small stock of coltan he has been saving, pictured in a 

home in the village of Kibanga in South Kivu province in the east of the Democratic Republic of the 
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Congo on April 7, 2015. He is a miner, but no longer has a negotiator’s card and sells minerals 

through intermediaries (who do have a card, required by the Congolese state). The stock is not 

enough to sell, but "you can't throw it away", he says. Credit: Global Witness/Phil Moore 

In 2009 Global Witness reported on the links between tantalum mines and armed men in the 

country’s east during 2007 and 2008 when, according to official government statistics from North 

and South Kivu, 428.4 tonnes of coltan were exported in 2007 and at least 270.79 tonnes in the first 

half of 2008. The Global Witness report “Faced With A Gun, What Can You Do?” contains detailed 

information. 8 

In May 2012 two Chinese companies, one of which exported coltan according to official government 

statistics from North Kivu, were suspended by the Congolese government for failing to carry out due 

diligence in line with DRC law, and on suspicion that they were sourcing minerals from areas under 

the control of armed groups.viii Three years later, in 2015, two members of the Congolese army, 

Colonel Mugabo and Captain Mputu, were caught attempting to smuggle minerals, including coltan. 

Colonel Mugabo was initially arrested near to the border town of Goma with 1,363kg of coltan in his 

vehicle but was later released. No disciplinary action was taken against Captain Mputu but a 

Lieutenant Colonel who had tried to seize the truck in which Mputu was transporting minerals was 

suspended.9 A provincial official later told Global Witness that the case had been dropped, because 

“at a certain level of the republic, they told me ‘as the Colonel helped us a lot during the war, we 

should ensure that his name doesn’t get linked to the case’”.10 

The good news: a global approach to a global problem 

But of course, this isn’t just about Congo and central Africa. The links between natural resources and 

conflict, instability and abuses are not exclusive to one set of supply chains - and neither are they 

restricted to tantalum. Along the Central African Republic's (CAR) eastern rivers small groups of 

independent artisanal miners searching for diamonds and gold have operated under the purview of 

violent armed groups who controlled the rivers during recent conflict, and who are the primary 

beneficiaries of the mineral wealth.11 In Myanmar, the multi-billion dollar jade industry provides 

both figures and companies associated with the army, and the ethnic armed group in the area with 

incentives and financing to continue the country’s most intractable civil conflict. 12 This pattern is 

repeated in many countries stalked by conflict and instability, be it diamonds in Zimbabwe,13 or lapis 

lazuli in Afghanistan.14    

The good news for companies is that international frameworks have been developed to help them to 

ensure that their mineral purchases are not contributing to conflict or human rights abuses. 

Taking the United Nations Guiding Principles (UNGP) as the starting point, the UNGPs make clear 

that states have an obligation under international law to take appropriate legislative, policy and 

other measures to protect people against human rights abuse by third parties such as companies. 

Additionally, the UNGPs require that companies “do no harm” and take pro-active steps to ensure 

that they do not cause or contribute to human rights abuses in their global operations – and respond 

to any human rights abuses if they do.  

As the international standard for mineral supply chains, the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 

and Development (OECD) Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Supply Chains of Minerals from 
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Conflict-Affected and High-Risk Areas (the Guidance) translates the second pillar of the UNGPs, 

which elaborates the corporate responsibility to respect human rights, into an operational guide for 

the minerals sector. The Guidance applies to all mineral resources, it is global in its scope and is 

designed to engage the whole supply chain, from mine to end-product, through carefully 

differentiated obligations placed on companies at different points in the supply chain.  

The Guidance makes clear in practical terms the steps that companies should take to identify, 

prevent and address risks, such as human rights abuses, in the mineral supply chain. All 34 OECD 

countries have endorsed the Guidance, as well as nine non-OECD members and The International 

Conference on the Great Lakes Region (“ICGLR”). 

Some countries have gone further, and adopted law that requires companies to undertake specific 

supply chain checks. Section 1502 of the 2010 Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 

Protection Act, better known as the Dodd-Frank Act requires, among other things, U.S.-listed 

companies to undertake due diligence to check if certain minerals in their products – including 

tantalum – are funding armed groups or fuelling human rights abuses in Congo and its neighbouring 

countries. These companies then have to publicly disclose their due diligence efforts to the 

Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) in annual “Conflict Minerals Reports”. The OECD guidance 

is a legal requirement for companies that file reports under the SEC rule because the rule says that 

those companies must do due diligence on their supply chain that conforms to a “nationally or 

internationally recognized due diligence framework.”15 

Congress adopted Section 1502 in order to “bring greater public awareness of the source of issuers’ 

conflict minerals and to promote the exercise of due diligence on conflict mineral supply chains”16 to 

help “end the human rights abuses in the DRC [Congo] caused by the conflict.”17 According to former 

Senator Russ Feingold, co-sponsor of the legislation and former U.S. special envoy to the Great 

Lakes, the law seeks to “ensure that there is greater transparency around how international 

companies are addressing issues of foreign corruption and violent conflict that relate to their 

business.”18 

Partly in response to Section 1502, in June 2016 European Union (EU) institutions reached a political 

understanding on a law designed to make sure that ores and metals entering the EU have been 

sourced responsibly and without funding conflict and human rights abuses. The agreement 

represents a first step in the right direction, but as is the law ultimately risks falling well short of its 

intended objective. Civil society organisations have called EU policy makers out for having exempted 

the vast majority of EU companies trading in minerals from the law.19  

Returning to the Democratic Republic of Congo, domestic due diligence laws were introduced there 

in 2012. These require all companies operating in the country’s tin, tantalum, tungsten and gold 

sectors to undertake supply chain checks in line with the OECD Guidance. The Congolese 

government has made several public commitments to publish these companies’ due diligence 

reports on its Ministry of Mines website – but to date, this has not yet happened.  

In October 2014, the China Chamber of Commerce of Metals Minerals & Chemicals Importers & 

Exporters (CCCMC), a body supervised by the Chinese Ministry of Commerce, introduced guidelines 

for Chinese mining companies to operate in a socially responsible manner overseas. The guidelines 
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include standards for supply chain due diligence, among other issues, and recognize the OECD 

guidance as due diligence good practice. They suggest companies implement the OECD five-step due 

diligence framework when operating in conflict-affected or high-risk areas.20 In December 2015 the 

CCCMC published Chinese Due Diligence Guidelines for Responsible Mineral Supply Chains,21  so 

setting a precedent for Chinese companies to recognise and reduce supply chain risks, bringing 

benefit to communities impacted by mining as well as companies themselves. Between January and 

October 2015 Chinese companies exported just over 87 percent of the coltan that left North Kivu 

province of eastern DRC, according to official government statistics.22  

The bad news: poor implementation by companies and States 

While there has been a lot of welcome progress over the last few years, especially on paper, much of 

this is yet to translate into meaningful change along supply chains and consequently impact in the 

fragile and conflict-affected areas that bear the cost of irresponsible trade and business practices. In 

large part, this is to do with poor implementation of new laws and standards by both companies and 

States. With a few notable exceptions the majority of companies along mineral supply chains are still 

falling well short of their responsibility to respect, and as such, the States in which they operate are 

also failing in their responsibility to protect. While work done over the past five or more years by 

bodies including the TIC is welcome, much more needs to be done to translate theory in to practise.  

It is worth reflecting here on some of the central principles that guide risk-based supply chain due 

diligence, but which are often misunderstood.  

The first is that, properly implemented, supply chain due diligence as it is laid out by the OECD 

Guidance aims to support responsible and transparent sourcing in high-risk areas. It targets only 

harmful parts of the minerals trade, thus protecting and indeed making space for legitimate business 

in high-risk areas. Crucially – and this is often misunderstood or misrepresented in the media or by 

companies and policy makers – it is nothing to do with outright bans or trade restrictions from 

difficult places.  

Misleading and sometimes outright inaccurate reports in the press, industry and policy circles have 

suggested that the supply chain laws and standards developed over the past five years and outlined 

in this paper aim in practise to ‘ban’ or similar what they call ‘conflict minerals’ (which is itself 

another catch-all term for which the definition has become confused for many).23 Such 

interpretations have led some companies to conclude that all minerals originating in certain 

countries – notably DRC or Rwanda - must be avoided.24 As explained in this paper, this is not the 

case.  

In any case, responsible companies whose approach to their supply chains is guided by the principle 

to ‘do no harm’ should bear in mind that an unconsidered decision to stop trade with whole 

countries or regions altogether is bound to have negative impacts on the hundreds or thousands of 

livelihoods likely linked to mineral trading in those areas – which is itself a risk, which companies 

have a responsibility to take into account when making business decisions. Properly implemented 

supply chain due diligence allows companies to remain engaged along high-risk supply chains, but 

asks them to have the right processes in place so that they can dial up or down their supply chain 

checks commensurate with perceived or actual risk, and respond to risks identified accordingly. 
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Secondly, many companies are still unfamiliar with the concept that supply chain due diligence is not 

a once a year compliance exercise or something that generates a label or certificate to say “it has 

been done”.  Rather, supply chain due diligence is an ongoing and proactive process, and one that 

should develop and improve over time. It is designed to make supply chains more resilient to risk, 

and so better able to deal with those risks that are found as checks take place over time. Companies 

undertaking supply chain checks to the OECD standard at not therefore required to provide 100 

percent guarantees, such as saying whether material or a product is completely “conflict free” or 

similar. Rather, firms should approach their supply chain checks as an exercise in establishing, 

applying and demonstrating process: this is about being able to evidence that good processes are in 

place and being applied, in order that a company can source mineral responsibly. Supply chain risks 

are likely to be uncovered as checks are undertaken, and realistically are to be expected when a 

company is sourcing from or in difficult environments. What is important is that a company has good 

processes in place to identify and then address these risks as they arise.  

Finally, it is critical to recognise that supply chain due diligence will not stop wars and conflict on its 

own. Disrupting financial flows can play a central role in creating the right conditions for peace, but 

will in most cases not bring peace by itself. The roots of most conflicts go far deeper than the 

financial flows that sustain them. Better regulating trade might be central to breaking the links 

between conflict and natural resources in many cases, but must be complemented by diplomatic, 

development, governance and other initiatives.  

Companies: what more should be done 

Civil society reporting continues to expose serious problems in mineral supply chains around the 

world, from human rights abuses, to conflict-finance, to child labour. Company reporting – the 

public-facing part of a company’s supply chain due diligence - remains limited along both upstream 

and downstream sections of supply chains and, in many cases, is incomplete.  

For example, in 2014, a European Commission Impact Assessment found that 93 percent of surveyed 

companies do not mention even a conflict minerals policy on their website or in their annual reports. 

Despite domestic laws in place in Rwanda and DRC since 2012 that require all companies operating 

in the minerals sector to undertake supply chain due diligence to international standards,25 many 

companies operating in the African Great Lakes region still do not appear to publically disclose their 

supply chain due diligence reports on an annual basis.26 Where independent reports are publicly 

available most companies fail to meet in full the reporting requirements laid out by the 

internationally recognised OECD standard.27  

Companies have been especially reluctant to report in detail on risks in their supply chains (as 

required by Step 5 of the OECD Guidance), opting instead for generic commitments and policies. But 

reporting on detailed and proactive information gathering and the risk assessment and mitigation 

that may follow is an important part of making sure that greater scrutiny and awareness of supply 

chains translates into impact and change along them. Public reporting of this kind is also critical to 

substantiating company claims that they are showing “improvement over time,” as permitted by the 

OECD Guidance.  

There are several ways in which companies operating in the tantalum sector can improve their 

supply chain risk assessments and corresponding public reporting. 
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Firstly, information provided by independent monitors, such as that published by civil society 

organisations, the United Nations or the media, is too often ignored.28 Companies too often overlook 

or ignore international and national civil society supply chain monitoring and reporting in conflict-

affected and high-risk areas. It should be proactively sought out and then carefully and seriously 

considered by both and used, where appropriate, to improve supply chain integrity and 

transparency. Where companies do use these resources, this should be reflected in their annual 

reporting.  

Second, information generated by industry programmes or supply chain schemes should be 

identified and carefully examined and used to evaluate supply chain risk - especially by companies 

downstream. Downstream companies should include publicly available information generated by 

these programmes in their annual due diligence reports. This is not current common practise.  

Instead, there appears to be a growing trend in which companies are increasingly looking to wholly 

outsource their supply chain due diligence responsibilities to industry schemes and private third 

party initiatives - that allow them to demonstrate a commitment to responsible sourcing while 

keeping actual risks at an arm’s length. In turn, public reporting by many downstream companies in 

particular simply states their membership of a particular scheme or programme, without providing 

any detail on what the company has subsequently learned about its own supply chains through 

information provided by these schemes. While such programmes can be valuable tools that help 

companies, they cannot take the place of companies taking individual ownership of risks in their 

supply chains – and in any case, simply stating membership of a programme is unlikely to inspire 

confidence that a company is taking real care over its supply chains.  

Third, companies should consider other publicly available information sources available to them 

when assessing supply chain risk, beyond supply chain information generated by industry schemes 

and civil society reporting. Dependent on variables particular to each company, such as its supply 

chain position or sector, this could include a review of data on the beneficial ownership of suppliers, 

for example, or of production and export statistics from relevant producer countries. The latter may 

be particularly important when sourcing from high-risk regions containing porous country borders, 

as is the case in parts of Central America or Africa. A broader analysis of this kind may then reveal 

particular supply chains where extra checks are required, particularly by metal processors buying 

direct from traders or from specific supply chains, so that they can seek proper assurance about the 

conditions of trade.  

For example, responsible companies working to international responsible sourcing standards that 

use or trade tantalum from Rwanda or surrounding countries, where illegal cross-border mineral 

smuggling between Congo and its neighbour has been a persistent problem,29 could review publicly 

available export information published by the National Bank of Rwandan year-on-year, or compare 

this to other available export data, 30 as part of their supply chain checking process. Where 

anomalies arise, such as significant or unexpected differences in export or (where it is available) 

production data, or when export or production volumes change substantially within short periods of 

time, companies should examine these closely, including asking detailed questions of their suppliers 

and carefully evaluating responses. This activity is in line with recommendations within the OECD 

Guidance, and should then be reflected in annual due diligence reporting.    
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Industry schemes should not in practice replace individual company responsibility to check supply 

chains 

A growing number of private sector-led and industry schemes are now on offer for companies to use 

to contribute to their own, independent supply chain responsibilities. These can be an important 

tool to help companies to improve their supply chain management and apply standards to a whole 

sector. However, it is critical that these schemes do not replace each company’s individual 

responsibility for its own supply chain and due diligence.  

In practice, many companies have outsourced this responsibility to these initiatives such that their 

practices and findings are often accepted without question by member firms and to the detriment of 

companies themselves engaging in responsible sourcing.  The original vision of the OECD Guidance 

was for supply chains to grow increasingly resilient to risk as every company takes individual 

responsibility, using industry schemes as a helpful tool where appropriate as part of their own due 

diligence efforts – not for a new growth-industry in outsourced risk-management. Responsibility for 

supply chains cannot be simply outsourced to a scheme.  

 

Workers dry out stocks of cassiterite and coltan ore in the yard of mineral trader's house in the town 

of Mwenga in South Kivu province, in the east of the Democratic Republic of the Congo on 11 April 

2015. A miner described to Global Witness how people working as transporters brought the minerals 

from the mines in the surrounding hills to Mwenga town, where the traders bought it before drying 

it, and then took it to SAESSCAM (the Congolese state agency charged with oversight of the artisanal 

sector) for tagging before being put on trucks and taken to Bukavu. (At the time this photograph was 

taken just four of the more accessible mines around Mwenga town were covered by the iTSCi 

scheme) Credit: Global Witness/Phil Moore. 
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As a working example of this phenomenon, in 2015 Global Witness and Amnesty International 

undertook a review of 100 of the inaugural reports published by companies reporting under Section 

1502 of the US Dodd Frank Act. The review found that over two-thirds of the sample (sixty-nine 

percent) relied on an industry program known as the Conflict-Free Smelter Program (CFSP) to verify 

their metal processors. This Program is coordinated by the Conflict-Free Sourcing Initiative (CFSI) 

and, according to the scheme’s website, “offers companies and their suppliers an independent, 

third-party audit that determines which smelters and refiners can be validated as ‘conflict-free.’”31 

The growth of supply chain due diligence industry initiatives, such as the CFSP, demonstrates an 

increased engagement by some parts of the private sector in creating ‘clean’ supply chains for 

minerals. Third-party tools such as these are encouraged by the OECD due diligence guidance,32 as 

noted above. If combined with robust standards, they can facilitate industry-wide cooperation and 

build capacity among companies. Industry-wide initiatives could also help to reduce costs of 

compliance by creating economies of scale.  

However, even if companies participate in industry initiatives, the OECD guidance makes clear that 

they “retain individual responsibility for their due diligence”.33 Companies should also balance the 

use of external compliance schemes against the need to build their own internal capacity to fully 

understand their own supply chains and to exert influence on their suppliers. Companies that rely 

largely on consultants or industry schemes risk missing a valuable opportunity to strengthen 

relationships with their suppliers, smelters and refiners. 

With this in mind, there are some crucial ways in which the CFSP scheme could improve, so that its 

members are better aligned with the OECD Guidance. For example, CFSP should ensure its members 

publish their own independent public reporting explaining the steps they have taken to implement 

Steps 1, 2 and 3 of the OECD Guidance, with the CFSP auditor’s summary report in annex. CFSP 

members should be required to publish detailed reporting of their internal management systems, 

risk assessment process and risks identified as well as steps taken to mitigate risks as appropriate – 

both to ensure that they are in line with international standards and evidence their due diligence 

efforts but also to facilitate information flow and ensure that the upstream and downstream 

sections of tantalum supply chains are joined up towards aligned responsible sourcing.  Smelter and 

refiner supply chain due diligence reports should be made publicly available on the processor’s 

public website (as a stand-alone report, or included in existing annual public reporting).  

Otherwise, there is a lack of transparency around smelter and refiner’s own efforts to meet 

international due diligence standards that threatens the credibility of the entire scheme. The current 

CFSP protocol revisions are an opportunity to strengthen the scheme’s audit protocols so that they 

fully embody the aims and objectives of the OECD Guidance across all supplements and in full for 

years to come and provide the fullest information. This would be advantageous for TIC members and 

non-members whose supply chains are linked to companies within the CFSP. 

The same note of caution – ensuring that industry schemes do not replace each company’s 

individual responsibility for its own supply chain and due diligence – should be applied to in-region 

supply chain due diligence schemes in producer countries. The principle applies here, too: although 

the tin industry’s iTSCi traceability and due diligence system, or private initiatives such as the Better 

Sourcing Programme, can support individual companies’ supply chain due diligence efforts, they 

must not and cannot wholly replace them. Bagging and tagging, labelling or scanning – these 



10 
 

outsourced tools for supply chains may bring an extra level of comfort, but firms should be clear that 

industry programmes cannot eliminate risk from the supply chain. Rather, they can provide 

additional information about supply chain incidents or red flags and, in addition to a company’s own 

checks, can help to identify risk. The final responsibility for reviewing, evaluating and responding to 

information generated by any on-the-ground scheme ultimately falls to individual companies using 

or trading the mineral. At the end of the day, companies need to become comfortable with being 

responsible about their own supply chain.  

Civil society, including Global Witness, have called on OECD Member States to do more to document 

and report on their efforts to promote the OECD Guidance that they have committed to promoting, 

and where they rely on voluntary standards and market incentives, civil society have called on them 

to evidence their continued faith in the adequacy of a voluntary approach that has a poor track 

record to date.  

States: inadequate oversight so far 

States also have an important role to play of course. Despite their commitment to promoting the 

OECD standard, few states are acting decisively to make responsible business part of doing business 

as usual in their jurisdictions.  

Where companies are dragging their feet, the states in which they operate have a responsibility to 

act. Too often, states fall back on gentle encouragement in the form of voluntary guidance and 

market based incentives. The EU’s recent Regulation, for example, has introduced mandatory 

measures for upstream companies and metal importers, but ignores the majority of the downstream 

sector, which plays a key role in the driving change in the OECD standard. 

Civil society, including Global Witness, have called on OECD Member States to do more to document 

and report on their efforts to promote the OECD Guidance that they have committed to promoting, 

and where they rely on voluntary standards and market incentives, civil society have called on them 

to evidence their continued faith in the adequacy of a voluntary approach that has a poor track 

record to date.  

Recommendations for companies in the tantalum sector and beyond 

Undertaking risk-based supply chain due diligence does not prevent companies from purchasing and 

using tantalum from high-risk supply chains. Rather, it requires companies to be aware of their 

supply chains and ensure that – by applying international guidance – the sourcing decisions they 

make are responsible and that ultimately their decisions contribute towards benefitting artisanal 

miners and their communities and rather than towards violence, instability and abuses.  

Responsible companies in the tantalum sector must ensure that they effectively assess supply chain 

risks by developing robust risk mitigation and management processes, and describing and 

demonstrating the implementation of those processes in their annual supply chain reports. 

Practically speaking, public reporting should be as detailed as possible and clearly demonstrate 

where companies have drawn on information provided to them by industry schemes in support of 

their supply chain checks, as well as evidencing their own individual efforts.  
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