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Summary 
iTSCi is a voluntary measure, under development since 2008, implemented well in advance of the US 
conflict minerals legislation or development of the detailed recommendations from the OECD or UN 
on due diligence. The scheme was an immediate response to earlier UN calls for enhanced company 
due diligence and is the only such scheme in operation on the ground in the Great Lakes Region.  
The iTSCi scheme is under continual development according to prevailing circumstances and as 
such, reliance by GW on out-dated documents rather than active research on the subject appears to 
result in various misunderstandings of the scheme.  
 
ITRI considers that the tin industry has made significant and rapid progress on this issue, has 
demonstrated continued commitment to solving issues within the DRC and adjoining countries and, 
has, unlike many organisations, concentrated on implementing actions rather than general reporting 
and discussion. In fact, we consider the iTSCi scheme to be an excellent example of the type of rapid 
company actions now called for in the conclusions of the GW report.  
 
Various key issues within the report require clarification or comment.  
 

 GW continue to misunderstand the risk assessment aspect of the iTSCi scheme, suggesting 
that illegal taxation, for example along transport routes, is not a consideration. Any such 
suggestion is not correct. Work to develop a methodology for on the ground risk assessment 
activity was already underway before the recent DRC mining suspension resulted in a halt to 
the iTSCi project.  
 

 GW appear to wrongly believe that behaviour by legal armed groups is not important to the 
iTSCi scheme. This is not correct. The scheme will operate in accordance with the recently 
released OECD ‘model supply chain policy for a responsible global supply chain of minerals 
from conflict-affected and high-risk areas’ which recommends appropriate considerations and 
reactions to such circumstances. 
 

 GW suggest that their own due diligence recommendations are essentially the same as those 
from the OECD and the UN Security Council, however a number of differences exist. In 
contrast to the GW document, the OECD guidance was generated through a mutli-
stakeholder discussion and is the key reference document as a result.  
 

 GW commentary appears to apply contradictory standards to various initiatives, for example, 
questions regarding the illegal taxation issue are discussed at length in relation to the iTSCi 
scheme, but not considered at all in relation to other certification schemes in the region. 
 

 GW suggest there is no commitment to addressing the conflict minerals trade in Rwanda, 
however, both the Rwandan Government (through OGMR) and Rwandan industry have 
demonstrated a number of actions designed to make a difference, including a target to 
implement iTSCi by the end of March 2011. 

 
All points above are addressed in more detail in the section below.  
 
ITRI concurs with the suggestion by GW that mining is continuing illegally in eastern DRC, and that 
the mining suspension is causing increased hardship for the local population. At the same time the 
suspension is preventing continuation of positive initiatives such as the iTSCi scheme and we hope 
that resumption of mining can be achieved within a short time. 
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Further information 
 
Communication between ITRI and GW was placed on the GW website and is also appended here. 
 
A letter from Malaysia Smelting Corporation (MSC) to GW was not appended to the GW report 
despite a request to do so from that company. That MSC letter is also appended here, together with 
another from FEC South Kivu in response to GW questions earlier in the year.  
 
Please also see this ITRI webpage, and the link to ‘documents’ at the bottom of that page; 
http://www.itri.co.uk/POOLED/ARTICLES/BF_PARTART/VIEW.ASP?Q=BF_PARTART_310250 
 
All ITRI press releases are also available here;  
http://www.itri.co.uk/bfora/systems/xmlviewer/default.asp?arg=DS_ITRI_NEWSART_23/_list.xsl/13 
 
 
Detailed response on key issues 
 
 GW continue to misunderstand the risk assessment aspect of the iTSCi scheme ; 
 

o GW continue to focus on the tagging and chain of custody aspect of the iTSCi scheme 
while appearing to continually misunderstand or ignore the other aspects of the scheme. 
While they quote from an ITRI communication and note that the second phase ‘is 
designed to introduce traceability to provide verifiable information on the exact source of 
minerals and the opportunity to assess and mitigate the security and other conditions of 
mine operation and mineral transport’, GW continue to imply that the scheme will not 
address the issue of illegal taxation along transport routes but will rely only on tagging. 
Such an assumption is made only by GW, in contradiction to information with which they 
have been provided, and is a misrepresentation of the risk assessment aspect of the 
iTSCi scheme. GW did not quote the second part of that paragraph confirming that 
‘Phase 2 is specifically designed to address conflict finance issues and meet international 
expectations for full due diligence procedures in high risk areas’. 

 
o While it is true that ITRI have had, and continue to have serious concerns regarding the 

possibilities of establishing truly verifiable facts relating to taxation issues, that does not 
mean to say that the issue is being ignored as GW suppose. However, if due diligence 
schemes are to be effective, risk assessment cannot be built only on rumour from local 
stakeholders who may all have their own positions to put forward, but requires 
consideration of the most effective means by which such information can be verified.  

 
o ITRI does not possess the required expertise, local knowledge, language or other skills 

required to develop the possible methods of collating information on risks relating to 
illegal taxation, nor to evaluate information once received. ITRI will not be participating 
directly in this activity, however, in accordance with the OECD Guidance on upstream risk 
assessment; Appendix A.3. ‘Ensure the appropriate level of competence, by employing 
experts with knowledge and skill….” ITRI has contracted this activity to a respected 
evaluation company with extensive experience in the DRC.  

 
o GW were offered the opportunity to hold discussions with those experts responsible for 

developing the methods of assessment of illegal taxation on behalf of the iTSCi project, 
and to provide their own input and suggestions into the method as it is developed. 
However, GW staff did not respond to those opportunities for discussion and input and, 
solely as a result of their own lack of engagement, appear to continue to exhibit a lack of 
understanding on the issue. 
 

o As GW should be fully aware, the mining suspension in the eastern provinces of the DRC 
has led to an immediate halt to all iTSCi pilot activities. As a result, both tagging, and the 
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development of methods of information gathering and assessment has been halted and 
will not be resumed until, and unless, that mining suspension is lifted. Until such a time 
that this pilot is completed the precise method of risk assessment will not be available. A 
summary of the aims of the evaluation and audit indicator aspect of the project is widely 
and publicly available. It has been distributed for example to the GeSI EICC In Region 
Sourcing (GEIRS) NGO engagement group in which GW declined to participate.  

 
o As an example of potential misinformation gathered from local informants we can 

consider the price GW reported as being paid for mineral at Bisie in February 2010; 
between $4.56 and $9 per kg. Industry information suggests the price was in fact in the 
range $4.3 to $6.5 per kg and that prices reported to GW have been somewhat 
exaggerated for whatever reason. Mineral price for cassiterite is determined in direct 
relation to the international commodity price for tin, payment of $9 per kg at mine site 
would equate to an approximate metal price of $23,000 pt, while at the time, the metal 
price was in the region of $16,000 pt. The figure of $9 per kg used in GW calculations 
does not appear generally credible.  

 
 GW appear to wrongly believe that behaviour by legal armed groups is not important to the iTSCi 

scheme; 
 

o The GW report suggests in many sections that the iTSCi scheme ‘focuses almost 
exclusively on rebels…(and)…illegally armed groups’. Such an implication is incorrect. 
GW choose to ignore the clear statement which has already been provided to them and is 
also quoted in their report that ‘While ITRI does consider that illegal armed group 
involvement should be treated in a different way to involvement of the national army this 
does not imply that either circumstance will not be addressed.’ The selection of the Bisie 
site for inclusion in the pilot project clearly demonstrates the intent of both ITRI and the 
Congolese Government to address issues relating to FARDC unit presence and should 
be recognised by GW as a positive, rather than negative action. In fact, implementation of 
the pilot tagging scheme, and the first visit of the risk assessment and independent audit 
team, was due in September but was cancelled as a result of the mining suspension. Any 
questions relating Bisie before that time are not relevant to the iTSCi project, nor are any 
questions relating to after that time - from when the project was suspended. 
 

o GW also appear to misunderstand the second part of the paragraph provided to them by 
ITRI which states that ‘Phase 2 introduces a method to control the supply chain, sourcing, 
and purchases in order to allow widespread issues of concern by any group to be 
addressed by immediate action or gradual mitigation; suitable reaction will be decided 
through discussion with the local and international community as the project develops.’ At 
the time of writing, the reaction and mitigation strategies expected by ITRI were being 
drafted by the OECD, on behalf of the international multi-stakeholder group, and became 
available shortly afterwards (on 15th September) i.e. suitable actions were being decided 
with the international community through on-going discussion. Such guidance is now 
finalised and can be found in ‘Annex II, Model supply chain policy for a responsible global 
supply chain of minerals from conflict-affected and high-risk areas’. Any mitigation action 
by ITRI, or as part of the iTSCi scheme will be in accordance with this Annex.  

 
o The OECD guidance also requests risk assessment teams to ‘Ensure.. (they).. regularly 

consult with local civil society organizations with local knowledge and expertise’. Local 
community monitoring and feedback are included in the iTSCi scheme and those local 
actors will be provided with an opportunity to participate in discussion on mitigation 
mechanisms, once/if the project is resumed. ITRI remains confident that all actions 
undertaken within the iTSCi scheme will be in accordance with the OECD guidelines and 
does not agree with any GW assertions to the contrary.  
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 GW make various claims over the OECD and UN Security Council guidance on due diligence, for 
example; 

 
o The report states that ‘The UN due diligence guidance consists of five elements that are 

essentially the same as those developed by OECD and Global Witness’. However, there 
are in fact various differences between the OECD guidance and the actions demanded by 
GW. The OECD guidance is that which commands the greatest respect since it has been 
developed through an extensive multi-stakeholder consultation process over the period of 
more than a year. The GW report ‘Do No Harm’ was not as a result of any consultation 
and was published at the beginning of August 2010, at a time when much of the OECD 
multi-stakeholder discussion had already been completed. 

 
 GW commentary appears to apply contradictory standards to various initiatives, for example; 
 

o The report praises the ICGLR regional certification mechanism as an excellent 
investment in the future, but at the same time notes that Government driven certification 
schemes take a long time to set up and should not be considered to replace the rapid 
reaction measures required to tackle conflict mineral issues. It might therefore be hoped 
that GW would be encouraged by the recent announcement of a co-operation agreement 
between ITRI and ICGLR which confirms that “Both ICGLR and ITRI recognise the 
importance and urgency of implementing a practical, cost effective and credible 
traceability or certification system for conflict minerals”, and that “The iTSCi system is 
now recognised as one important initiative towards implementing the ICGLR Regional 
Certification Mechanism.”  This provides another example of rapid action by companies 
and governments which GW requests in their conclusions but is not recognised in the 
report. 
  

o GW also briefly discuss the BGR certification system being piloted in South Kivu, but do 
not appear to direct the same degree of critical analysis at that system as at the iTSCi 
scheme. It is not clear for example why GW have not analysed the capability of the BGR 
scheme to provide verifiable traceability, on the ground assessments, or information on 
illegal taxation away from production sites. In fact, the BGR scheme and the iTSCi 
scheme are complementary and will work together on certification and traceability in order 
to make as rapid progress as possible. 
 

o GW also appear to ignore various initiatives of the DRC Government, comptoirs and 
traders to implement traceability and only mention the centres de negoce scheme as part 
of a discussion on UN operations. The report also fails to recognise that the iTSCi tagging 
system can be carried out in co-operation with the centres de negoce once they are 
established.  

 
 GW suggest there is no commitment to addressing the conflict minerals trade in Rwanda, 

however; 
 

o The Rwandan Geology and Mines Authority (OGMR) and industry have been working on 
the Certified Trading Chain project for some time. This sets standards for traceability and 
site conditions and includes an auditing process. 
 

o OGMR and ITRI announced on the 10th September 2010 signature of a co-operation 
agreement to implement the iTSCi system in Rwanda and target maximum possible 
coverage of conflict minerals produced in the country by end of March 2011. This is also 
reported as an important step in the November 2010 UN Group of Experts report; 

 
“The Group considers that the extension of the tagging project to Rwandan 
mines, announced in September 2010, could also make an  important 
contribution to the regional traceability of minerals.” 



 
 
Telephone 
+44 (0)1727 875 544 

Fax 
+44 (0)1727 871 341 

Internet 
http://www.itri.co.uk 

ITRI Ltd 
Unit 3, Curo Park, Frogmore, 
St. Albans, Herts AL2 2DD, UK

 
 

 
Registered in England No. 2994115 

 
GW could have recognised this as an example of the type of rapid action by companies 
and governments that they request in the fourth paragraph of the conclusions of their 
report but chose not to do so. 
 

o Until the iTSCi system is in place in Rwanda, for both large and artisanal production sites, 
ITRI remains of the opinion that no conclusions can be drawn from any currently publicly 
available statistics and attempts to analyse such data do not produce meaningful results.  

 
o The measures taken by Minerals Supply Africa (MSA) to request assurances on the 

source of its suppliers materials and introduce ‘ethical contracts’ have been criticised by 
GW. Conversely, the work done by that company is noted positively in the November 
2010 UN Group of Experts report; 

 
“284. Those whom the Group denounced for fraud in previous reports have 
in the main begun trading legally, apparently at the instigation and with the 
financing of Rwanda-based Minerals Supply Africa (MSA), which is one of 
the main buyers of minerals from the eastern area of the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo. MSA is the only buyer from nine comptoirs in North 
Kivu and the Bakulikira comptoir in South Kivu, spending on the order of 
$5 million per month. MSA imported 1,945 tons of cassiterite from the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo between 1 January and 31 July, 
according to Rwandan statistics (see annex 57). Encouragingly, these 
figures are nearly identical to the statistics given to the Group by the 
Congolese mine services concerning MSA.” 

 
o MSA participate in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the iTSCi process and will therefore be 

audited by iTSCi scheme auditors once the DRC mining suspension is lifted and 
development of that essential part of the system can be continued. MSA will similarly 
benefit from information from the iTSCi joint on-the-ground assessment team once that 
part of the project can be resumed. These two points address other concerns of GW. 

 
 
Other background 
Several members of the tin and tantalum supply chain were contacted by Global Witness in 
September 2010 requesting comments on the iTSCi scheme. ITRI provided relevant remarks, via 
those companies, on 17th September 2010, however GW did not make any contact directly with ITRI 
regarding these questions. ITRI had received no response from GW by 17th October 2010 and 
initiated contact with GW to request their input. A letter from GW was then received on 31st October 
including various points and a demand for reply within 7 days. Providing a detailed reply was not 
feasible within such a timescale.  
 
It remains unclear why GW did not request any information from ITRI until the end of October when 
the report had apparently been under research for almost all of 2010. 
 
 
Please contact kay.nimmo@itri.co.uk for any further clarifications.  



ffit#ffi#/
&w&wq$fus, Malaysia Smelting Corporution Berhud

21't September 2010

Mr Patrick Alley
DRC Team

Global Witness

London EC1N 2HS

United Kingdom

Dear Mr Alley

Due diligence for mineral suppliers from eastern Democratic Republic of Congo

We refer to your letter dated 26 August 2010, sent via email.

We believe that, at this stage, organrzations like GW should move forward on DRC and

focus on positive developments and improvements rather than dwell on past events

arising from an unregulated and complex trade which the world is currently seeking to

regulate. The iTSCi scheme, US Bill on conflict minerals, OECD guidelines on due

diligence, EICC/GeSi smelter audit scheme, BGR scheme and ICGLR resource

certification all clearly and unequivocally address the more critical due diligence issues

and hope to reach an international consensus with the ultimate objective of achieving

long term sustainability of the DRC tin industry and protection of the eastern DRC
economy and livelihood of the huge populace that depend on the mineral business for
their daily survival.

MSC was and will continue to be mindful of events in DRC and, as early as 2004 after

the publication of the UNSC report on DRC, we took the initiative to write to all our

suppliers of DRC concentrates seeking written clarification and legitimacy of their
trading operation.

Since 2008 MSC has also taken positive steps to engage with the supply chain,

stakeholders, institutional and government bodies on due diligence issues as well as

seeking to assist in the develofment of a sustainable mining industry in DRCiRwanda:-

o As a founding member of ITRI MSC supported the setting up of a DRC working
group to develop a viable due diligence process in DRC and this resulted in the

advent of the iTSCi scheme which today.is still the only active due diligence process

in place in DRC.

MALAYSIA SMELTING CORPORATION BERHAD (4301 2- A) T----- n - 
-_l

- 
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Mal.ays ia Sme I ting Corporation B erh"od
MSC sits as a member of the ITRI's DRC Working Group that handles policy matters
relating to the iTSCi scheme.

The company had fully implemented the iTSCi Phase I process and an independent
audit for the period July 2009 to June 2010 has been recently completed.
Under iTSCi Phase 2 the company has cooperated in the funding requirements
through the collection of the comptoir levy from the suppliers as well as making
direct regular funding contribution and assisting in meeting shortfalls. The first
consignment of irSCi Phase 2 tagged material is now on transit to us
The company is actively engaged with EICC/GeSi in developing a viable smelter
audit scheme.

There will be MSC representation at the forthcoming OECD/ICGLR Nairobi
Conference as well as the EICC/GeSi tin tantalum workshop in washington.
In2009 and 2010 MSC made several working trips to DRC/Rwanda to engage with
its suppliers on due diligence issues.

Prior to 2009 MSC had also embarked on technical expeditions to carry out
preliminary assessments of mining potential in DRC/Rwanda. The company is
currently at various stages of co-operating with project partners in developing
industrial scale mining operation in DRC and Rwanda. These activities, together with
our involvement on due diligence as noted above, show our significant commitment
to the long term and sustainable future of the DRC.

Therefore your statement as contained in your letter of 26 August stating that
".'.including MSC, is that they are failing to rigorously oversee their supply chains and
that this makes it possible that they are purchasing minerals that have come from conflict
areas... " is inappropriate considering the many positive steps and inroads, as detailed
above, that the company has embarked in engaging with due diligence issues as well as
focusing on the longer term sustainability objectives.

While we acknowledged that your organization has attempted to address the due
diligence issue by publishing its own recommendations and guidelines (Do No Harm -
July 2010) these may not be considered credible if they are not developed through
interaction and constructive dialogue with the other parties promulgating due diligence
issues including ITRI and many other stakeholders in a manner similar to the OECD
working group activity. We believe you have not made sufficient effort to understand and
engage with the iTSCi process and are as a result badly informed on many of the key
isses such as auditing. ITRI stands ready to discuss any due diligence issues including
industry statistics that you mav wish to bring forward. The stakeholders in the supply
chain have a genuine interest in making the process work and ITRI's supply chain
initiative was, as you yourself note, welcomed by all.



Malaysia Smelting Corporation Berh^ad
Given the complexities of putting in an acceptable due diligence process in a post-
conflict developing country like DRC the objectives and regulatory framework must be
realistic and attainable otherwise it will not serve the longer term objective of creating a
sustainable industry but would instead create a de facto embargo and potentially fueling
the very conflict and human rights abuse that the entire world is trying to eradicate
besides exacerbating the already impoverished population. Withdrawing entirely from
purchase of DRC material would drive the trade underground which will lead to
deprivation of the Congolese economy and its population.

MSC is committed to meet the requirements of the OECD and US Bill when finalized,
and assisting the DRC government in the sustainable development of the DRC tin
industry.

We regret that, for various reasons including commercial confidentiality and the need to
co-ordinate our actions and views through the industry forum (ITRI), we are not able to
respond directly to the questions and issues raised in your letter. We believe that once the
iTSCi and EICC/GeSi smelter audit processes are fully implemented a suitable level of
the industry information and data relating to the trade should be available for public
consumption in order to provide confidence in the system. However, this requires further
agreement between the tin and tantalum as well as other sectors.

Thank you for your understanding and co-operation and if you find it necessary to
include our views and comments in your forthcoming report it should be included in full
as contained in this letter.

Yours sincerely,

h\
Chua Cheong Yong
Group Chief Operating Officer, Smelting
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STATEMENT OF FACTS RELATING TO GLOBAL WITNESS 
COMMENTS ON THE ITRI TIN SUPPLY CHAIN INITIATIVE 
September 2010 
 
 
Background 
 
Several members of the tin and tantalum supply chain have been recently contacted by Global 
Witness with general business questions together with a request for comments on the ITRI traceability 
plans, taking into account the points below.  
 
“Global Witness has been following plans by the International Tin Research Institute (ITRI) to introduce a traceability system for 
tin coming from eastern Congo, which has a great deal of industry backing. We have some concerns about the project, notably: 
 
1. It only addresses the issue of conflict-financing in its Phase 3 and it could be a long time before this phase is 
implemented. Although Phase 3 is scheduled to start in 2010 or 2011, delays in the first two phases of the scheme suggest 
Phase 3 could take far longer to start up. 

 
2. The ITRI scheme refers only to rebel groups and fails to acknowledge the role of government army units with a 
history of human rights abuses in controlling mines, and profiting from them. Many of these army units are made up entirely of 
former rebels who could well rebel again, using their cash from the mines to buy arms. 

 
3. ITRI proposes to allocate responsibility for key aspects of the plan’s implementation to state agencies but these 
organisations are already unable to fulfil their day-to-day functions properly. We believe it is unrealistic that these state 
agencies will be able to fulfil the role ITRI is assigning to them. 

 
4. There is no provision for independent monitoring, which is crucial to the integrity of the scheme.” 

 
 
Factual Clarifications 
 
There are a number of factual errors articulated through these questions from GW which require 
clarification.  
 
A. GW Point 1 suggests that conflict financing is only to be addressed through Phase 3 

activities. This is not correct, Phase 1 and 2 address conflict financing while Phase 3 relates 
to entirely different issues; 
 
a. Phase 1 of the iTSCi scheme ensures legal export on every shipment from DRC and 

requires an exporters written declaration on the best available information on source of 
mineral and armed group involvement. Collection of such written declarations was 
recommended by the UN Group of Experts as a first step towards addressing conflict 
finance. 

b. Phase 2 of the iTSCi scheme is designed to introduce traceability to provide verifiable 
information on the exact source of mineral and the opportunity to assess and mitigate the 
security and other conditions of mine operation and mineral transport. Phase 2 is 
specifically designed to address conflict finance issues and meet international 
expectations for full due diligence procedures in high risk areas. 

c. Phase 3 of the iTSCi scheme is envisaged to follow Phase 2 in order to develop 
certification of additional factors such as health and safety and environmental issues. 
Phase 3 does not focus on conflict financing.  
 

B. GW Point 1 suggests extensive delays have been experienced with implementation of the 
scheme. This is not correct, progress with all Phases is generally in line with original 
expectations; 
 
a. Phase 1 was implemented within a short time of conception and has been operating 

continually since 1st July 2009 without interruption or delay. 
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b. The Phase 2 pilot project was put in place in early 2010 as expected. While some 
implementation issues have been encountered, including logistical issues in North Kivu, 
this is not unexpected with a project operating in one of the more difficult regions of the 
world. The Phase 2 pilot is now to be expanded to additional sites over the next few 
months as anticipated. 

c. Although not yet fully described, the Phase 3 concept is already under consideration via 
co-operation with BGR activities in South Kivu and additional feasibility studies in 
Katanga.  

d. Despite relatively minor delays, Phase 2 of the project remains the only practical scheme 
implementing due diligence requirements within eastern DRC and as such will be in place 
many months or years ahead of any other option which GW may consider to exist. 
 

C. GW Point 2 suggests that the iTSCi scheme is not concerned with behaviour of Government 
units. This assumption is not correct. While ITRI does consider that illegal armed group 
involvement should be treated in a different way to involvement of the national army this does 
not imply that either circumstance will not be addressed. Phase 2 introduces a method to 
control the supply chain, sourcing, and purchases in order to allow widespread issues of 
concern by any group to be addressed by immediate action or gradual mitigation; suitable 
reaction will be decided through discussion with the local and international community as the 
project develops. 
 

D. GW Point 3 suggests that no responsibility for any part of the scheme should be handed to 
Government Agencies. However, ITRI believes that it is key to the success of the project to 
involve and not supplant those local agencies, and, by demonstrating their importance, 
contribute to development of these important governance services. Co-operation with other 
projects, such as Promines, will contribute to that capacity building and allow for greater 
responsibility to be taken by national agencies in the longer term.  
 

E. GW Point 4 suggests that there is no independent monitoring of the scheme. This is incorrect. 
The need for independent checks and assurance has been recognised in every iTSCi project 
document released and it is well accepted that such checks are indeed a crucial part of 
scheme; 

 
a. The independent documentary check on the first year of operation of Phase 1 has been 

completed and details will be released shortly.  
b. Activity is already underway by an independent company to develop a suitable audit 

method for verification checking on the Phase 2 chain of custody data. The draft audit 
method will be defined by the end of the year.  

c. Activity is already underway by an independent company to develop appropriate on the 
ground monitoring and the design of suitable indicators for issue mitigation and 
improvement.  

 
 
Note on GW Engagement 
 
A variety of GW staff have been present at meetings held over the course of the previous year or 
more where the above issues have been discussed and reassurance provided by ITRI regarding, for 
example, planned activities to ensure independent evaluation of the scheme. GW have failed on 
every occasion to take account of information provided by ITRI and as a result continue to 
misrepresent the iTSCi scheme in various important fora. 
 
ITRI have continually requested substantive and detailed input from GW on any specific suggestions 
for improvement of the Phase 2 mine-to-export traceability scheme however no suggestions have yet 
been received. An open invitation was made in April 2010 to GW to contact ITRI for any information 
required by them for their report but again no contact has been received.  
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ITRI remains open to direct positive engagement from GW at any time and hope that they reassess 
the value of participating in the stakeholder group being coordinated by the GeSI and EICC regarding 
all in region sourcing activities. Such participation would ensure GW are better informed in future 
discussions and show that the organisation takes seriously its own responsibility for due diligence in 
researching reports designed for public release.   
 
Please contact me for any further clarifications required. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Kay Nimmo 
Manager of Sustainability and Regulatory Affairs, ITRI Ltd 
 
 



 
        6th Floor, Buchanan House 
        30 Holborn, London EC1N 2HS 
        Tel: +44 207 492 5820 
        Fax: +44 207 492 5821 
        mdavis@globalwitness.org 

Kay Nimmo 
Manager of Sustainability & Regulatory Affairs 
ITRI Ltd 
 
31 October 2010 
 
 
 
 
Dear Kay 
 
Many thanks for your e-mail and memo of Sunday 17 October. I received a copy of 
the memo from Mike Loch of Motorola before the OECD meeting in Nairobi, 
although I am not aware of you or anyone else at ITRI having sent us this document 
or having requested comment until your recent message.   
 
Mike Loch requested your thoughts on the ITRI responses in his email to you on 17th 

September 2010 to which the document was attached. 
 
Maybe something went missing in transit?   
 
Clearly not, since you have already confirmed receipt of that document from Mike. 
 
Either way, I am sorry it has taken me a while to respond. 
 
I am a little surprised at your assertion that we have not engaged with ITRI.  We have 
had discussions with you in private meetings, on the phone and in the course of 
roundtable discussions hosted by, amongst others, the EU-led International Taskforce 
in Illicit Mineral Trade in the Great Lakes Region, the OECD and the EICC.   
 
We have had one private meeting some time ago, in June 2009.  
 
We have had 2 telephone discussions with GW staff. Once following submission of 
your comments on the July 2009 iTSCi document and once prior to the OECD 
meeting of April 2010.  
 
Following the April discussion I called you to set up a private meeting in Paris around 
the OECD discussions but you appeared uncontactable at the allocated time and I 
received no further responses from you to re-arrange the meeting, either then or at a 
later date.  
 
The meeting of the EU task force was 24th July 2009; also some time ago. 



 
GW chose not to participate in the GeSI EICC In Region Sourcing (GEIRS) 
stakeholder group and therefore not to participate in the discussion of the iTSCi 
scheme from the international NGO perspective. You were provided this opportunity 
in July 2010.   
 
We have also taken part in a telephone survey of perspectives on the iTSCi scheme 
organised on ITRI’s behalf by Pricewaterhouse Coopers. 
 
There is no such study organised by ITRI. I suggest you perform some additional 
checks on who you were talking to and confirm their qualifications.   
 
With regards to written inputs on the iTSCi, as you will recall, we put together for you 
a nine page document setting out detailed suggestions on your original Discussion 
Paper in June last year, which you do not appear to have made use of.  
 
We assess all comments and constructive suggestions received at any time. As noted 
above, we had a phone call following your submission to discuss certain points that 
GW had raised. 
 
In an exchange of e-mails in October 2009 we twice requested that you send us a copy 
of the updated version (Version II) of this Discussion Paper so that we would be in a 
position to give you some feedback.  You sent us two separate e-mails in which you 
declined to do this.   
 
No. I explained that the document had not been fully updated and was therefore not 
available. Please see my email of 11 Nov 2009; 
 
From: Kay Nimmo  
Sent: 11 November 2009 09:00 
To: 'Carina Tertsakian'; Mike Davis 
Cc: Robbins,Giles 
Subject: RE: ITRI initiative 
 
Dear Carina 
  
Since the details of the scheme are fluid we do not prepare new documentation after every 
discussion or comment. You already have the outline of Phase 3 in the original document 
which we circulated sometime ago and if there is anything specific you need to clarify then 
you can call me to discuss.  
  
However, I'm sure you understand that development of future phases of the scheme depend 
on implementation and completion of phase 2; something which is by no means certain. We 
are not allocating any time or resource to discussion of phase 3 at this time. 
  
regards 
Kay 
 
I did not receive any requests to discuss further by phone. Once finalised the 
document was made freely available to any interested party on the ITRI website. It 
has been available to GW via that source for at least the last 11 months.  
 



Since then, we have not received any further documents from you about the iTSCi 
scheme beyond the occasional press release.   
 

As above, documents and press releases are available on the internet, together with a 
general note requesting comments to be made directly at any time;   

“If you have any constructive comments to make about the iTSCi process or would 
like to learn more about the project please send an email to: kay.nimmo@itri.co.uk  

Note: Please be aware that there will not be a formal consultation process for iTSCi 
due to the urgent timescale for implementation.” 

We did, however, send you a copy of our own proposals for a due diligence system to 
be used by companies sourcing minerals from eastern DRC and the surrounding 
region in July this year but received no response from you. 
 
ITRI is part of the OECD working group on due diligence guidelines. Since GW is 
also part of that discussion, there would be no reason to respond to your input 
directly.  
 
In principle we would be happy to have a greater level of engagement with ITRI, 
although I cannot promise that we will always be in agreement regarding how to 
tackle the conflict minerals trade in eastern DRC.  Please let us know what you have 
in mind. 
 
We would expect engagement to be via the GEIRS group which has been organised to 
receive and discuss international NGO suggestions. That is the appropriate forum. 
 
We are currently engaged in correspondence with a range of individuals and 
companies – including ITRI members – to give them an opportunity to comment on 
issues we may wish to make reference to in our next report regarding the trade in 
minerals from eastern DRC.  Your memo addresses a short section included in some 
of the letters we have already sent out to companies.  We have not finished work on 
the section of the report that deals with the iTSCi scheme and we are keen to obtain 
additional information from you as part of this process.   
 
What follows are some responses to your comments, organised in the same order as 
the points raised in your memo, together with some questions that we would be 
grateful if you could answer.   
 
 
A) Conflict financing 
 
i) iTSCi objectives  
 
We note that Both Version 1 and Version 2 of the iTSCi Discussion Paper set out the 
following objective:  
 
‘ITRI members will undertake to identify and work exclusively with suppliers of 



cassiterite ore and concentrate who do not directly or indirectly finance armed groups 
in the DRC.  Where the due diligence process identifies deficiencies in the 
performance of a supplier, appropriate actions will be identified to rectify non-
compliance with the ITRI principles and standards within a reasonable timeframe.  
Where this is not possible purchasing and business arrangements with that supplier 
will be terminated.’ 
 
This is a worthy goal that we support.  As we have explained before, however, our 
concern is that this only becomes an objective in Phase 3 of the iTSCi scheme.  This 
phase, originally scheduled in your Discussion Paper for 2010 or 2011, has yet to 
begin and in your words, has yet even to be ‘described’.   
 
We note that ITRI’s description of phase 2 of the project does talk about addressing 
the issue of financing illegal armed groups.  However, the implication of the 
discussion paper is that meeting this objective and thus tackling the conflict financing 
problem wholesale only becomes a priority and a commitment for ITRI / iTSCi 
members in a phase of the scheme which is still at the drawing board stage and has no 
published timetable for implementation. 
 
I have stated quite clearly in my previous letter, as well as in many other fora, the 
objectives of each phase;  
 

a. Phase 1 of the iTSCi scheme ensures legal export on every shipment from DRC 
and requires an exporters written declaration on the best available information on 
source of mineral and armed group involvement. Collection of such written 
declarations was recommended by the UN Group of Experts as a first step 
towards addressing conflict finance. 

b. Phase 2 of the iTSCi scheme is designed to introduce traceability to provide 
verifiable information on the exact source of mineral and the opportunity to 
assess and mitigate the security and other conditions of mine operation and 
mineral transport. Phase 2 is specifically designed to address conflict 
finance issues and meet international expectations for full due diligence 
procedures in high risk areas. 

c. Phase 3 of the iTSCi scheme is envisaged to follow Phase 2 in order to develop 
certification of additional factors such as health and safety and environmental 
issues. Phase 3 does not focus on conflict financing.  

 
I see no purpose in continuing to debate this point. Should you fail to recognise these 
clear objectives in your upcoming report it will be a serious misrepresentation of the 
scheme. 
 
We believe that this kind of objective should be the cornerstone, from the outset, of 
any credible industry initiative on conflict minerals and should refer to the financing 
of both state and non-state armed groups.  In our view companies that are well 
established in the trade in minerals from eastern DRC – as many ITRI members / 
iTSCi participants are – should have been abiding by this principle ever since the 
conflict minerals problem was first identified in a series of UN and NGO reports 
many years ago.   
 
• If, however, our information on this point is out of date and this objective already 

represents a binding commitment by ITRI / iTSCi members that governs their 



current mineral sourcing practices, we would be pleased to reflect this in our 
publications.   

 
Please see point b of my previous letter copied above. 
 
• If, however, ITRI / iTSCi members are not already committed to abiding by this 

objective, please could you explain why? 
 
• If you have examples of this objective being applied and enforced in practice, we 

would welcome further information on this point. 
 
Phase 2 of the project is suspended under the general mining suspension. Work to 
develop the risk assessment methodology is suspended.    
 
• We would also like to request further details on how you define ‘deficiencies’, 

‘appropriate actions’ and ‘reasonable timeframe’ with respect to this objective. 
 
Any actions will be defined according to OECD guidelines (once finalised). 
 
iTSCi Phases 1 and 2 
 
We acknowledge that written descriptions of phases 1 and 2 that we have seen do 
contain references to conflict financing.  However, we do not believe that these add 
up to the focused effort to address the problem in the comprehensive manner which is 
urgently required.  As far as we can see, the basis for your claim that conflict 
financing is addressed in Phase I – the only aspect of the iTSCi that is being 
implemented  
 
Phase 2 was implemented in DRC for 3 months to the point of suspension, and will 
shortly be operating in Rwanda.  
 
– is a requirement that exporters fill in a form asking them whether or not armed 
groups have been involved in the supply chain up until that point.  There does not 
appear to be any attempt to carry out on the ground checks on the supply chain to 
ascertain whether or not the data submitted in these forms is accurate; something that 
is necessary given that exporters have often been the conduit for minerals that have 
benefited armed groups.  The fact that the forms may later be consolidated and 
reviewed by a third party does not compensate for this lack of verification.   
 
I am afraid that your comments again misrepresent activities within the scheme. Your 
three colleagues who attended the OECD-ICGLR meeting in Nairobi will have heard 
about the field assessment team during the session dedicated to explanation on how 
the iTSCi scheme matches with the various sections of the OECD guidance. Channel 
Research, who have been requested to define the methods for such activity, spoke for 
5-10 minutes on this specific activity.  
 
Cecile Collin of Channel Research also contacted Emilie Serralta by email on the 27th 
September/several times before the recent Nairobi meeting, in order to request a 
discussion on the specific aspects of the project on which they are working; the field 
information gathering and audit.  



 
Following this exchange of emails, and a brief meeting in the evening of Tuesday 28th 
September, a meeting was arranged for Thursday 30th – however it seems that GW 
staff did not appear at the appointed time but later, in fact not until the time they were 
actually departing Nairobi. 
 
Following the Nairobi meeting Cecile sent a further email on 4th Oct to Emilie and 
Annie to ask for other possible meeting places in Belgium or elsewhere but up to a 
month afterwards had not received any reply.  
 
Descriptions of Phase 2, which you explain is still being piloted, talk about using 
traceability data that will be generated during the subsequent implementation phase as 
a means of excluding illegal armed groups from the supply chain.  This is clearly a 
step up from Phase I, although as noted in ITRI’s Phase 2 Project Outline, ‘The 
implementation of the traceability systems does not in itself answer the questions on 
involvement of illegal armed groups in the mineral industry’.   
 
Moreover, as we have explained to you on a number of occasions in the past, we 
believe that what is described for Phase 2 falls a long way short of addressing the 
conflict financing problem.  We have two concerns in particular, which relate not only 
to Phase 2 but to the iTSCi scheme as a whole in fact.  The first of these is that the 
iTSCi, as we have seen it described, does not adequately address the problem of 
extortion, which our research in eastern DRC suggests may be the primary source of 
conflict financing associated with the minerals trade.  The second (expanded further 
under point C, below) is that it does not address the role of national army units in 
illegally controlling substantial parts of the mineral trade while committing very 
serious human rights abuses against the local population.   
 
As I have also confirmed to you previously, you are incorrect on both those points. 
Should you have found time to discuss with Channel Research during the past 2 
months full details would be available to you.  
 
Once again, I see no purpose in continuing to debate this point. Should you fail to 
recognise the iTSCi activities on these issues in your upcoming report it will be a 
serious misrepresentation of the scheme. 
 
iii) Extortion 
 
Extortion is a problem which investigations by Global Witness and others suggest is 
at least as significant a source of conflict financing as control of mines by the warring 
parties.  It involves illegal levies at mines, along transportation routes and at other 
points in the supply chain within eastern DRC.  Based on our observations in eastern 
DRC and in other countries affected by natural resource-fuelled conflicts, a bagging 
and tagging scheme of the kind being developed by ITRI will not address this issue.  
Extortion does not generally leave a paper trail; neither does it necessitate visible 
interference with a tagging system of the kind ITRI is planning.  As a result it will be 
perfectly possible for consignments of minerals bagged and tagged in compliance 
with iTSCi standards as described to continue to generate funding for armed groups – 
state and non-state – as before, with the same very harmful consequences.  We note a 
reference in the Phase 2 Project Outline to the planned creation of a system for 



ranking mines that would take account of ‘spot taxation’, although it is not clear to us 
what ITRI understands spot taxation to be or how it intends to detect it. 
 
Please see section on Channel Research above. 
 
As we have argued in our own publications – including the Do No Harm guide for 
companies which we sent you in July – only on the ground assessments by teams of 
investigators can detect instances of the mineral trade financing conflict through 
extortion.  We note, moreover, that the draft due diligence guidance produced by the 
OECD calls on companies trading and processing mineral ores to undertake rigorous 
on the ground assessments covering not only mine sites, but also transportation routes 
and other locations.   
 
We are quite aware of that. In fact the OECD guidance was partly based on the 
proposed iTSCi project activity of Channel Research. 
 
On the basis of the details that we have seen, the iTSCi does not appear to provide for 
such on the ground assessments.  The closest the documents we have seen come to 
referencing this kind of measure is in a diagram in an annex to the Phase 2 Project 
Outline.  In a column titled ‘potential for later audit’ there is a box labelled ‘plus 
random spot checks by mine observers’.  This box is not elaborated anywhere else in 
the document as far as we can see.  It is not immediately evident where the spot 
checks might take place, what they would consist of, how extensive and regular they 
would be and who the mine observers are.  Whatever the intended meaning, it is also 
unclear from this particular document whether this measure will definitely be 
included in the iTSCi scheme or is merely being listed as a potential future option. 
 
It was always envisaged as part of Phase 2 – hence, the reason it is shown on the 
Phase 2 diagrams. The precise details of methodology will not be finalised until after 
site visits by project staff which cannot be performed during the current mining 
suspension. 
 
The lack of attention to the issue of on the ground assessments under the provisions of 
the iTSCi raises the broader question of compliance with the draft OECD guidance.  
Based on our readings of both sets of plans, it appears that upstream and downstream 
companies relying on the iTSCi as the basis for their supply chain due diligence – 
even when the scheme is finally up and running – will not be in compliance with the 
OECD standards.   
 
I refer you once again to your 3 colleagues who attended the recent meeting in 
Nairobi and the 1.5 hour session where ITRI and industry members explained in detail 
how each section of the OECD guidance is satisfied by the iTSCi scheme, including, 
data collection, use of the model policy, examples of supplier contracts, risk 
assessment activities and auditing.   
 
Should you fail to recognise these points in your upcoming report it will again be a 
serious misrepresentation of the scheme. 
 
• Please could you let us know how you will address the problem of extortion in the 

minerals supply chain as a source of conflict financing?   



 
• Are members of ITRI / iTSCi currently trading in minerals that have benefited 

armed groups – whether state or non-state – via extortion? 
 
• Could you also tell us how members of ITRI / iTSCi will ensure they are in 

compliance with the OECD due diligence guidance?   
 
• Do you have any plans to amend the iTSCi scheme to make it compatible with 

OECD standards?  If not, please could you explain why? 
 
 
B) Delays 
 
As we have discussed previously, Global Witness believes that companies purchasing 
minerals sourced from eastern DRC should already be carrying out rigorous due 
diligence on their supply chains to make sure that they are not fuelling armed conflict 
and serious human rights abuses.  Our view is that companies that are not prepared to 
do this should not be purchasing these materials.  Some of the companies currently 
trading in or using minerals from eastern DRC have known for many years that there 
is a risk of their activities causing harm to the local population but, until very recently, 
have not even acknowledged that they have a responsibility to address this risk.   
 
We therefore do not believe it is credible for companies now to say that they need to 
be given additional years – not to mention sums of donor aid – to enable them to meet 
their most basic responsibilities.  It is possible for companies to start exercising due 
diligence on their supply chains with immediate effect and we have, as you know, 
published our own guidance on how this can be done.  For these reasons we have 
serious misgivings about an iTSCi scheme that – as discussed above – postpones 
commitments to tackle the underlying problem of conflict financing and associated 
human rights abuses. 
 
Please refer to previous remarks. The main delay is caused by the mining suspension. 
 
With regards to ITRI’s progress in meeting the timeframe it previously announced last 
year, you state that we have cited ‘extensive delays’.  This is an exaggeration of what 
we actually said in our letters to Motorola and other companies.  It is true, however 
that we have expressed concern about the impact of delays and we note that you, in 
your memo, acknowledge that delays have occurred. 
 
• Please could you explain the extent of the delays to the project’s implementation, 

and the nature of the ‘implementation issues’ and ‘logistical issues’ you refer to? 
 
• Could you provide us with details of the sites at which phase 2 is being piloted or 

implemented, as well as the additional sites you say are it will be expanded to in 
the next few months?  

 
• Please could you provide us with a detailed timeframe for the piloting and actual 

implementation of phases 2 and 3 of the scheme. 
 



This information is publicly available and has been discussed within the GEIRS group 
in which GW were invited to participate.  
 
C) Behaviour of government armed units 
 
We have yet to hear from ITRI an unambiguous commitment that participants in the 
scheme will exclude from the supply chain minerals from which members of 
government army units have illegally derived financing or other benefits.   
 
This commitment is necessary for the following reasons: 
 
• The army units that occupy mines and levy payments from the trade, contrary to 

DRC law, are often just as abusive as non-state armed groups.  Global Witness has 
recorded numerous cases of violent attacks, theft and extortion by members of the 
national army, targeting miners already on the verge of destitution. 

• The army’s involvement in the minerals trade is robbing the government – and 
Congolese citizens – of revenues which are sorely needed for development.   

• The military presence in and around mining areas deters investment by 
responsible companies. 

• Arguably most serious of all is the imminent threat the military involvement in the 
minerals trade poses to the stability of the region. The capacity of defected 
members of the CNDP armed group to make large amounts of money from the 
minerals sector is providing them with the financial means to go back to war if it 
suits them. Many of the commanders involved have a history of flipping from 
insurgency to alignment with the government and back again. The risk of 
payments by the minerals trade to army units funding another round of rebellion is 
very real. 

 
In your memo you write that ‘Phase 2 introduces a method to control the supply 
chain, sourcing and purchases in order to allow widespread issues of concern by any 
group to be addressed by immediate action or gradual mitigation; suitable reaction 
will be decided upon discussion with the local and international community as the 
project develops.’   
 
The paragraph that you quote above is fully in line with expected OECD guidance.  
 
This statement is ambiguous and does not amount to a commitment on the part of 
your members to tackle the problem of government armed units illegally engaging in 
and extorting from the mineral trade that we believe ITRI / iTSCi members need to 
make. 
 
• Please could you state clearly what is the policy of ITRI / iTSCi members 

regarding minerals that have financially benefited members of government army 
units illegally? 

 
• Are ITRI / iTSCi members currently trading in minerals that have financially 

benefited members of government army units illegally?  If so, please describe the 
extent of this problem and the measures that ITRI / the iTSCi is taking to address 
it. 

 



• One of the sites where iTSCi is piloting its Phase 2 is Bisie in Walikale District, 
where much of the mining area is controlled by government soldiers.   Global 
Witness research has found that government soldiers are also levying illegal 
payments from mineral traders along the transportation routes out of Bisie. Recent 
reports from the UN and other sources suggest that there is collaboration between 
government soldiers in Walikale and the FDLR armed group.  Which ITRI 
members are currently purchasing minerals that originate from Bisie?  Does ITRI 
consider that purchasing minerals originating from Bisie is acceptable?  If so, 
please explain why. 

 
Questions regarding ITRI members should be referred directly to those companies.  
 
 
D) Responsibility for implementation of the scheme 
 
We have a strong difference of opinion with ITRI on its assignment of roles in the 
iTSCi to government agencies for two main reasons.  The first is that we believe that, 
in a high risk situation like eastern DRC, where negligent sourcing practices by 
companies can cause very considerable harm to local people, undertaking due 
diligence is entirely the responsibility of the companies concerned.  This reflects the 
thinking of UN Special Representative on Business and Human Rights John Ruggie 
on due diligence, as well as the standards laid out in the draft OECD Guidance.  This 
principle does not prevent the companies pooling resources or contracting additional 
expertise to help them meet their individual due diligence responsibilities.  However it 
does mean that companies cannot offload onto state agencies or other parties the 
responsibility for making sure the due diligence is carried out to the necessary high 
standard.   
 
Project staff support and assist the Government agencies.  
 
It is naïve to assume that companies will be allowed to operate and carry out the 
activities required for due diligence in any country without involvement of, and 
support from, the relevant Government. 
 
The second very practical reason is that in conflict-affected regions, the state agencies 
involved in overseeing the natural resources sectors face huge challenges in 
exercising their basic functions.  In the case of eastern DRC, these are well-
documented.  In our view it is not at all realistic to think that these same agencies will 
be able to move rapidly from a situation in which they are struggling to fulfil their 
responsibilities to the government and the Congolese citizenry to one in which they 
are not only exercising these functions successfully, but also performing a range of 
management and oversight functions on behalf of ITRI member companies. 
 
All Government agencies performed successfully during the pilot project of Phase 2.  
 
We have suggested in our own guidance paper a means of companies carrying out due 
diligence in eastern Congo that does not require the allocation of responsibilities to 
state agencies.  It seems very likely that OECD will make a similar set of 
recommendations in its Guidance. 
 



We shall await and evaluate the final OECD guidance when available. 
 
• Do ITRI / iTSCi members accept that they are solely responsible for carrying out 

proper due diligence on their supply chains to prevent their purchasing practices 
fuelling conflict and human rights abuses?  If not, please explain why. 

 
• How will ITRI / iTSCi deal with any breakdown in the functions of its scheme 

that relate to lack of capacity on the part of state agencies such as SAESSCAM? 
 
 
E) Independent monitoring 
 
We have serious doubts about both the scope of the monitoring the iTSCi scheme 
appears to provide for, as well as its quality. 
 
Please refer to comments relating to the Channel Research risk and auditing aspect of 
the project above. Should you have further questions please contact them directly. 
 
From the iTSCi materials that we have reviewed, as well the points made in your 
recent memo, it appears that the only kind of monitoring that ITRI currently has in 
place concerns review of Phase I documentation, which consists of the completion 
and submission of forms by exporters.  This appears to be very narrow in scope and 
does not encompass any cross-checking of the data with actual conditions on the 
ground.   In our view this cannot be considered to be a robust system of independent 
monitoring.   
 
Please refer to previous comments.  
 
This has also been discussed during GEIRS meetings in which GW chose not to 
participate.  
 
Our concern about the quality of the review of the Phase I documentation relates to 
statements that you made at the EICC meeting in Boston in April at which you 
presented the iTSCi scheme.  At this meeting you said that you had asked an 
international auditing firm to examine the Phase 1 documentation but that this firm 
had refused to allow ITRI to use their name or describe their review as an audit.  This 
raises questions as to the rigour with which this review exercise had been carried out. 
 
• Please could you tell us why the company reviewing the ITRI documentation 

refused to allow ITRI to use its name or to describe the review as an audit? 
 
• Could you describe what this independent documentary check consists of and the 

identity and credentials of the party carrying it out? 
 

The first year Phase 1 documentary check has been completed by SGS, a well known 
and respected international inspection body. 
 
The auditing issue has been discussed during GEIRS meetings in which GW chose 
not to participate.  
 



• Could you also describe the activity relating to auditing of Phase 2 which you say 
is already underway?  

 
• We are encouraged to hear that you have commissioned the development of an on 

the ground monitoring system.  We would welcome details of the nature and 
scope of this monitoring system and the identity and credentials of the company 
devising it.  We would be particularly interested to know how it will identify 
instances of state or non-state armed group extortion in the supply chain and what 
action ITRI will take when such problems are detected.  Please let us know if you 
would like us to provide you or the company concerned with suggestions on how 
this system could be developed. 

 
As noted above, Channel Research requested, but have not received GW input, as 
early as September 2010.  
 
• Will the results of the auditing and monitoring you refer to in your memo be 

published?  If so, will they be published in their entirety or in edited form?  
 
• Do you have any further monitoring or auditing processes planned or in place?  If 

so, please could you tell us what they consist of and the identity and credentials of 
the parties carrying them out? 

 
 
F) Further questions 
 
We have some additional questions about the progress of the iTSCi and would be 
grateful for your responses. 
 
• How many people are based in Bisie working on the iTSCi pilot project? Are they 

all employees of ITRI?  If not, who employs them? What precisely do they do? 
Where precisely are they based within the Bisie area? 

 
• Given that there is a heavy presence of soldiers in Bisie – many of them mining or 

taxing illegally – how do the iTSCi staff carry out their work without their 
security being threatened?  Have they encountered any threats to their security so 
far? 

 
• In August this year Africa Confidential published an article concerning cassiterite 

from Nyabibwe and the work of the iTSCi scheme (the relevant passage is quoted 
below).  Please could you comment on this article and let us know whether you 
consider it an accurate account of what occurred?  In particular, is it true that only 
a dozen out of 170 bags leaving Nyabibwe reached Bukavu?  If so, please could 
you tell us why this happened?   

 
Input of data into the database is not yet complete due to the suspension. However, 
this report does not appear to be based on any recognisable facts available to us. 

‘The tin industry's lobby, the International Tin Research Institute, runs a Tin 
Supply Chain Initiative pilot project, which puts tags on sacks at a mine in South 
Kivu and plans to start doing the same at Bisie this month. The ITRI, funded by 



smelters and buyers (mistrusted by lobbyists), offers the only scheme that would 
put people inside the actual mines. Yet the industry would be certifying its own 
products for export, without independent auditors. One effort showed that of 170 
bags that left the South Kivu Nyabibwe tagging site, only a dozen reached 
Bukavu.)’ 

• Has cassiterite tagged as part of the iTSCi Phase 2 already been exported to ITRI 
members?  If so, please could you let us know how much has been tagged and 
how much has been exported, on what dates and to which companies?  How much 
of this material has already reached the companies? 

•  
• When will ITRI be publishing the results of the iTSCi Phase 2 pilot project?  

What form will this publication take?  Do you plan regular published updates on 
the iTSCi scheme’s progress? 
 

• With regards to Rwanda, do you have plans to introduce the iTSCi to sites other 
than the Rutongo mines? 
 

• Please could you outline ITRI’s plans for expanding the iTSCi scheme to 
Katanga? 

Publicly available information on these points has been provided in press releases, 
during general meetings and the GEIRS meetings.  

There is currently no project activity in the DRC. 

I would be grateful for your response to the issues raised in this letter as soon as 
possible and within 7 days so that we can make any changes to the relevant section of 
our report in order to reflect your position.   
 
I am not sure why you were unable to locate the answers to a number of these 
questions in the report from Estelle Levin that I recommended that you revisited. 
Please refer again to that report and the section on iTSCi starting on page 21.  
 
For your convenience I copy below (on the following page) the summary table. Please 
note especially items 16 and 17 on Phase 2 risk monitoring and audit.   
 
 
Best regards 
 
Mike Davis 
 
 



 

 

 


	ITRI comments on GW 'the hill belongs to them' report dec 2010_with appended.pdf
	ITRI comments on GW 'the hill belongs to them' report dec 2010.pdf
	MSC reply letter sept 2010
	FEC South Kivu
	Global Witness response_ITRI comments
	101031 Global Witness response_ITRI comments

	GW comments sept 2010
	101031 Global Witness response_ITRI comments

