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Complying with the SEC’s Conflict Minerals Rule: 
An Overview for Compliance Professionals

By Michael R. Littenberg and Farzad F. Damania837

Overview of the Conflict Minerals Rule
On August 22, 2012, the United States Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) adopted Rule 
13p-1838 under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as required by Section 1502 of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act. Rule 13p-1 and Form SD adopted pursuant to that 
rule, which are together commonly referred to as the Conflict Minerals Rule, require public com-
panies to determine whether tin, tantalum, tungsten or gold are contained in the products that they 
manufacture or contract to manufacture and, if they are contained in the products, whether they are 
necessary to their functionality or production. If so, the company must take steps to determine and 
make specified disclosures concerning, among other things, the source of the minerals. Heightened 
due diligence and reporting is required to the extent that the conflict minerals originate in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) or one of its adjoining countries.

The rule is intended to reduce a significant source of funding for armed groups that are committing 
human rights abuses particularly in the eastern DRC.

At press time, the rule remained subject to legal challenge. Given the evolving nature of conflict min-
erals regulation, compliance professionals are urged to seek specialist advice when constructing and 
implementing their compliance programs.

Companies Affected by the Rule
The rule potentially applies to all reporting companies other than investment companies. All compa-
nies that file reports with the SEC under Section 13(a) or 15(d) of the Exchange Act, including foreign 
private issuers, emerging growth companies, smaller reporting companies and voluntary filers are 
subject to the rule. The rule, however, does not apply to OTCQX839 International and other issuers 
that are exempt from Exchange Act reporting pursuant to Rule 12g3-2(b) under the Exchange Act. 

837 Michael R. Littenberg is a partner at Ropes & Gray LLP. He authored this piece while a partner at Schulte Roth &
Zabel LLP. Michael has been especially active in advising companies on the SEC’s Conflict Minerals Rule. In addition to
his client work in that area, he frequently speaks at programs on and is the most widely quoted and published attorney 
in the United States on the rule. Farzad F. Damania is a special counsel at Schulte Roth & Zabel LLP, where his 
practice focuses on capital markets and securities law, mergers and acquisitions and general corporate law. Farzad 
also advises public and private companies on the SEC’s Conflict Minerals Rule. 
838 The Final Rule (17 CFR § 240 and 249b) can be downloaded here: http://www.sec.gov/rules/
final/2012/34-67716.pdf.
839 OTCQX offers global exchange listed companies an entry to the U.S. public markets, without the duplicative 
regulatory costs required of listing on a traditional U.S. exchange.
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The rule applies to not only the public registrant, but also to all of its consolidated subsidiaries. In this 
chapter, the term “company” generally refers to a company and its consolidated subsidiaries.
Mining activities are not covered by the rule, and companies engaged solely in activities commonly 
associated with mining, such as transporting, crushing and milling ore, do not have any reporting 
obligations under the rule.

Given the broad applicability and scope of the rule, even if a public company ultimately does not have 
a reporting obligation under the rule, it first must still determine whether it uses conflict minerals in 
a way that triggers the application of the rule. 

Private companies that are acquired by public companies and newly public companies can take 
advantage of a transition period before they are subject to the rule. The rule provides that a public 
company that acquires a non-reporting company does not have to report on the acquired company’s 
in-scope products until the calendar year that begins no sooner than eight months after the effective 
date of the acquisition. For example, if a public company acquires a private company during July 
2014, it would not be required to report on the acquired company’s conflict minerals usage until cal-
endar 2016. The staff of the SEC has stated in an FAQ that it will not object if a newly public company 
begins reporting on conflict minerals usage on this same timetable.

Although private companies are not directly subject to the rule, they are indirectly affected by the 
rule to the extent that they are part of a public company’s supply chain and will therefore need to 
follow many of the same compliance procedures as public companies. Public companies that do not 
have a filing obligation under the rule also may be subject to similar customer requirements. 

Filing Requirements
SEC reporting companies with in-scope products are required to file a Form SD with the SEC. 
Affected public companies must file a Form SD annually by May 31st of each year, covering the most 
recently completed calendar year.

Failure to timely file a Form SD does not affect a company’s eligibility to use Form S-3. Furthermore, 
the Form SD will not be incorporated by reference into a company’s registration statements under the 
Securities Act unless the company so elects.

Conflict Minerals Defined
The term “conflict minerals” is defined in the rule. It refers to gold and cassiterite, columbite-tanta-
lite (also known as coltan), wolframite and three specified derivatives: tin, tantalum and tungsten. 
The minerals covered by the rule are referred to frequently as the “three Ts and gold” or “3TG.” The 
rule targets these particular minerals because of their connection at the time the rule was adopted to 
armed groups committing human rights abuses in the DRC and certain of its adjoining countries. 

Additional minerals or their derivatives may be added to the definition if the U.S. Secretary of State 
determines that they are financing conflict in the DRC or any of its adjoining countries.
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Covered Countries
The rule is focused on the DRC and its adjoining countries, which are: 

 (1) Angola
 (2) Burundi
 (3) Central African Republic 
 (4) the Republic of the Congo 
 (5) Rwanda
 (6) South Sudan
 (7) Tanzania 
 (8) Uganda 
 (9) Zambia
The DRC and its adjoining countries are often referred to as the “covered countries.”

A Compliance Roadmap
The rule requires companies to conduct up to a three-step inquiry. The results of each of the first 
two steps will determine whether the company is required to continue to the next step. In almost all 
cases, companies will require assistance from their suppliers to obtain the information they need for 
purposes of complying with the rule. Most companies circulate questionnaires to their suppliers or 
use an equivalent software solution to obtain the information. The Conflict-Free Sourcing Initiative 
(CFSI), an initiative of the Electronic Industry Citizenship Coalition (EICC) and the Global e-Sus-
tainability Initiative (GeSI), has put together a complimentary supplier questionnaire template that 
companies can use. Although some companies customize the questionnaire, they usually use the 
CFSI template questions as a basis for their customized questionnaires.

Step 1: Determining Whether the Company’s Activities and Products are Covered by 
the Rule
Step 1 of the inquiry involves determining whether conflict minerals are contained in products that 
are manufactured or contracted to be manufactured by the company and, if so, whether those con-
flict minerals are necessary to the functionality or production of the products. If they are not, the 
company has no obligation to file a Form SD or conduct further inquiries under the rule. Further-
more, any out-of-scope conflict minerals and products are excluded from a company’s reporting 
obligations under the rule.

All companies addressing compliance with the rule for the first time should conduct a thorough 
internal review for potentially in-scope products. In addition, all companies will need to review new 
or modified products to determine whether they are in-scope. 

1. Determining Product Status. The rule does not contain a definition of “product,” although the 
SEC has provided some guidance as to what constitutes a product.
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The SEC has indicated in an FAQ that, for purposes of the rule, capital equipment, such as tools and 
machines, or other equipment used in the manufacture of products that is resold is not a product of 
the manufacturer of the products produced with the equipment.

A question that arises for some service businesses is whether physical items related to providing the 
service are products within the meaning of the rule. The SEC has provided some guidance in this 
regard, noting that a company is not required to report on conflict minerals contained in equipment 
that it manufactures or contracts to manufacture to the extent that the equipment is used for a service 
provided by the company and the equipment:

 (1) is retained by the service provider; 
 (2) is to be returned to the service provider; or
 (3) is intended to be abandoned by the customer following the terms of service.
2. Inclusion of Conflict Minerals in the Product. For a product to be in-scope, the conflict minerals 
must be contained in the product. There is no de minimis exception or threshold amount of conflict 
minerals that must be present in a product. Even trace amounts of conflict minerals can trigger the 
application of the rule.

The materials content of a product is not always obvious from a visual inspection. As part of its 
determination, a company often will review materials content data forms, supplier declaration 
forms, engineering specifications, bills of material and/or product part codes. Companies often will 
need to reach out to suppliers for information on the 3TG content in the product components that 
they supply.

The SEC has indicated in an FAQ that packaging or containers used in the display, transport or sale 
of a product are not considered part of the product. This is the case even if the packaging is necessary 
to preserve the product up to and following the product’s purchase. However, packaging and contain-
ers are considered to be a product to the extent that the company manufactures and sells packaging 
or containers independent of the product that is ultimately included in the manufactured packaging 
or container.

Equipment and tools used to manufacture a product are not in-scope for purposes of the rule, even if 
the equipment or tools contain conflict minerals, since the conflict minerals must be included in the 
product itself to be in-scope.

Similarly, a conflict mineral that is a catalyst in the production process of a product is not in-scope if 
it is eliminated in its entirety during the production process.

3. Manufacture and Contract to Manufacture. The rule does not define what it means to “manufac-
ture” a product. In the Adopting Release to the rule (for brevity, these are collectively referred to as 
the “rule” in this article), the SEC indicates that it believes that the meaning of this term is generally 
understood.

The SEC has acknowledged that what it means to “contract to manufacture” a product is not always 
intuitive. It has provided guidance regarding the term’s meaning, although the analysis is depen-
dent on the facts and circumstances surrounding the company’s business and industry. Whether a 
company has contracted to manufacture a product depends upon the degree of influence it exercised 
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over the materials, parts, ingredients or components included in the product. Simply having any 
influence over the manufacturing does not result in a company having contracted to manufacture a 
product. For example, the SEC has indicated that a mobile phone service provider that specifies to a 
third party manufacturer that phones must be able to function on a certain network has not exerted 
enough influence to be considered to have contracted to manufacture the phones. However, substan-
tial influence is not required and it is not necessary for a company to specify the inclusion of a con-
flict mineral to have the requisite level of influence over the manufacturing of the product.

In the rule, the SEC indicates that a company has not contracted to manufacture a product if it did no 
more than:

 (1) specify or negotiate contractual terms with a manufacturer that do not directly relate to the 
manufacturing of the product, such as price, warranty, delivery or indemnity terms;

 (2) affix its brand, mark, logo or label to a generic product manufactured by a third party 
(including, as indicated in an FAQ, contracting to have one’s logo etched on to a generic 
product); or

 (3) service, maintain or repair a product manufactured by a third party.
Off-the-shelf components with conflict minerals content that are included in a higher-level product 
are considered to be in-scope for purposes of the rule. The application of the rule is not limited to the 
product components that the company manufactures or contracts to manufacture.

4. Necessary to the Functionality or Production. Even if a product contains conflict minerals, the 
minerals and the product will not be in-scope unless the conflict minerals are necessary to either the 
functionality or production of the product. This requires a facts and circumstances determination. 
According to the SEC, in making this determination, a company should consider:

 (1) whether the conflict mineral is contained in or intentionally added to the product and is not 
a naturally occurring by-product;

 (2) whether it is necessary to the product’s generally expected function, use or purpose; and
 (3) if the mineral is incorporated for purposes of ornamentation, decoration, or embellishment, 

whether the primary purpose of the product is ornamentation or decoration.
5. Transition Rule. Conflict minerals are excluded from compliance if they were “outside the supply 
chain” prior to January 31, 2013. Conflict minerals are treated as outside the supply chain if they were 
smelted or refined prior to that date or they were outside of a covered country.

Step 2: Conducting a Reasonable Country of Origin Inquiry and the Form SD Filing
If, after completing its Step 1 inquiry, a company determines that a particular product is in-scope, it 
must then proceed on to Step 2 with respect to that product and the in-scope conflict minerals con-
tained in the product.

Step 2 requires a company to conduct a “reasonable country of origin inquiry” to determine whether 
the conflict minerals originated in the DRC or one of the other covered countries or are from recycled 
or scrap sources.
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Recycled and scrap conflict minerals are treated differently under the rule because a company will 
not be able to trace their origin back as far as newly-mined minerals. Conflict minerals are consid-
ered to be from recycled or scrap sources if they are from recycled metals, which are reclaimed end-
user or post-consumer products, or scrap processed metals created during product manufacturing. 
Recycled metal includes excess, obsolete, defective and scrap metal materials that contain refined 
or processed metals that are appropriate to recycle in the production of conflict minerals. Minerals 
that are partially processed, unprocessed or a by-product from another ore are not considered to 
be recycled.

The rule does not contain a bright-line standard for conducting the reasonable country of origin 
inquiry. What constitutes a reasonable inquiry for a particular company will depend upon various 
factors, such as the company’s size, its products, its relationship with suppliers and its supply chain 
visibility at the time.

The inquiry must be reasonably designed to determine whether any of the company’s in-scope con-
flict minerals originated in a covered country or are from recycled or scrap sources. The rule also 
requires that the inquiry be performed in good faith. The inquiry does not require the company to 
establish with certainty the origin of the conflict minerals.

The reasonable country of origin inquiry may be satisfied by obtaining reasonably reliable representa-
tions indicating the facility at which the conflict minerals were processed and that demonstrate that 
the minerals did not originate in a covered country or that they came from recycled or scrap sources. 
These representations can come directly from the processing facility or from intermediate suppliers, 
but the company must have a reason to believe that the representations are true and correct given the 
circumstances surrounding them. A company is not necessarily required to receive representations 
covering all of its conflict minerals in order to make a country of origin determination, although 
the rule does not contain bright line guidance as to what constitutes an appropriate response level to 
support the determination.

A company can stop at Step 2 of the inquiry with respect to particular products and/or conflict min-
erals contained therein if:

 (1) it affirmatively determines that the conflict minerals originated outside the covered coun-
tries or came from recycled or scrap sources; or

 (2) based on its reasonable country of origin inquiry, it has no reason to believe that the conflict 
minerals may have originated in a covered country or it reasonably believes that the conflict 
minerals are from recycled or scrap sources.

However, the company must file a Form SD that discloses its determination and briefly describes its 
reasonable country of origin inquiry. The company also is required to include the disclosure on its 
website and include a link to its website disclosure in the Form SD.

Step 3: Due Diligence and the Conflict Minerals Report
The rule requires a company to conduct due diligence on the origin of conflict minerals and provide 
additional disclosure if, based on the company’s reasonable country of origin inquiry, it knows that 
the conflict minerals originated in a covered country and were not from recycled or scrap sources, or 
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if it has reason to believe that the conflict minerals may have originated in a covered country and that 
they may not be from recycled or scrap sources.

The rule requires Step 3 due diligence to be conducted in conformance with a nationally or interna-
tionally recognized due diligence framework. At the present time, the only framework that satisfies 
this requirement is the framework developed by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD). The OECD framework is contained in its Due Diligence Guidance for Respon-
sible Supply Chains of Minerals from Conflict-Affected and High-Risk Areas (Guidance).840 The 
OECD framework consists of the following five steps:

 (1) establish strong company management systems; 
 (2) identify and assess risks in the supply chain;
 (3) design and implement a strategy to respond to identified risks;
 (4) carry out an independent third-party audit of supply chain diligence at identified points in 

the supply chain; and
 (5) report on the supply chain due diligence.
More granular detail is contained in the Guidance and the related supplements, one of which covers 
tin, tantalum and tungsten, and the other of which covers gold. As is the case with the rule, the appli-
cation of the Guidance depends upon a company’s particular facts and circumstances and presents 
many interpretive questions. The application of the Guidance also depends upon a company’s partic-
ular location in the supply chain.

If, after its Step 3 due diligence, a company determines that its conflict minerals either (1) did not 
originate in a covered country or (2) came from recycled or scrap sources, it only must file a Form SD 
that indicates its determination and briefly describes its Step 2 reasonable country of origin inquiry 
and Step 3 due diligence efforts and the results of those efforts and otherwise satisfy the Form SD and 
website disclosure requirements applicable to the Step 2 inquiry.

If the company’s Step 3 due diligence leads to any other conclusion, the company must prepare a 
Conflict Minerals Report (CMR), as described below.

The Conflict Minerals Report
The CMR must describe the measures that the company took to exercise due diligence on the source 
and chain of custody of the applicable conflict minerals. The CMR also should contain a description 
of any of the company’s products that have not been found to be “DRC conflict free” as a result of its 
due diligence, although, as discussed below, companies are not currently required to use the term 
“not been found to be ‘DRC conflict free.’” Companies have latitude as to how they describe products 
that have not been found to be DRC conflict free, depending upon the company’s particular facts and 
circumstances. The description is not required to include product model numbers.

840 Download the Guidance here: http://www.oecd.org/daf/inv/mne/GuidanceEdition2.pdf.
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In addition, the CMR generally must indicate, to the extent known, the smelter or refiner used to 
process the conflict minerals, their country of origin and the efforts used to determine the mine or 
location of origin with the greatest possible specificity.

The CMR must be filed as an exhibit to the Form SD and made available on the company’s website.

On April 14, 2014, the Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit held that the requirement of the rule 
that, under certain circumstances, companies must indicate that products have “not been found to be 
‘DRC conflict free’” is compelled speech that violates the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.

Following the court’s decision, on April 29, 2014, the SEC issued a statement (Statement) in which it 
indicated that companies are not required to identify products as “DRC conflict free,” having “not 
been found to be ‘DRC conflict free’” or “DRC conflict undeterminable.” The labeling requirements 
contained in the rule as adopted are discussed in the sections that follow.

In its Statement, the SEC also indicated that, pending further action, an independent private sec-
tor audit (IPSA) of the CMR will not be required unless a company voluntarily elects to describe a 
product as “DRC conflict free” in its CMR. The audit requirement under the rule is discussed fur-
ther below.

A petition for panel rehearing of the court’s decision was granted by the D.C. Circuit Court of 
Appeals on November 18, 2014. At press time, a decision had not been reached by the panel.

The rule itself has not been amended to give effect to the court’s decision or the SEC’s subsequent 
Statement. Accordingly, these developments must be taken into account when applying the rule.

DRC Conflict Free Products. A product is DRC conflict free if the conflict minerals contained in the 
product have not directly or indirectly financed or benefited an armed group that has perpetrated 
serious human rights abuses, as identified in the U.S. Department of State’s annual Country Reports 
on Human Rights Practices relating to the covered countries. Conflict minerals from recycled or 
scrap sources are considered to be DRC conflict free.

If a company determines that the conflict minerals in its applicable products did not directly or indi-
rectly finance or benefit an armed group in a covered country, it may describe the products as DRC 
conflict free. A company is not, however, required to disclose those products in its CMR. As indicated 
above, if a company elects to describe products as DRC conflict free in its CMR, the IPSA require-
ment of the rule must be complied with.

Products That Have Not Been Found to be DRC Conflict Free. If a company determines that con-
flict minerals in its products did directly or indirectly finance or benefit an armed group in a covered 
country, under the rule as adopted, it must describe the products containing those minerals as having 
not been found to be DRC conflict free. As discussed above, this requirement has been modified by 
the decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals and the SEC’s subsequent Statement. 

If a company is unable to determine the source of the conflict minerals, the rule as adopted also 
requires it to describe the products as having not been found to be DRC conflict free, although it is 
permitted to include explanatory disclosure explaining what DRC conflict free means and why the 
company is unable to say that the products meet the definition. As discussed below, under the rule 
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as adopted, for a transition period, a company can instead treat products as “DRC conflict unde-
terminable.”

DRC Conflict Undeterminable Designation. Under the rule as adopted, during a transition period, 
a company that has conducted due diligence under Step 3 may describe a product as “DRC conflict 
undeterminable,” rather than as having not been found to be DRC conflict free, if it is unable to 
determine, after conducting its due diligence, whether the product is DRC conflict free. The transi-
tion period is through calendar 2014 for all public companies and through calendar 2016 for smaller 
reporting companies. Even though not required to do so as a result of the SEC’s Statement, companies 
may continue to use the DRC conflict undeterminable designation and some did so in their filings for 
calendar 2013. 

A company with undeterminable products still is required to conduct due diligence and prepare a 
CMR, although, under the rule as adopted, an IPSA is not required during the transition period. The 
company must disclose in the CMR information similar to that required for other products contain-
ing conflict minerals that are subject to Step 3, to the extent that information is known, as well as the 
steps that it has taken or will take, if any, since the end of the period covered in its most recent prior 
CMR, to mitigate the risk that its necessary conflict minerals may benefit armed groups, including 
any steps to improve its due diligence.

A product cannot be treated as DRC conflict undeterminable if it also contains conflict minerals that 
the company knows directly or indirectly financed or benefited a covered country armed group.

The Conflict Minerals Report Audit. Subject to the temporary DRC conflict undeterminable exemp-
tion discussed above and the SEC’s Statement, portions of the CMR must be audited. The objective of 
the IPSA is to express an opinion or conclusion as to whether, for the applicable calendar year:

(1) the design of the due diligence measures set forth in the CMR is in conformity in all mate-
rial respects with the criteria set forth in the recognized due diligence framework used by the 
company; and

(2) the company’s description of the due diligence measures that it performed is consistent with the 
due diligence process that it undertook.

The IPSA does not cover the company’s conclusions with respect to the source of the conflict minerals 
contained in its products.

The IPSA must be performed in accordance with existing Government Auditing Standards estab-
lished by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and can take the form of either a perfor-
mance audit or an attestation audit. In addition, the auditor must comply with the independence 
standards established by the GAO. A reporting company may use its financial statement auditor to 
perform the IPSA, although this would be considered a non-audit service and therefore subject to the 
audit committee pre-approval requirements pertaining to non-audit services. Performance audits can 
be performed by auditors who are not certified public accountants.

2016-complete-manual-book.indb   501 12/1/15   2:36 PM

Excerpted from The Complete Compliance and Ethics Manual–2016 
Copyright 2016, Society of Corporate Compliance and Ethics. Reprinted with permission.



5.502 The Complete Compliance and Ethics Manual (2016)

The Calendar 2014 Compliance Program
First‑time Filers. Companies that are new to conflict minerals compliance should keep in mind that 
establishing and operating a conflict minerals compliance program is a complicated endeavor for 
many companies. It requires greater internal and external coordination than most other legal compli-
ance requirements. The internal team requires representatives from many functions, including from 
legal, procurement, manufacturing, engineering, finance, information technology and internal audit, 
as well as divisional and business line participation for companies that have multiple divisions and 
business lines. Many companies also require outside consultants, such as legal and IT consultants, to 
help them meet their compliance requirements under the rule. As discussed earlier, companies also 
need the input and cooperation of their supply chain to gather the information required for compli-
ance with the rule.

The rule not only requires companies to gather and evaluate information on their conflict minerals 
sourcing and publicly report on the same, but also to put in place compliance policies, practices and 
procedures and systems that support this effort. 

Due to the potential complexity of the compliance process, it is recommended that companies that 
are new to Conflict Minerals Rule compliance begin their compliance efforts by putting together a 
compliance plan for addressing the requirements of the rule from inception of the program through 
the initial filing and beyond. This will enable the company to more efficiently and effectively meet 
its compliance obligations under the rule. Given the enhanced supply-chain visibility that is likely to 
occur over time and the evolving nature of the requirements, interpretations and market practices in 
this area, flexibility should be built into the compliance program.

Existing Filers. Companies that already made filings for calendar 2013 should, at a minimum, 
continue to build out and refine their compliance procedures for calendar 2014. For example, many 
companies still need to put in place some of the elements of their OECD due diligence framework.

Existing filers also should expect changes to their disclosure for calendar 2014 to reflect, among other 
things, enhancements to their compliance program, emerging best practices and increased supply 
chain visibility. 

Other Legislative Developments in the U.S., Canada and the EU
Some U.S. state governments have enacted legislation relating to conflict minerals. In California, 
companies that commit certain violations of the rule are barred from submitting to California state 
agencies bids to provide goods or services related to products or services that come within the scope 
of the rule. In Maryland, state agencies are prohibited from obtaining supplies from companies that 
violate the rule.

At the municipal level, the Pittsburgh City Council has passed a proclamation calling for electronics 
companies specifically, and other industries generally, to remove minerals from conflict sources from 
their supply chains. St. Petersburg, Florida, has passed a resolution to favor verifiably conflict-free 
products in future municipal purchasing and investment decisions.
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In March 2013, a bill was introduced in the Canadian House of Commons proposing a Canadian 
Conflict Minerals Act. The proposed act would have required Canadian companies to exercise due 
diligence with respect to conflict minerals sourced from the Great Lakes Region of Africa. In some 
respects, the proposed Canadian Act was broader than the U.S. Conflict Minerals Rule. The bill 
proposing the Act was voted on and rejected by the Canadian House of Commons during its second 
reading in September 2014.

During March 2014, the European Commission (EC) released a draft regulation on responsible con-
flict minerals sourcing. The proposed EC regulation takes a different approach than the U.S. Conflict 
Minerals Rule. The regulation proposes a voluntary self-certification scheme focused on importers of 
3TG, rather than manufacturers or sellers of finished goods. There are other significant differences 
between the proposed EC regulation and the U.S. rule. Among other things, the proposed regulation 
would apply to minerals sourced from conflict-affected and high-risk areas worldwide, not just from 
the DRC region. In order to be adopted, the proposed regulation requires the approval of the Euro-
pean Parliament.

Given the evolving regulation of conflict minerals, companies should set up a flexible compliance 
program that can be modified to include additional minerals, conflict regions and business activities.
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