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I. PURPOSE
The primary purpose of this evaluation is to 
provide an independent assessment of conflict 
mineral software service providers available 
on the market that were listed in Public SEC 
2015 filings for conflict minerals. Intertek 
prides itself on being a leader in the global 
compliance solution provider industry.

As a service leader in the global compliance space, Intertek systematically evaluated software solutions 
used for Dodd Frank 1502 Compliance. This evaluation was conducted as part of due diligence on behalf 
of Intertek’s customers, asking for conflict minerals software provider referrals. The study saw researchers 
analyze all public conflict mineral data filed with the SEC during the 2015 filing period.

The research team analyzed the following criteria:

•	 Frequency a software provider was named in the filings

•	 Benchmark of where companies using a specific service provider scored in comparison to all filers

•	 Size of the company’s supply chain managed by the software provider

•	 Completion rates achieved by companies when working with the software provider

Based on the analyzed criteria, the research team was able to benchmark the named software providers 
into what Intertek felt was a comprehensive evaluation, and placed each provider into a quadrant.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

   II. BACKGROUND
Intertek utilizes the Assent Compliance 
platform and wanted to validate that it was 
utilizing a “best-in-class” software solution for 
its customer base. In order to provide a quality 
conflict minerals program, Intertek wanted to 
pair a software platform to its resource base 
that would allow our customers to meet SEC 
requirements for their conflict minerals filing. 
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A. DATA
By August 1, 2015, 1,267 issuers had filed a 
Conflict Mineral Disclosure (CMD) with the 
SEC for reporting year 2014. These filings 
comprised the data set which was evaluated.

B. SPECIFICATION OF APPROACH 
& RESEARCH DESIGN 

Intertek reviewed each of the 1,267 Conflict 
Mineral Disclosures filed with the SEC. Each of 
these filings was then reviewed for:

•	 Software Vendor Named | Vendor Name  
| # of citations

•	 Size of supply chain | # of suppliers

•	 Completion percentage | % listed

•	 Rating for Good Practice Indicator (GPI) #4 
| Software Vendor Named | Average Score

•	 Rating for GPI #5 | Software Vendor 
Named | Average Score

This data was then cross-referenced with Dr. 
Chris Bayer of Tulane University’s 2015 study1. 
The study allows Intertek to determine where 
companies who used specific service providers 

were benchmarked in terms of compliance 
based scores, good practices score and 
program size.

•	 Company Name: Compliance Score #/100 
| Good Practice Score #/100 | Blended 
Score # / 100

Searches were conducted on the following 
vendors (in alphabetical order):

•	 3E Company
•	 Assent Compliance
•	 iPoint Solution
•	 GreenSoft
•	 Metricstream
•	 Source Intelligence
•	 SupplierSoft

C. EVALUATION TEAM AND  
DATA QUALITY CONTROL

A team of Intertek staff were responsible for 
the filings review and data collection. Final 
results were then tabulated collectively and 
reviewed by senior Intertek management (see 
Figure 1.5).

III. METHODS & IMPLEMENTATION

FINDINGS

Of the vendors listed, only three were listed 
more than five times by any issuer: Assent 
Compliance, iPoint Solutions and Source 
Intelligence. These providers were listed on 
more than 20 conflict mineral reports, with no 

vendor exceeding 30 conflict mineral report 
listings. This enables an even sample set from 
which to compare aggregated conflict minerals 
filer results for each vendor.

 1 - Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
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GOOD PRACTICE SCORE
The Good Practice Score takes the average 
Good Practice Scores from Chris Bayer’s 
Conflict Minerals Benchmarking Study2 (see 
Appendix C) for issuers who named a specific 
software provider and creates an average 
Good Practice Score for issuers who used that 
software provider.

COMPLIANCE SCORE
The Compliance Score takes the average 
Compliance Scores from Chris Bayer’s Conflict 
Minerals Benchmarking Study3 (see 
Appendix A & B) for issuers who named 
a specific software provider and creates an 
average Compliance Score for issuers who 
used that software provider.

BLENDED SCORE
The Blended Score takes the average Blended 
Scores from Chris Bayer’s Conflict Minerals 
Benchmarking Study4 for issuers who named 
a specific software provider and creates an 
average Blended Score for issuers who used 
that software provider (see figure 1.4).

AVERAGE SUPPLIER COUNT
The Average Supplier Count was calculated 
using supplier count disclosure figures directly 
from issuer’s Conflict Minerals Reports. It should 

be noted that not all companies using a software 
provider disclosed their supplier count (see 
Figure 1.3).

TOTAL SUPPLIERS SURVEYED
The Total Suppliers Surveyed was calculated 
by adding up the total supplier count numbers 
disclosed on issuer’s Conflict Minerals Reports.

SUPPLIER ENGAGEMENT RATING
This figure was determined by taking the average 
issuer score for Good Practice Indicator #4 and 
converting it to a percentage (see Figure 1.1 
& 1.2).Good Practice Indicator #4 measures a 
company’s effectiveness and completeness in its 
approach to supplier engagement for conflict 
minerals.

DATA QUALITY RATING
This figure was determined by taking the average 
issuer score for Good Practice Indicator #5 and 
converting it to a percentage (see Figure 1.5). 
Good Practice Indicator #5 measures a com-
pany’s activities affecting data quality, including 
data validation, due diligence, risk identification, 
and risk mitigation.

Please see Figure 1.0 for the average results of 
each vendor’s clients:

SCORING CRITERIA

2 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
3 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
4 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
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Good Practice Score 64 56 58

Compliance Score 88 88 83

Blended 75 72 70

Average Supplier Count 2590 550 350

Total Suppliers Surveyed 41400 7100 5200

Supplier Engagement Ratings* 91% 70% 70%

Data Quality Ratings** 80% 65% 56%

* Survey Methodology Rating based on average score for GPI #4
** Data Quality Rating based on average score for GPI #5

Figure 1.1 – Number of Suppliers Engaged by Vendor

Figure 1.0 – Vendor Average Results

RESULTS

Data presented in Figures 1.0–1.5 
sourced from the Conflict Mineral 
Benchmarking Study.

Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: 
RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: 
Tulane University, 2015

Figure 1.2 – Supplier Engagement Rating by Vendor
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RESULTS

Figure 1.4 – Total Client Scores by Vendor

Figure 1.5 – Data Quality Rating by Vendor

Figure 1.3 – Average Number of Suppliers by Vendor
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the next highest solution provider, Assent 
platform users realized a higher average 
completion rate of 4 percent.

VENDOR PROMINENCE BY SECTOR
In reviewing the data, it appears some sectors 
have clustered around certain service providers. 
iPoint is most heavily saturated in the automotive 
sector while Source Intelligence is most heavily 
penetrated in the retail sector. Assent, while 
not clustered in a specific sector, primarily 
worked with large companies/supply chains.

INTERTEK GENERAL FINDINGS 
Based on Intertek’s analysis of the publically 
available data, Assent platform users have 
the highest average score in all categories, 
followed by Source Intelligence and iPoint 
Solutions, respectively. 

UNDERREPRESENTATION OF 
SOFTWARE SOLUTIONS LISTED 
& A THREE-HORSE RACE
Based on the data it can be reasoned that a 
low number of companies listed their service 
provider on their SEC filing. While this number 
might have been low, it is significant in identifying 
there are only three firms (Assent Compliance, 
iPoint Solutions, and Source Intelligence) listed 
on any filings even though there are seven on 
the market that claim to provide companies with 
conflict mineral compliance software solutions.

A WIDE GAP IN SUPPLIER COUNT 
The largest gap could be seen when one 
examined completion rate versus total 
number of suppliers.

On average, 2,590 suppliers were operating 
on the Assent software compared with 550 
for Source Intelligence, and 330 for iPoint. 
Despite having nearly five-times more 
suppliers to collect data from compared to 

CONCLUSIONS
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APPENDIX A

Conflict Minerals Benchmarking Study Appendix B: Criteria for Form SD-Only Filers5

5 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
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Conflict Minerals Benchmarking Study Appendix C: Criteria for Form SD + CMR Filers6

APPENDIX B
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APPENDIX B

6 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
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APPENDIX C

Conflict Minerals Benchmarking Study Appendix D: “Good Practice” Indicators7
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Intertek is the industry leader with over 38,000 
people in 1,000 locations in over 100 countries. 
Whether your business is local or global, we can 
ensure your products meet quality, health, environ-
mental, safety, and social accountability standards 
for virtually any market around the world.  We hold 
extensive global accreditations, recognitions, and 
agreements, and our knowledge of and expertise 
in overcoming regulatory, market, and supply chain 
hurdles is unrivaled.

•	 Strategy development

•	 Supply Chain Management 

•	 Training courses

•	 Traceability assessments

As part of these service offerings, Intertek’s 
clients asked for recommendations on 
software solutions to manage the complex 
data requirements within an equally complex 
supply chain.

APPENDIX C

ABOUT INTERTEK

For more than 130 years, 
companies around the world 
have depended on Intertek to 
ensure the quality and safety  
of their products, processes  
and systems.
We go beyond testing, inspecting and certifying 
products; we help customers improve perfor-
mance, gain efficiencies in manufacturing and 
logistics, overcome market constraints, and reduce 
risk. We’ve earned a reputation for helping our 
customers increase the value of their products, 
gain competitive advantage, and develop trusted 
brands.  Through our services we help our clients 
to minimise the adverse health and environmental 
impact of their products and processes for the 
benefit of society as a whole.

7 – Bayer, C.N. Dodd-Frank Section 1502: RY2014 Filing Evaluation. New Orleans: Tulane University, 2015
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