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Antitrust statement
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ResponsibleSteel™ is committed to complying with all relevant antitrust and competition 
laws and regulations. Failure to abide by these laws and regulations can potentially have 
extremely serious consequences for ResponsibleSteel™ and its members, including 
heavy fines and, in some jurisdictions, imprisonment for individuals.  ResponsibleSteel™
has therefore adopted an Antitrust Policy, compliance with which is a condition of 
ResponsibleSteel™ membership and participation. You are asked to have due regard for 
this Policy today and indeed in respect of all other ResponsibleSteel™ activities.

https://www.responsiblesteel.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/ResponsibleSteelAntitrustPolicy2018-09-20.pdf

https://www.responsiblesteel.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/ResponsibleSteelAntitrustPolicy2018-09-20.pdf
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Agenda:
• Antitrust
• Résumé of process to date;
• Current wording of the proposed GHG standard;
• Next steps
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ResponsibleSteel Standard

12. Decommissioning and Closure

Social
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Governance
Principles

Environment
Principles

1. Corporate Leadership
2. Social, Environmental, Gover-

nance Management Systems

3. Occupational Health and Safety
4. Labour Rights
5. Human Rights
6. Local Communities
7. Stakeholder Engagement and
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10. Water Stewardship
11. Biodiversity
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STEEL

Conceptual framework – GHG



GHG emissions intensity for crude steel, taking account of scrap input percentage
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Crude steel GHG emissions intensity

• Crude steel measurement allows direct 
point of comparison between all sites, 
all products

• Single measure covers all products for a 
given site – no need for multiple 
determinations for different products

• Takes account of the proportion of 
scrap used as an input
• Level playing field irrespective of 

technology (BF/BOF, EAF)
• Globally consistent and fair for 

economies at different stages of 
development

• ResponsibleSteel provides consistent 
measurement rules for upstream Scope 
3 emissions (mining, transportation), 
scope boundaries, CCU, CCS, etc



The product carbon footprint 
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Product carbon footprint

• ResponsibleSteel requires that the 
product carbon footprint is 
determined for RS-certified 
products, and available on request

• Includes emissions of on-site 
processing downstream of crude 
steel stage, coatings, etc

• Takes account allocations of 
emissions between products and 
co-products

• Site has choice of standards 
(epd/LCA) as recognised by its own 
customers, markets, etc

• Customers can track the embodied 
carbon in their steel products



In relation to carbon steels, we have an agreed approach…
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- Threshold for RS certified steel is 
proportional to scrap use (the 
blue line)

- Basic threshold is (initially) 
‘better than average’ taking 
account of proportion of scrap

- Different levels distinguish better 
performance: lower carbon, 
‘near zero’ carbon (4 levels)

- Basic threshold will become 
more demanding over time

- RS certified steel labelling 
complements product carbon 
footprint data

…. But we have always known these thresholds would not be applicable to high alloy/ stainless steels…



High alloy/ stainless subgroup established in 2021…

responsiblesteel.org

• Recognition that the performance thresholds that are applicable to low alloy steels will not be appropriate to high 
alloy steels:
• Primary, non-ferrous input materials have higher GHG emissions associated with extraction and processing, so 

total GHG emissions higher when compared to carbon steels
• Multiple input metals: not just iron
• High variability in the ‘recipes’ for high alloy steels – making it hard to define common thresholds that will be 

appropriate for all the different types of high alloy steel
• Other issues that would prevent producers of high alloy/ stainless steels participating in the ResponsibleSteel 

programme?

• Proposed objectives of the subgroup, at meeting 1:
• Recommended definition for ‘stainless/high alloy’ steel
• Recommend application of crude steel GHG threshold levels to stainless/high alloy steels
• Recommend guidance on GHG accounting rules/ format/ verification in relation to input materials



Recap of discussions from 2021: high alloy/ stainless
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Initial proposal:
• We need to set thresholds that will be higher than those for carbon steels
• We can determine site-specific thresholds that are based on a benchmark level of performance that takes 

account of the particular mix of metals being produced at the site

Challenges:
• Multiple types of inputs for specific metals (e.g. different types of inputs for nickel; molybdenum oxide/ ferro-

molybdenum)
• How to benchmark scope 2 emissions
• Concerns raised about the approach to scrap – is the general approach agreed for carbon steels (variable 

threshold depending on % scrap input) also applicable to high alloy/ stainless steels?
• Concerns raised about different processing routes for nickel, with significantly different GHG profiles
• Challenges of getting data on upstream emissions for different materials
• What is the definition of a ‘high alloy’ or ‘stainless’ steel, which would be assessed under different performance 

level specifications?
• Anti-trust concerns raised



Progress and next steps discussed in January 2022
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Progress:
• A technical definition of ‘stainless steel’ is relatively straightforward, and can be agreed (>10.5% chromium)
• A definition of ‘high alloy’ steel is more challenging – but proposed that if this cannot be resolved, then further work 

might continue after the rest of the standard has been finalised.

We need to resolve:
• Is the general approach agreed for carbon steels (variable threshold depending on % scrap input) also applicable to 

high alloy/ stainless steels?
• If not, what is the agreed alternative?
• In any case, how can we resolve the challenges related to multiple metal inputs, and variations in the 

proportions of different metals processed at different steelmaking sites?



Model 1: based on stainless steel product families
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• Camilla has developed an outline proposal for categorisation of stainless steels – see figure
• The 2nd (green) column shows ISSF statistical families (with volume of global production).
• The  3rd (yellow) column shows a further subdivision based on the ranges of content of key alloys: 

Cr, Ni, Mo, Mn – this gives 12 categories, though it might be possible to merge some of these
• The proposal is that it should be possible to determine an LCA-based carbon footprint for each of 

these [12] categories of stainless steel.  And, that although there will still be some variation of 
emissions that depends on the exact proportions of alloy elements within each category, the 
category divisions will capture the main differences.

• A steelmaking site would be able to record the proportion of its annual production volume in terms 
of these [12] categories.

• This could be used to calculate a volume-weighted average expected GHG performance for that 
particular site

• Different performance levels (level 1, level 2, level 3) could then be specified.  The basic threshold 
would be that the site would have to be ‘better than the expected average performance’.

• Levels 2 and 3 could be ‘lower than X%’ (level 2) and ‘lower than Y%’ (level 3) of expected average 
performance, where X% and Y% are aligned with the levels specified for carbon steels



Model 1: based on stainless steel product families
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Some issues, challenges to consider:
• Will need to agree the [12] categories – is it appropriate to base them only on the four metals Cr, 

Mo, Mn, Ni?

• Would the use of those [12] categories give a reasonable and fair basis for determining the 
‘expected average’ performance of a site, considering stainless steel sites in all geographies, and 
with all production specialities?

• Is it practicable to determine realistic LCAs (mine to crude steel) for these [12] categories?
• The description of the model is not explicit about how scrap is considered in determining the 

current LCAs: how would the role of scrap be addressed in this model - both in terms of the original 
LCA determinations, and in terms of the application of the model to threshold performance 
definitions?



Model 2: based on proportion of Cr, Mo, Mn and Ni in outputs
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• The model is somewhat similar to model 1, but rather than determine a site’s expected average performance on the 
LCAs for different stainless steel product categories, it would determine a site’s expected average performance on 
the LCAs for its production of the four key alloy metals contained in those product categories: Cr, Mo, Mn, Ni

• A steelmaking site would be able to record the proportion of its annual production volume in terms of the 
proportion of these four metals contained in its products

• This could be used to calculate a volume-weighted average expected GHG performance for that particular site
• Different performance levels (level 1, level 2, level 3) could then be specified.  The basic threshold would be that the 

site would have to be ‘better than the expected average performance’.

• Levels 2 and 3 could be ‘lower than X%’ (level 2) and ‘lower than Y%’ (level 3) of expected average performance, 
where X% and Y% are aligned with the levels specified for carbon steels

Cr 
Mo 
Mn 
Ni



Model 2: based on proportion of Cr, Mo, Mn and Ni in outputs
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Cr 
Mo 
Mn 
Ni

Some issues, challenges to consider:
• Would the use of those 4 metals give a reasonable and fair basis for determining the ‘expected 

average’ performance of a site, considering stainless steel sites in all geographies, and with all 
production specialities?

• Is it practicable to determine realistic LCAs (mine to crude steel) for these 4 metals?
• The description of the model is not explicit about how scrap is considered in determining the 

current LCAs: how would the role of scrap be addressed in this model – both in terms of the 
original LCA determinations, and in terms of the application of the model to threshold 
performance definitions?

• In principle the model would be more accurate, as it could accommodate any specific proportion of 
the four metals – however, there are technical, methodological challenges associated with the 
need to determine a theoretical LCA for a pure metal, and there may be argument as to whether 
this is an appropriate reference point for the production of alloys from ferroalloy materials.



The role of scrap
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For either model, we need to resolve the consideration of scrap
• The discussion around scrap use for stainless steels is fundamentally the same as it is for carbon steels:

• The more scrap that is used as an input, the lower the absolute emissions intensity of production;

• There is little GHG benefit for the steel sector (and world) as a whole by incentivising greater use of scrap, because the vast 
majority of available scrap is already re-used

• However, in the case of stainless steel there is some additional GHG benefit if high alloy scrap is used for stainless steelmaking, rather 
than the alloys being ‘lost’ in products for which the alloys do not add technical value.  If high alloy scrap is used in stainless steel 
making it replaces the use of primary alloys with high carbon footprints.  But if high alloy scrap is used in carbon steelmaking it 
replaces the use of ferrous material only, with a relatively low carbon footprint.

• We need to agree an approach that maximises GHG reductions for the steel sector (and world) as whole – that is the objective and
responsibility of ResponsibleSteel.



The role of scrap in relation to stainless steel performance thresholds 
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How can/ should the role of scrap be addressed in each model?
In Model 1:
• In principle, one could estimate two LCAs for each of the 12 stainless steel categories: a 100% scrap-based LCA, and a 100% primary 

metal based LCA
• In that case, one could calculate a proportional threshold for a given stainless steel site:

• Determine the expected volume weighted average for the site if it used 0% scrap (this is the left hand end of the slope)
• Determine the expected volume weighted average if it used 100% scrap (this is the right hand end of the slope)

• Then apply the same model as for carbon steels to determine whether the site’s performance is level 1, level 2 or level 3

In Model 2:
• In principle, one could estimate an LCA for the production of metal from 100% primary input materials – ie without the use of any 

scrap
• Can one also estimate an LCA for the production of metal from 100% scrap?

• If so, one could calculate a proportional threshold for a given stainless steel site as for Model 1. If not, is there another practicable 
approach?



Aperam proposal: alternative approach to thresholds

responsiblesteel.org

&2��W�WFV
6FRSH������

6FUDS�UDWLR

%DVLF
�QR�VWDU�

,QWHUPHGLDWH

1HDU�=HUR

1HW�=HUR

; "
>����LQ�6WDLQOHVV�7D[RQRP\"@

0LWLJDWLRQ

$OWHUQDWLYH

5HF\FOLQJ�ORJR

䍙����W�&2��6WDLQOHVV

7%'�W�&2��6WDLQOHVV

67$,1/(66�67((/ 67$,1/(66�67((/

67$,1/(66�67((/67$,1/(66�67((/67$,1/(66�67((/ 67$,1/(66�67((/

67$,1/(66�67((/

• Aperam proposal shared with RS Secretariat on 14th February, and presented to full RS GHG working group on 17th February 2022
• Initial discussion with stainless steel working group on 10th March 2022
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Agenda:
• Antitrust, Minutes
• Résumé of process to date;
• Current wording of the proposed GHG standard;
• Next steps



• P44 Guidance to R8.6.3 (relating to GHG emissions intensity performance thresholds)
“Stainless and other high alloy steels
• The specified levels are not applicable to stainless and other high alloy steels.
• The technical specifications and GHG emissions intensity performance thresholds for the ResponsibleSteel certification of 

high alloy steels (including stainless steels) are subject to ongoing discussion with stakeholders and are not specified at 
this time.  Technical specifications and performance levels will be developed following the ResponsibleSteel Standard 
Development Procedures and will be submitted for member approval once finalised.”

• P50 Guidance to R8.7.2 (relating to sites that wish to average the disclosed GHG emissions intensity across a 
group of sites)

“If a certificate is issued the ResponsibleSteel Secretariat will publish the information listed under 8.7.2.a for the site, unless 
the site has specified that it wishes to disclose its crude steel GHG emissions intensity performance as a weighted average for 
a group of sites.  The ResponsibleSteel crude steel GHG emissions intensity performance level for a group of sites may be 
published as a weighted average for the group where:
i. All the sites within the group are managed within the same strategic business unit and produce the same type of steel 
(carbon and low alloy steels (<8% alloys and other elements); stainless steels (>10.5% chromium); or high alloy steels (>=8% 
alloys and <10.5% chromium)), and 
ii. Each site within the group has itself achieved at least the ResponsibleSteel threshold level of performance (level 1)”

Current wording of the proposed GHG requirements
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Comments from final review of proposed GHG requirements
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• Outokumpu:
• Need to be stated more clearly which parts of the standard are not applicable to stainless steels (e.g. 

Chapters 8.6 and 8.7.2)
• Matters material to stainless steel as well as related further steps and timeline should be discussed at the 

Stainless Steel sub-group
• GHG emissions intensity thresholds needed for stainless steel – request more detailed plan to ensure the 

required steps are completed in a timely manner
• R8.4.5: guidance needed bio-coke/ char-coke, which is of particular relevance in production of stainless steel



Comments from final review of proposed GHG requirements
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• Jernkontoret: 
• “… don’t think it is appropriate to approve the standard until relevant levels are developed for high alloyed steels.  

Jernkontoret otherwise believes it is an obvious risk that the market will have difficulties to understand why it will be 
possible to demand Responsible Steel labels for some types of steel (mainly carbon steel) and not for others (high alloyed 
steels).  This will in turn risk to disadvantage high alloyed steel producers which may have a very reasonable carbon 
footprint for high performance materials, taking the alloying elements into account”

• “… in principle positive to the suggested scope and boundaries…”
• It will not be possible to fulfil 8.7.2a if there are no levels specified for high alloyed/ stainless steels.

• Nickel Institute:
• (re 8.3.1): where nickel intermediaries such as NPI or Ferronickel are integrated into stainless steel production, it should 

be highlighted that the same requirements apply for stainless steel producers purchasing nickel products and fulfilling 
the requirements as mentioned in Criterion 8.5

• Re: upstream emissions associated with transportation: suggests a materiality cut-off, e.g. for transportation emissions 
of Ni metal which are low

• Welcomes the clarifications on inclusion of upstream indirect (Scope 3) emissions re: nickel products entering stainless 
steel production

• Welcomes 12 month test phase re: upstream GHG emissions intensity default values, and requests that data developed 
by the Institute be referenced 
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Next steps
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• Finalisation of general GHG requirements (as per current proposal)
• Circulate the final draft standard to you at the end of June (not for further review or comment but for your own internal 

alignment) 
• During early July we will be following our procedures for internal sign off and making any final changes
• Final version for voting to be sent to members on 25th July with a deadline of 19 August to submit your vote - giving you 

a full four weeks for your internal review and vote.
• Late August: ResponsibleSteel Board ratification



Next steps
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• Definition of GHG performance thresholds and any other issues arising in relation to requirements for high alloy/ 
stainless steels:
• Not currently proposing to include GHG emissions intensity thresholds for high alloy/ stainless steels in the GHG 

requirements for member voting in July
• Welcome further discussion on timeline/ process for continuing work by RS high alloy/ stainless steel working group
• It is uncertain how long this work will take, but:

• propose a date for the next meeting asap
• propose that the group meets on a monthly basis, to allow additional time in between meetings to develop/ review 

technical proposals for working group discussion
• Propose to formalise the governance of the stainless steel high alloy working group:

• Clear Terms of Reference
• Clarify relationship between requirements for stainless/ high alloy steels and requirements for non stainless/ high 

alloy steels
• Review balance/ refresh participation of working group

• Current position is that any final requirements would need to be voted on by the full ResponsibleSteel membership, in 
order to be included in the RS Standard.


