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Antitrust statement

responsiblesteel.org

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


Housekeeping

responsiblesteel.org

Chatham House Rule:

“[…]participants are free to use the information received, but 
neither the identity nor the affiliation of the speaker(s), nor that 
of any other participant, may be revealed.”

• Inclusive, participative and open dialogue

• Meeting is being recorded

• Slides and minutes will be shared with participants

• We are eager to receive any feedback after this call



Working group schedule

responsiblesteel.org

4 meetings in total

• 11 January: Introduction to working group – done

• 25 January: Understanding the issues – done

• 15 February: Discussion of possible solutions – done

• 29 February: Outstanding issues, wrap-up – today



Today’s agenda

responsiblesteel.org

Time Agenda item

5 minutes Welcome and housekeeping

5 minutes Update on ResponsibleSteel-approved marks, legal analysis, small-scale mining

30 minutes Knowing upstream supply chains (Criterion 3.2): 
Overview of intended changes to the requirements

30 minutes Strengthening and accounting for responsible sourcing (Criterion 3.4): 
Overview of intended changes to the requirements

30 minutes? Any further issues?

5 minutes Next steps in the review process

5 minutes Wrap-up



Update on 

ResponsibleSteel marks

Legal analysis

Small-scale mining



ResponsibleSteel-approved marks 

responsiblesteel.org

Type of certification Conformity must be demonstrated for

12 Principles (without P3 responsible 
sourcing and some of P10 GHG 
requirements)

13 Principles

Including additional requirements on:

• Responsible sourcing in new Principle 3

• GHG emissions in Principle 10



Update on legal analysis and small-scale mining
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• Legal analysis currently being undertaken

• First call with Alliance for Responsible Mining (ARM) today



Overview of intended changes to the 
requirements of 3.2 and 3.4
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• Progress level 1 and 2 of criteria 3.2 and 3.4 

• Are they effectively balancing ambition and achievability? 

• Other areas for improvements? -> Out of scope, but record as area of work for 
Standard revision

• Aim of today: Address outstanding issues

• A big thank you for your constructive contributions so far!

Reminder on scope of work
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• Differentiate between raw and processed materials, i.e. no more ‘Other input 
materials’

• Raw = Material that has not undergone chemical transformation

• For example, iron ore, coal, limestone

• I.e. it has not been heated or smelted, but might have been crushed, grinded or 
pressed

• Processed = Material that has been chemically transformed

• For example, pig iron or ferro-manganese or ferro-chromium

Does this distinction make sense and does it cover all relevant input materials?

3.2 and 3.4 Raw and processed materials



responsiblesteel.org

To become certified to level 1:

For input materials accounting for the percentages in the table:

• Know the upstream sites of origin and processing

• Where these cannot be fully identified, know at least the 
(assumed) region of origin

• By three years after these requirements have been launched, 
know the upstream sites of origin and processing 

• Note: Public reporting on percentage of known and unknown 
sites to be done under 3.5

• Specify that primary and secondary data sources to be used 
to identify supply chain links

• Extend guidance on data sources 

3.2 Know your upstream supply chains 

Level 1 Level 2

Raw

≥ 80%
at least region known ≥ 90%

sites≥ 80%
sites known after 3 years

Processed

≥ 60%
at least region known ≥ 90%

sites≥ 60%
sites known after 3 years

Region = within a country. How should we define ‘region’? Think of e.g. a country the size of Brazil

Level 2 to remain as is

Of the total tonnes received: 
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To become certified to level 1:

• Steel companies to make prominent call 
to sites of origin and processing to 
commit to a recognised programme

• By three years after these requirements 
have been launched, steel companies to 
have secured commitments from input 
material suppliers accounting for the 
percentages shown in the table

3.4 Strengthen and account for responsible sourcing

Level 1 Level 2

Raw

Prominent call ≥ 80%
minimum ESG performance 

achieved
≥ 60%

committed after 3 years

Processed

Prominent call ≥ 60%
minimum ESG performance 

achieved
≥ 40%

committed after 3 years

Of the total tonnes received: 

What is ‘a prominent call’ to sites of origin and processing?

‘Commitment’ to mean that the respective site has started the third-party audit under one of the recognised programmes

Level 2 to remain as is
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Discussion on 3.2 level 1

Suggested 
solution for 3.2

Discussion

Raw material:

• at least region 
known for ≥ 
80%

• sites known 
after 3 years 
for ≥ 80%

Steel company: Scope of recognised programmes does not include limestone? RS provided clarification that 
Bettercoal is expanding to include natural gas and other commodities. IRMA and TSM are wide open for a variety of 
ingredients, including limestone.

Steel company: Re definitions: Would pelletised products be considered raw or processed? Trader: Pelletised
products are chemically transformed when cooked, which is normally the case, but new technology allows pressing 
with binders, i.e. in this case they would be raw.

RS: Allow case-by-case decision, or work further on definitions? Mining programme: Good to move away from the 
'other input materials' category. Practice will tell how specific input materials would be categorized (specialty 
minerals, new additives or technologies being developed). Steel company: Alternatively, RS could add a section 
regarding additives and binders.



responsiblesteel.org

Discussion on 3.2 level 1

Suggested 
solution for 3.2

Discussion (continued)

Raw material:

• at least region 
known for ≥ 
80%

• sites known 
after 3 years 
for ≥ 80%

Steel company: Auditing of 3.2.: Regarding origin, if a steel site doesn't know for sure but is assuming where an 
input material is from, how would this be audited? RS: Auditors would want to see that the steel site really made 
efforts to find out the origin, i.e. not only enquired with suppliers but also consulted secondary data such as export 
data, due diligence reports by civil society, academic articles, etc. Need to convince the auditor of the efforts made

Civil society: What about the remaining 20% for which the origin might not be known? Unknown origin might 
include the highest risks. How can we ensure that steel companies continue their efforts to find out the origin of 
those %? RS: 3.1 asks for a commitment to full supply chain visibility. 3.3. states that unknown origins are high risk. 
It is then a matter of whether that high risk is being prioritised. Guidance on that is included in an Annex to 
the Standard. Do I know the origin? If yes, what are the risks? If no, what might be the risks? Example, we don’t 
know the origin of a specific material, but we know the origin of another material and that there are risks, e.g. child 
or forced labour. Should unknown origin be prioritised over that child or forced labour risk origin? TBD



responsiblesteel.org

Discussion on 3.2 level 1

Suggested 
solution for 3.2

Discussion (continued)

Raw material:

• at least region 
known for ≥ 
80%

• sites known 
after 3 years 
for ≥ 80%

Steel company: Which high risks should be addressed first? Isn’t the intent of multiple progress levels that we are 
aspiring to improve? There should not be any trade-offs between known and unknown sources of supplies. RS: We 
can add more guidance on prioritisation.

Mining programme: Plus, you can still have issues in areas that might be considered to have less risk. Example of 
gender inequality in Australia. Was not a known risk until a report was published on this showing systemic issues. Is 
it fine for a site to remain at Level 1 indefinitely, or are there requirements that they need to move higher up the 
Progress Levels? RS: Out of scope of this working group, but might be discussed further next year when the 
Standard comes up for review. Market pressure could be an encouragement to move forward.
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Discussion on 3.2 level 1

Suggested solution for 3.2 Discussion (continued)

Processed material:

• at least region known for ≥ 
60%

• sites known after 3 years for ≥ 
60%

Service provider: 60% of tonnes of steel, or 60% of number of suppliers? Concern that the focus will 
be on bulk material. RS: This will likely be the case, but responsible sourcing is a journey, we want 
steel companies to get started. Market, regulatory and civil society pressures will provide incentives 
for further progress. Also, Standard review taking place next year: should some of these responsible 
sourcing requirement become mandatory for 'Certified Site'? 

Mining company: Where is the demand for 'Certified Steel' today? Have not yet had any enquiries 
from steel customers. RS: There is clear demand for certification, and we are also working on our 
downstream chain of custody standard to close the gap between steel makers and end users of steel, 
such as car makers. We will develop materials for steelmakers to reach out to their suppliers to make 
demand known. The demand is most clear right now from the decarbonization side and we also need 
to push for due diligence in sourcing. SteelZero now has over 50 buyers who have made 
commitments in relation to, decarbonisation but since GHG and sourcing go together (under RS, 
need to achieve Level 1 for both), the ask for due diligence in sourcing is there too. If the market is 
not feeling it yet, we need to work on it more.
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Discussion on 3.4 level 1

Suggested solution for 3.4 Discussion

Raw material:

• Prominent call

• ≥ 60% committed after 3 
years

What is a prominent call? We need to make the demand known. Joint letter from steelmakers, civil 
society and downstream, but also other measures.

Steel company: How do we turn it into a prominent call? Adding it in sustainability reports is not 
enough. We need to engage more with our stakeholders, using multiple avenues, and look into how 
effective that could be.

Auditor: Is there a way to leverage the surveillance audit as an interim marker? If commitment is 
starting the audit, what evidence are we asking for at an interim step? Continued engagement 
needed

Processed material:

• Prominent call

• ≥ 40% committed after 3 
years

Civil Society: what percentage does pig iron represent as it has come up quite a few times? Steel 
company: very high percentage with mini mills and EAF



Any further issues?
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Discussion on any further issues

Topic Discussion

Other types of 
programme that could 
be recognised

Service provider: Suppliers reluctant to spend on ESG third-party certifications, ecovadis is particularly becoming 
more common in the market. 

RS: Ecovadis is a great starting point and is mentioned in Annex 4 as a possible tool to understand ESG 
performance of suppliers. It is however not at site level and only a second party assessment. External stakeholder 
input is also limited. Important to work on policy and for RS to get involved in regulations.

Available auditors Certification body: Ensuring that there will be enough qualified auditors in the right places will be a challenge.

Certificates and 
standards 
fatigue/burden

Steelmaker perspective: New certificates and standards don’t generally alloy a site to drop other certifications 
from a regulatory perspective and from customer demands. The burden doesn’t drop off, it just keeps increasing. 
Getting a team set up alone can be difficult enough so there might be difficulty to fit it within the timeline. ISOs 
etc have been around for much longer and most of the sector specific ones are relatively new, we need to build 
trust and increase our reputation, but we have more involvement than others. 

Standard Reputation 
and Profile

Steelmaker perspective: As steelmakers, we need to work on establishing RS as THE green standard for steel.



Next steps in the review process
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• RS to revise 3.2 and 3.4 in line with WG discussions

• Potentially adjust some of the wording in the other criteria and in the 
guidance to ensure they align well with the revisions made in 3.2 and 3.4 

• 30-day public consultation. Timing TBC, likely mid March

• All WG members encouraged to provide feedback

• RS to review feedback and finalise P3

• Seek Board approval

• If all goes well, publish in May

Next steps in the review process



Thank you!

Rory, rmeredith@responsiblesteel.org

Rodrigo, rdprospero@responsiblesteel.org

Marnie, marnie.bammert@gmail.com

mailto:rmeredith@responsiblesteel.org
mailto:rdprospero@responsiblesteel.org
mailto:marnie.bammert@gmail.com


Chain of Custody requirements in 3.4
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3.4 Chain of Custody requirements

From Level 2:

• Requirements to monitor and record input material quantities as 
they move through supply chains from mines to steel site

• Not asking for input material to be traced back to sites of origin

• Rather, recording relevant information at each stage in the supply 
chain and passing on that information

• Practiced successfully in e.g. agriculture, fisheries, forestry, 
jewellery. Some companies even publish supplier lists

• IRMA developing a Chain of Custody Standard for mined material

• Our CoC requirements are modest

• Not within scope of working group, 
but happy to hear any thoughts
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