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Steel Book and Claim Framework Public Consultation
TEMPLATE FOR COMMENTS AND STAKEHOLDER OBSERVATIONS
Thank you for participating in the public consultation for RMI’s Steel Book and Claim Framework. We value your input! Please review the guidance in its entirety prior to providing a response. To submit comments, please send this completed document to Iris Wu (iwu@rmi.org). Responses will be accepted through Apr 30, 2026.
The below questions are focused on critical topics where we need your input most. In addition to answering the questions, you may also provide line-by-line additional comments in the table below. Your detailed responses will be reviewed by RMI. Aggregate results that do not include any personal identifying information may be communicated publicly.
Your Information 
	Name
	Email address
	Job title
	Name of organization
	Abbreviation

	
	
	
	
	



General Questions
The following questions are designed to collect general feedback on potential uses and driving adoption of the guidance. Although these questions are mainly designed for aluminum buyers, input from other supply chain stakeholders is welcomed and valued.
	Are there any major concerns that would limit your ability or willingness to use this framework? What improvements would most increase your willingness to participate in or rely on BCUs?

	Answer:

	What would give you confidence to engage in book-and-claim mechanisms at scale?

	Answer:

	Do you have suggestions for additional actions that could support adoption of this guidance (e.g., capacity building, pilots, tools, or further clarification)?

	Answer:




Technical Questions
The following questions are designed to collect specific technical comments on key system design topics.
Section 2 Scope of This Framework
	Section 2.2 Functional Unit 

	The functional unit defines the base unit for this book and claim system for iron and steel and correlates to the physical product from which an EAC will be separated. Selection of the functional unit determines both the scope of emissions covered by the EAC and the supply chain actor responsible for generating and selling the EAC. 
This framework proposes a dual functional unit system such that EACs may be generated at two distinct stages of the steelmaking value chain:
· Iron, defined as the product from blast furnaces, direct reduction furnaces, or future electrolytic reduction processes, including pig iron, direct reduced iron (DRI), hot briquetted iron (HBI), cast iron, and electrolytic iron.
· Steel, defined at the crude steel level (i.e., blooms, billets, and slab), covering the additional processes that mix scrap and iron for melting and metallurgical adjustments.


	1
	Dual Functional Unit Approach: Does the proposed dual functional unit (iron and crude steel) appropriately balance emissions integrity, decarbonization incentives, clarity, and comparability? If not, what refinements would you suggest?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Steel Functional Unit: Do you support defining crude steel as the functional unit for steel products (with potential future expansion to hot-rolled products)? What key considerations should guide this decision?

	
	Answer:




	Section 2.3 Audience and Eligible System Users 

	This framework is designed for organizations across the iron and steel value chain that seek to credibly transact and claim the environmental attributes of lower-emissions iron and steel independent of physical material flows. It defines system user roles as:
· Iron producers — may register, hold, and transfer iron BCUs.
· Steel producers — may register, hold, and transfer steel BCUs.
· Intermediaries — may hold, transfer, and claim (or co-claim) iron and/or steel BCUs in accordance with framework rules but not register BCUs.
· Corporate end users — may hold and retire iron and/or steel BCUs and make Scope 3 claims consistent with retired units and not register BCUs.
· Auditors — may access registry data for verification purposes; may not hold, transfer, register, or retire BCUs.

	1
	System User Roles: Are the defined system user roles clearly defined, appropriately scoped, and representative of the iron and steel value chain? If not, where is clarification or additional coverage needed?

	
	Answer:



Section 3 Eligibility Criteria for BCU Issuance
The following requirements define the conditions under which BCUs may be generated to ensure environmental integrity and transition alignment. 
This guidance establishes three core eligibility safeguards for complementary purposes and applies them at the site level to ensure asset-level implementation of deep decarbonization technology:
· Emissions performance thresholds, which ensure BCUs represent meaningful decarbonization relative to recognized sector benchmarks (Section 3.1).
· Transition alignment and route-specific criteria, which prevent fossil lock-in and ensure consistency with net-zero pathways (Section 3.2).
· Additionality requirements, which ensure credited outcomes go beyond regulatory compliance and common practice (Section 3.3).
	Section 3.1 Emissions Intensity Threshold

	The system’s emissions intensity threshold refers to the emissions value (t CO2e per ton product unit) required to qualify for the system:
1) Ironmaking site generating EACs for iron products shall meet a Responsible Steel Decarbonization Progress Level 3 (DPL3)-equivalent threshold of 1 t CO2e per ton of iron. 
2) Steelmaking site generating EACs for crude steel products shall meet at least DPL3 or an equivalent level from other standards, corresponding to 0.2–1.2 t CO2e per ton of crude steel, depending on the scrap share of metallic input.
Products achieving DPL4 or near-zero emissions status may be designated "SSBP-preferred” to signal leadership and support supplier progression toward net zero. 

	1
	Emissions Performance Boundary: Do you agree emissions performance eligibility shall be assessed at the site level to ensure asset-level implementation of deep-decarbonization technology? If not, what practical challenge would you have?

	
	Answer:

	2
	DPL3 Iron Threshold Methodology: Is the current methodology for deriving iron thresholds from DPL3 technically sound and appropriately calibrated? If not, what refinements or additional adjustments are needed?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Iron Content Requirement: The system requires that iron products eligible for generating EACs contain at least 90% metallic Fe to ensure fair comparison against the iron threshold. Is this proposed iron content feasible in practice? If not, what implementation challenges or modifications should be considered?

	
	Answer:



	Section 3.2 Transition Alignment Requirements

	In addition to meeting emissions intensity thresholds, production generating BCUs shall demonstrate alignment with 1.5°C-compatible transition pathways and avoid reinforcing long-term fossil lock-in or stranded-asset risks. Route-specific criteria are applied at the site level to ensure that qualifying production reflects credible structural decarbonization.
· BF-BOF route restrictions, which limit eligibility of conventional blast furnace–basic oxygen furnace production under defined transitional and time-bound conditions.
· CCS/CCUS safeguards, which establish minimum capture-rate, permanence, and transport integrity requirements for carbon capture-based production pathways.
· Biomass sustainability criteria, which restrict eligible biomass inputs to defined feedstocks aligned with sustainability and scalability safeguards.
· Upstream methane controls, which address methane leakage associated with fuel inputs to ensure upstream emissions do not undermine climate outcomes.

	1
	BF-BOF Route Criteria: DPL3 eligibility and proposed additional protection against stranded-asset and fossil lock-in risks is expected to rule out most conventional BF-BOF production. Should the system more explicitly disqualify steel products from BF-BOF routes?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Upstream Methane Requirement: Do you agree with the system’s approach on addressing upstream methane leakage (i.e., upstream methane leakage from gas use should not exceed 0.2%)? Is the proposed 0.2% threshold feasible as a best practice? Should methane leakage from coal mines be considered too?

	
	Answer:





	Section 3.3 Additionality Requirements

	The system’s additionality requirements ensure that BCUs represent emissions performance that exceeds regulatory obligations and common industry practice and that BCU revenue supports meaningful transition outcomes.
· EAC-generating production shall demonstrate regulatory additionality by disclosing applicable regulatory obligations and confirming performance exceeds compliance requirements.
· Suppliers should provide evidence of financial additionality where relevant, including the material role of BCU revenue in enabling or sustaining low-emissions production.
· Buyers are encouraged to assess common-practice additionality and in-region transition impact through procurement criteria.

	1
	Balance of Additionality Requirements: Is requiring regulatory additionality (regulatory surplus) as a minimum safeguard for BCU issuance, while encouraging buyer-driven assessment of financial and common practice additionality, an appropriate and credible approach? If not, how should the balance be adjusted?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Regulatory Additionality: How should the system require disclosure of regulatory additionality to ensure transparency and informed decision-making by BCU buyers? Is self-attestation sufficient, or should disclosure follow an established approach (e.g., RSB’s regulatory disclosure framework)? If neither is adequate, what alternative mechanism would you recommend?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Buyer Guidance on Additionality: For BCU buyers, how do you view the current level of guidance on developing requirements around financial and common-practice additionality (e.g., revenue materiality, long-term financial certainty, in-region impact)?

	
	Answer:



Section 4 Product Emissions Intensity Baseline Selection
The following requirements define how baseline emissions intensities are determined to ensure credible and comparable quantification of reduction outcomes. This guidance covers baselines for iron (4.1) and steel (4.2) and establishes two core benchmarking principles:
· Benchmark representativeness, which ensures baselines reflect the most likely displaced production based on geography, scrap share, product family, and methodology alignment.
· Boundary and methodological consistency, which helps guide baseline selection and ensures fair comparison between BCUs and baseline emissions intensities.
	Section 4.1 Iron Baseline

	Iron baselines define the reference emissions intensity against which iron EAC performance is assessed.
· Producers shall use operational-level or boundary-consistent iron baselines where available.
· Where such baselines are unavailable, CBAM default values for iron products (Pig Iron 7201 and DRI 7203) may be applied as an interim solution with boundary adjustments applied as needed.
· Baseline selection shall account for boundary differences and upstream emissions to maintain comparability with system measurement requirements.

	1
	Interim Solution for Iron Baseline: What are your thoughts on the recommended interim solutions for selecting iron baselines and the use of CBAM for default benchmark values? Does this feel like a sufficient approach in the near term?

	
	Answer:



	Section 4.2 Steel Baseline

	Steel baselines establish the reference emissions intensity against which crude steel BCUs quantify reduction outcomes. Baseline selection shall reflect the most likely displaced production and remain consistent with the system’s threshold methodology. Baselines shall:
· Reflect scrap share consistent with the emissions intensity threshold methodology to prevent distortion of reduction claims.
· Align, where feasible, with the geographic region and production characteristics of the displaced steel.
· Correspond to comparable product families (e.g., flat or long) to preserve functional equivalence.
· Have values derived using boundary-consistent and methodologically aligned emissions accounting approaches.
· Maintain methodological transparency if defined interim benchmark approaches are applied (where fully region- and product-specific baselines are unavailable).

	1
	Sliding Scale Approach: Do you agree with applying a sliding scale approach for crude-steel baselines to maintain consistency with the underlying methodology for the emissions threshold?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Sliding Scale Approach: What are your thoughts on applying this approach for baselining? Do you find our proposed approach feasible and applicable?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Clarity of Baseline Options: Do you find the different baseline selection options offered and assessed clear and helpful?

	
	Answer:



Section 5 Emissions Performance Measurement and Verification
The following requirements define how emissions performance is measured, allocated, and verified to ensure comparability and credibility of BCUs:
· Methodological alignment, which ensures emissions are measured using internationally recognized standards and consistent system boundaries (Section 5.1).
· Allocation rules, which prevent selective attribution of emissions reductions while allowing limited, verified allocation of green iron inputs (Section 5.2).
· Independent verification and certification, which ensures emissions data and eligibility claims are assessed by qualified third parties (Section 5.3).

	Section 5.1 Methodology Scope and Interoperability

	Emissions performance under the system shall be measured using a consistent and comparable methodology aligned with recognized steel-sector standards.
· Measurement shall follow a cradle-to-gate boundary through crude steel (or to the iron functional unit).
· Accounting rules shall align with ResponsibleSteel methodology, with defined adjustments where interoperable schemes are used.
· Key discrepancy areas such as system boundary, default emission factors, Scope 2 electricity, scrap accounting, methane inclusion, and crediting approaches shall be aligned to ensure comparability across BCUs.

	1
	Methodological Alignment for Iron: What adjustments, if any, should be made for applying the ResponsibleSteel methodology to iron products, with respect to system boundaries and crediting process gas and waste heat (for integrated BF-BOF)?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Interoperability: How can this framework further leverage industry-wide interoperability efforts across certification schemes?

	
	Answer:





	Section 5.2 Allocation of Environmental Attributes

	The system’s allocation rules define when and how product-level emissions performance may reflect verified low-emissions inputs without risking over-allocation or double counting.
· Emissions shall not be reallocated across sites or aggregated across facilities for the purpose of meeting eligibility thresholds.
· When green iron is blended with other metallic inputs, steel EACs may be generated by allocating green iron attributes in proportion to the physical iron content used in production, maintaining the iron-to-scrap ratio in the final steel product.
· Green iron inputs eligible for allocation shall meet the Responsible Steel Decarbonization Progress Level 3 (DPL3)-equivalent threshold of £1 t CO2e per ton of iron. 
· Allocation methodologies shall maintain consistency with site-level accounting and be subject to independent verification.

	1
	Green Iron Allocation: What are your thoughts on allowing proportional allocation of green iron inputs? Would this design effectively incentivize upstream ironmaking decarbonization? How could we further improve credibility of this allocation approach?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Double-Counting Safeguards: What additional safeguards should be implemented to prevent green iron attributes from being issued or claimed more than once? For example, should the system require site-level tracking or restrict eligibility for iron suppliers already issuing iron EACs?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Additional Green Attributes: What additional green attributes, if any, should be eligible for allocation (e.g., green hydrogen when mixed with grey or blue hydrogen in DRI processes)?

	
	Answer:



	Section 5.3 Emissions Verification and Certification Requirements

	BCU issuance requires independent assurance that emissions performance and eligibility criteria are met.
· Emissions data and eligibility compliance shall be verified by qualified third-party auditors.
· Sites shall follow a defined certification pathway to seek full site certification by ResponsibleSteel or interoperable schemes.
· Audit timing shall precede issuance and comply with defined ex-ante and ex-post verification safeguards.

	1
	Full Site Certification Requirement: Do you agree with the current requirement for full site certification for sites with production data over three years (e.g., ResponsibleSteel Core site certification or equivalent)? Are there any practical challenges anticipated with this?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Staged Certification Pathway: Does the proposed staged certification pathway appropriately balance integrity and practical implementation across different production realities? If not, what adjustments are needed?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Checkpoints Towards Full Certification: What additional checkpoints should be provided for production sites to ensure progress is made toward core site certification?

	
	Answer:



Section 6 BCU Registration
The following requirements define how BCUs are registered to ensure credibility, temporal integrity, and traceability of environmental attributes associated with low-emissions iron and steel production. This guidance establishes two core registration requirements for distinct but complementary purposes:
· Temporal requirement, which ensures BCUs represent verified, real-world climate outcomes that have occurred within a defined time window and are linked to actual production and delivery of low-emissions materials. (Section 6.1).
· Traceability requirement, which ensures sufficient registry-level information is available to assess eligibility, accounting integrity, additionality, and buyer-relevant attributes of each BCU (Section 6.2).
	Section 6.1 Temporal Requirement of BCU Issuance

	BCUs represent verified production outcomes and must reflect real-world climate performance.
· BCUs shall be issued only after production and after the corresponding physical iron or steel has been delivered.
· Issuance shall occur within 24-month window following production.

	1
	Issuance Window: Is the proposed 24-month issuance window after production appropriate? Please elaborate.

	
	Answer:

	2
	Ex-Ante Issuance Under Offtake Agreements: Under long-term offtake agreements, BCUs may be issued after ex-ante audit and production but before ex-post audit. Do you consider this arrangement to be helpful, and/or do you foresee any concerns regarding credibility?

	
	Answer:



	Section 6.2 Traceability Requirement for Registration

	Registry systems ensure transparency, uniqueness, and auditability of BCUs.
· Each BCU shall be uniquely recorded with complete production, emissions, and eligibility data.
· A single unit of production shall not be issued on multiple registries.
· Registry records shall provide sufficient information to support procurement evaluation, reporting, and assurance.

	1
	For: Are the proposed registry data fields (including production data, emissions performance, benchmark data, and additionality declarations) clear, reasonable, and feasible to provide? Which data elements would be most challenging and why?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Buyer/Auditor: Are the proposed registry data fields sufficient to assess eligibility, credibility, and relevance for procurement, reporting, or assurance purposes? Are additional data elements needed, or are any unnecessary?

	
	Answer:



Section 7 BCU Transfer
The following requirements define how BCUs may be transferred between eligible system users while preserving market integrity and preventing double counting. This guidance establishes two core safeguards:
· Transfer eligibility and constraints, which ensure a single valid right to claim is maintained across transfers and that co-claimed BCUs cannot be transferred. (Section 7.1).
· Registry documentation, which ensures all transfers are transparently recorded and traceable to original issuance records (Section 7.2)
	Section 7.1 Transfer Rules

	Transfer provisions maintain a single valid right to claim throughout a BCU’s lifecycle.
· The transferring entity shall fully surrender its right to claim upon transfer.
· A single right to claim shall be maintained at all times.
· Co-claimed BCUs shall not be transferred.
· Transfer conditions shall be contractually defined and reflected in registry records.

	1
	Co-Claim Transfer Restriction: Do you agree with prohibiting transfer of co-claimed BCUs in order to reduce double-counting risk?

	
	Answer:



	Section 7.2 Transfer Process and Documentation

	All transfers must be transparent and traceable.
· Transfers shall be recorded in the registry and linked to the original issuance record.
· Transfer records shall identify all parties, volumes transferred, and confirmation of claim-right surrender.
· Registry systems shall update ownership status in real time to preserve traceability.

	1
	Buyer: Are the required data fields for transfer documentation sufficient and reasonable to provide?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Auditor: Are there additional data elements you would expect to see to support assurance, particularly where BCUs are transferred multiple times?

	
	Answer:



Section 8 BCU Retirement
The following requirements define how BCUs are retired to ensure temporal alignment and prevent reuse. This guidance establishes two core retirement safeguards:
· Vintage matching requirements, which ensure BCUs are applied within an appropriate time window relative to production and reporting periods (8.1).
· Registry retirement documentation, which ensures each BCU is uniquely retired and linked to a specific claiming entity (8.2).

	Section 8.1 BCU Vintage and Retirement

	Retirement safeguards ensure temporal alignment between production and claims.
· BCUs shall be retired prior to making claims.
· Claims shall fall within a defined vintage matching window (36 month) relative to the buyer’s reporting period.
· Retirement permanently removes the BCU from circulation.

	1
	Vintage Matching Window: Do you think the requirement to apply a 36-month vintage matching window for temporal alignment is feasible? What challenges do you foresee?

	
	Answer:






	Section 8.2 Traceability Requirement of BCU Retirement

	Retirement documentation preserves integrity and prevents reuse.
· Retirement records shall identify the retiring entity and retirement date.
· Copy identifiers shall be recorded where co-claiming applies.
· Retired BCUs shall not be transferred, reissued, or reactivated.

	1
	Retirement Disclosure Requirements: Are additional data elements or disclosures needed as a minimum to support assurance of BCU retirement?

	
	Answer:






Section 9 BCU Claiming and Inventory Reporting
The following requirements define how BCUs may be applied within corporate emissions inventories to ensure transparency and accounting integrity. This guidance establishes three core claiming principles:
· Inventory alignment and allowable claims, which ensure BCUs are applied only to relevant iron and steel emissions (Section 9.1).
· Accounting methodologies and safeguards, which prevent over-claiming and require alignment between BCUs and inventory boundaries (Section 9.2).
· Separate reporting and disclosure, which distinguish physical emissions from market-based adjustments (Section 9.3).

	Section 9.1 Allowable Claims and Requirements

	BCUs may be applied within corporate inventories only under defined conditions.
· BCUs shall be applied solely to emissions associated with iron or steel use in corporate emissions inventory.
· Claims shall align with inventory boundaries and retired volumes.
· BCUs shall not alter product-level carbon footprints or support on-product environmental claims outside approved co-claim structures.
· Application against spend-based inventories should be avoided where activity-based data is available.

	1
	Inventory Estimation Capacity: To what extent are you able to estimate steel use using physical or activity-based data instead of spend-based (EEIO) methods? What constraints do you face?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Iron Content Disaggregation: What practical challenges do you encounter when disaggregating iron content within your steel inventory (e.g., data availability, supplier engagement, methodological complexity)?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Application of Iron BCUs: How do you view applying iron BCUs to full steel inventories, considering the significant climate impacts associated with iron production?

	
	Answer:

	4
	Clarity of Allowable Claims: What do you think about restricting steelmakers to claim, co-claim, or transfer iron EACs? What practical use cases would justify allowing such claims, and what sourcing or procurement challenges could allowing such claims help address?

	
	Answer:

	5
	Greenwashing Safeguards: What additional guidance should the framework provide to help buyers make BCU-related claims that minimize greenwashing risks?

	
	Answer:



	Section 9.2 Claim Accounting Method

	Defined accounting approaches govern how BCUs may be applied in inventories.
· Permitted approaches include direct substitution, enhanced substitution, and limited spend-based methods where justified.
· The selected method shall align with inventory boundaries and data quality.
· Application shall not result in over-claiming or exceed total steel-related emissions within the reporting boundary.

	1
	Adequacy of Accounting Approaches: Do the proposed approaches (direct substitution, enhanced substitution, and spend-based methods) adequately cover the primary ways companies may apply market-based mechanisms to iron and steel emissions inventories? If not, what refinements should be considered?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Criteria for Method Selection: Are the proposed criteria for selecting an accounting approach (inventory alignment, data availability and quality, and consistency of emissions measurement assumptions) sufficient and clear? Are additional factors needed?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Total Emissions Cap Option: Should the total emissions cap option (allowing buyers to zero out their steel-related emissions) be permitted?

	
	Answer:



	Section 9.3 Co-claiming Rules and Documentation

	Co-claiming is permitted under defined structural and transparency safeguards.
· Co-claims shall occur only across distinct value-chain layers.
· The number of co-claims shall be capped at three (3), as defined by the system.
· All participating entities shall be transparently identified in registry records.

	1
	Layer-Based Limitation: Do you agree that limiting co-claiming to entities operating in different layers of the same end-use value chain are effective ways to reduce double-counting risk? Why?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Limit on Number of Co-Claims: What are your thoughts on limiting the number of co-claims to three? Does this provide sufficient flexibility for value chain collaboration?

	
	Answer:

	3
	Disclosure of End Use: Do you find it practical to disclose the end use of the physical good or service through registry records and/or contractual agreements? If not, what challenges do you foresee?

	
	Answer:



Section 10 Measures to Prevent Double Counting
The following requirements define safeguards to prevent double issuance, double selling, and double claiming of BCUs, ensuring the environmental integrity and credibility of the system. This guidance establishes two core double-counting prevention principles:
· Issuance and transaction integrity, which ensures that each BCU is generated, transferred, and retired only once within the system and is not duplicated across registries or contractual arrangements (Section 10.1).
· Disclosure and accountability safeguards, which ensure that emissions intensity disclosures and related public claims remain accurate and are not overstated when BCUs are issued or transacted (Section 10.2).
	Section 10 Measures to Prevent Double Counting

	Double-counting safeguards protect issuance, transaction, and claim integrity.
· Each eligible unit of production may generate only one BCU.
· BCUs shall not be listed simultaneously on multiple registries.
· Each environmental attribute may be claimed only once per eligible reporting boundary.
· Transaction records shall prevent duplicate issuance, resale duplication, or overlapping claims.

	1
	Additional Double-Counting Risks: Are there additional double-counting risks that this framework does not yet address?

	
	Answer:

	2
	Sufficiency of Safeguards: Do you consider the proposed safeguards sufficient to prevent double issuance, double selling, and double claiming? If not, what specific improvements would you recommend?

	
	Answer:



	Section 10.1 Supplier Accountability of Emissions Intensity for Physical Recipient

	Separation of environmental attributes from physical products requires disclosure consistency.
· Suppliers shall ensure public disclosures do not overstate emissions performance where attributes have been separated.
· EPDs and related emissions claims shall be updated or clarified where necessary to avoid double counting.
· Physical recipients shall not implicitly claim environmental attributes that have been separately issued.

	1
	Public Disclosure Adjustments: Are the proposed requirements to remove or update public disclosures (e.g., EPDs, sustainability requirement) practical? What operational challenges do you foresee? 

	
	Answer:






Additional Comments 
Please provide comments that are not covered by above questions in the below format. This table can be used for general (g), technical (t), and editorial comments (ed).  
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	Type of comment
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	Reviewer comment
	Potential reviewer suggestion
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