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[bookmark: _Toc243523582]1. Marketing environmental analysis
[bookmark: _Toc243523583]1.1 Introduction: Company context and scope
Tata Steel is an international steel producer operating across India, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Thailand. Its UK business supplies construction, automotive, packaging and engineering markets (Tata Steel, 2026b). The group’s ambition to achieve net zero emissions by 2045 makes it a relevant case for examining the transition towards lower-carbon products (Tata Steel, 2026a). This report analyses environmental, political/legal and economic factors, using UK operations to illustrate wider group challenges. It evaluates how these pressures influence customer value, market opportunities and competitive positioning, before applying the Ansoff Matrix to recommend growth and Porter’s Generic Strategies to establish competitive positioning. Corporate commitments are assessed critically rather than treated as demonstrated outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc243523584]1.2 Environmental factors
Environmental pressures are reshaping the value proposition of steel: customers need materials that meet technical requirements while supporting emissions reduction. Rippy, Bell and Leick (2024) identify conventional ironmaking as a major source of emissions and explain why alternative production routes are necessary. For Tata Steel, this creates an opportunity to compete through demonstrably lower product emissions. However, environmental concern alone does not establish demand: the International Energy Agency (IEA, 2025) finds that purchasing commitments remain insufficient to accelerate the transition at the required scale. Tata must therefore distinguish customers stated sustainability ambitions from their willingness to enter binding purchasing agreements.
Port Talbot illustrates Tata’s response. Its electric arc furnace project will recycle scrap rather than continue traditional blast-furnace ironmaking. Tata Steel (2025) projects approximately 90% lower site carbon emissions, with commissioning planned for late 2027 or early 2028. This could strengthen its proposition to construction and automotive buyers seeking lower-carbon inputs. Nevertheless, the percentage is a forecast concerning the site, not proof that every finished product will have a 90% smaller lifecycle footprint. During construction, Tata imports steel slabs and hot-rolled coil to maintain downstream manufacturing and supply customers while steelmaking at Port Talbot is paused (Tata Steel, 2025). Consequently, lower emissions at Port Talbot alone cannot demonstrate equivalent reductions across the supply chain so the emissions associated with producing and transporting imported steel must also be assessed. In addition, marketing should distinguish future production benefits from the emissions associated with products supplied during the transition.
The environmental benefits of electrification also depend on upstream conditions. Rippy, Bell and Leick (2024) emphasise the importance of low-carbon electricity and identify scrap availability and contamination as constraints. This challenges any assumption that installing an electric arc furnace automatically produces near-zero-emission steel. Tata’s own reporting acknowledges geographic differences in clean-energy access and scrap supply (Tata Steel, 2026a). The marketing implication is that claims should reflect the production route and electricity supply of the relevant product, rather than transferring UK expectations across the group. Otherwise, a consistent corporate message could conceal materially different environmental performance between locations.
Circular production also creates a quality trade-off. Scrap impurities can restrict the manufacture of demanding grades, including automotive applications (Rippy, Bell and Leick, 2024). This is relevant because Tata serves markets where safety, consistency and technical specifications remain essential. Lower emissions therefore cannot compensate for inadequate performance. Tata should substantiate both environmental and functional benefits through product testing and customer qualification, while securing suitable feedstock. Its competitive opportunity lies in combining credible emissions reductions with dependable quality, rather than positioning recycled content as sufficient evidence of superiority.
Finally, environmental differentiation depends on credible measurement. The IEA (2025) highlights the need for comparable emissions methodologies, transparent supply-chain accounting and robust verification. For Tata, independently verified product data could support buyers’ supplier comparisons and reduce uncertainty surrounding environmental claims. However, company reports establish intentions and reported progress, not independent confirmation of all outcomes. The environmental factor therefore presents a conditional opportunity: lower-carbon production can strengthen customer value and market access only where emissions reductions are substantiated, technical requirements are maintained and demand converts into purchases. This connects environmental ambition to the political and economic conditions examined below.
 
[bookmark: _Toc243523585]1.3 Political/legal factors
Political and legal pressures influence whether Tata’s environmental transition becomes commercially viable. The UK Government’s £500 million contribution to Port Talbot reduces the investment burden, but funding includes conditions allowing recovery of public money if Tata fails to meet commitments, including employment requirements (Department for Business and Trade et al., 2024). Government support therefore enables cleaner production while creating accountability beyond emissions reduction. For marketing, Tata must demonstrate credible progress and continuity of supply; financial assistance alone does not establish customer preference or prove competitive advantage.
Carbon pricing also changes the competitive environment. The UK Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM), scheduled to commence on 1 January 2027, will apply to specified iron and steel imports. It aims to align their carbon costs with those faced by UK manufacturers, reducing incentives to shift emissions-intensive production overseas (HM Revenue & Customs, 2026). For Tata, this could reduce the price advantage of imports facing lower carbon charges and strengthen the commercial case for lower-emission domestic steel. However, the policy does not guarantee protection from all lower-priced imports: liability depends on covered products, embodied emissions and eligible overseas carbon-price deductions.
There is also a transitional tension. Tata’s reliance on imported steel while its new furnace is constructed could expose relevant imports to CBAM, depending on sourcing and applicable rules (Tata Steel, 2025; HM Revenue & Customs, 2026). A policy supporting future domestic production may therefore increase interim supply costs. Tata should assess product-specific liabilities and communicate reliable delivery and evidenced carbon performance to customers. Political/legal support strengthens the transition only when compliance, employment commitments and supply-chain planning are managed alongside the environmental investment, rather than assuming policy automatically delivers profitable growth.
[bookmark: _Toc243523586]1.4 Economic factors
Economic conditions determine whether Tata can translate lower-carbon production into profitable sales. The OECD (2026) projects global steel excess capacity of 745 million tonnes by 2028, alongside slow demand growth. This creates downward pressure on prices and profitability, challenging the assumption that environmental differentiation will automatically command a premium. For Tata, buyers facing cheaper alternatives may prioritise price, particularly where their own margins are constrained. Lower-carbon steel therefore needs a clear customer benefit, supported by evidence, rather than relying on sustainability commitments alone.
Electricity costs are particularly important as Tata moves towards electric arc furnace production. The Department for Business and Trade (2026) estimates that government electricity support reduces average steel-sector prices from £168 per megawatt-hour (MWh) to £86/MWh, lowering modelled furnace production costs by approximately £40 per tonne. This indicates the importance of energy support to competitiveness, but these are sector-level estimates, not verified savings for Tata. Its commercial case requires site-specific electricity contracts, consumption and feedstock costs. Consequently, a cleaner production route may strengthen environmental positioning without ensuring a cost advantage against overseas competitors.
Demand uncertainty also affects investment recovery. The IEA (2025) identifies firm purchasing agreements as important for reducing suppliers’ investment risk. Tata should therefore prioritise customers able to specify emissions requirements and commit volumes, testing whether any price premium covers additional costs. Long-term agreements could improve revenue visibility, although they may restrict pricing flexibility if energy or scrap costs change. Economic analysis thus supports selective differentiation rather than an assumption of universal premium demand: Tata must assess customer willingness to pay, competitor prices and contribution margins before expanding its lower-carbon offer. Environmental value becomes commercially meaningful when buyers can justify its cost.
[bookmark: _Toc243523587]1.5 Overall judgement: critical analysis
Together, the three factors create a conditional growth opportunity. Environmental pressure supports lower-carbon differentiation, political/legal measures help shape investment and competition, and economic conditions determine affordability and returns. Tata should therefore link verified product benefits to committed customer demand, while controlling transition costs.
However, environmental pressure does not automatically translate into profitable demand, and political support cannot guarantee commercial viability. Subsidies reduce investment costs, while weak demand and excess capacity constrain premium pricing. Economic conditions therefore determine whether environmental differentiation generates returns. Tata should pursue growth only where verified emissions benefit secure customer commitments sufficient to justify transition costs. This judgement informs the growth recommendation in Task 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc243523588]2. Strategic Growth and Competitive Positioning
This section applies the Ansoff Matrix to recommend a growth strategy for Tata Steel, then uses Porter’s Generic Strategies to explain its competitive positioning. It concludes with implementation priorities and measures for evaluating success.
[bookmark: _Toc243523589]2.1 Recommended growth strategy: Ansoff Matrix
Ansoff (1957) distinguishes four growth directions: market penetration, market development, product development and diversification. Product development is recommended for Tata Steel, involving the introduction of independently verified lower-carbon steel variants to existing construction and automotive markets, initially through its UK business. This builds on established customer relationships while responding to the environmental pressures identified in Task 1. The proposed offering would combine reduced embodied emissions, traceable product data and maintained technical performance.
[image: ]
Figure 1: Ansoff Matrix applied to Tata Steel. Independently created based on Ansoff (1957); Tata applications represent the report’s analysis.
The classification requires care. Ansoff (1957) distinguishes product development, involving new or modified products for existing markets, from market penetration, involving existing products in existing markets. Applying this distinction, changing Tata’s production process alone does not necessarily constitute product development. The classification is justified here where buyers receive a materially enhanced offering with verified environmental attributes relevant to procurement. If Tata instead sells an unchanged offering more efficiently to existing markets, market penetration would be more appropriate. The furnace investment must therefore be linked to a demonstrably enhanced customer offering to support the recommended classification.
Compared with market development, the recommendation avoids simultaneously entering unfamiliar markets while managing production change. Diversification would introduce additional uncertainty through both new products and new markets (Ansoff, 1957). Market penetration remains useful for retaining customers during construction but may provide limited differentiation where competitors compete aggressively on price. Product development therefore offers the strongest initial fit with the identified opportunity, although it requires technical qualification and evidence of customer willingness to pay.
Growth should be assessed through incremental contribution and customer retention, not sales volume alone. Replacing conventional sales with lower-carbon variants may protect market share without expanding total demand. The strategy is therefore a conditional route to growth, rather than proof that decarbonisation automatically increases revenue.
 
[bookmark: _Toc243523590]2.2 Achieving competitive advantage: Porter’s Generic Strategies
Tata should pursue differentiation focus, targeting selected construction and automotive customers whose procurement decisions place measurable value on verified lower emissions. Porter’s positioning framework links differentiation to distinctive customer value that can support a premium price (Institute for Strategy and Competitiveness, n.d.). For Tata, the proposed value proposition combines independently verified product emissions, dependable technical quality and support for customers’ carbon reporting. This connects product development to customer needs rather than presenting cleaner production technology as a benefit in isolation.
However, lower-carbon steel is not unique to Tata. Swedish steelmaker SSAB (originally Svenskt Stål Aktiebolag, meaning Swedish Steel Limited) markets SSAB Zero, produced using recycled steel and fossil-free energy, and reports low fossil-carbon emissions within specified production boundaries (SSAB, n.d.). This competitor example demonstrates that environmental positioning is already contested. Tata should therefore benchmark competing grades on comparable emissions boundaries, price, availability and technical performance. SSAB’s own claims should also be treated as company evidence, rather than independent proof that its products outperform Tata’s.


[image: ]Figure 2: Porter’s Generic Strategies applied to Tata Steel. Independently created based on Porter’s framework, as explained by the Institute for Strategy and Competitiveness (n.d.); Tata applications represent the report’s analysis.

Barney (1991) argues that sustained advantage depends on resources being valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and without strategically equivalent substitutes. An electric arc furnace alone is unlikely to satisfy these conditions because competitors can acquire similar technology. A stronger potential advantage would come from combining technical expertise, customer-specific qualification, reliable supply relationships and credible emissions information. These capabilities could make Tata’s offering more useful and harder to replicate as a complete package, although their rarity and effectiveness require evidence rather than assumption.
Tata should consequently develop the offering jointly with selected existing customers, agreeing technical specifications and emissions requirements before wider launch. Pricing should reflect verified customer value while maintaining cost discipline; differentiation does not remove the need to control energy and scrap expenditure. Success would mean retaining or winning profitable contracts because customers prefer the overall proposition. If competitors match its benefits or buyers reject the premium, environmental performance may become a market-entry requirement rather than a source of sustained superior returns.
 
[bookmark: _Toc243523591]2.3 Implementation and evaluation
Tata should implement product development in stages, beginning with selected existing customers rather than committing immediately to a broad launch. Marketing and technical teams should agree product specifications, emissions boundaries and acceptable pricing, then qualify trial materials before promising commercial supply. The IEA (2025) identifies firm purchasing agreements as a means of reducing investment uncertainty; Tata should therefore seek conditional volume commitments linked to verified performance and delivery milestones.
Before expansion, finance and procurement teams should test profitability under alternative electricity prices, scrap costs and customer premiums. This responds to the competitive pressures identified in Task 1 (OECD, 2026). Management should approve wider sales only where customer qualification, supply readiness and projected margins meet agreed thresholds. If these conditions fail, Tata should revise the offering or delay expansion while maintaining existing customer relationships.
Evaluation should combine commercial and environmental measures: contribution per tonne, contracted volumes, customer retention, on-time delivery and verified product emissions intensity. These are proposed measures, not reported Tata results. Lower emissions without viable margins would undermine investment recovery, while profitable sales without substantiated environmental benefits would weaken differentiation. Ansoff provides a useful growth direction but cannot establish feasibility; implementation must remain responsive to customer evidence, operating costs and competitor developments.
 
[bookmark: _Toc243523592]3. Managerial and Professional Reflection
I selected Tata Steel because its lower-carbon transition exposes a managerial tension between environmental responsibility and commercial viability. Port Talbot provides a concrete example, while the wider group highlights differences between national operating conditions. For senior leadership, my aim was to identify where environmental change creates customer value and where it introduces risks. However, using UK examples could bias the report towards one geography. I would therefore present the recommendation as an initial UK-focused approach, rather than assume it applies equally across Tata’s operations.
I prioritised environmental, political/legal and economic factors because they explain connected aspects of the transition: why change is necessary, how policy shapes its feasibility, and whether customers and operating margins can support it. This selection enabled depth within the word limit, but excluded detailed analysis of other influences, including technological development and stakeholder relationships. These remain relevant and should be investigated before a final decision. My analysis also risks treating the selected factors separately when, in practice, electricity support and carbon rules directly affect economic competitiveness.
I recommended product development for existing markets because it combines a relevant environmental opportunity with established customer relationships. However, I recognised that cleaner production is not automatically a new product. The recommendation depends on customers valuing a demonstrably enhanced offering. If the environmental attributes do not alter purchasing decisions, market penetration may be the more accurate classification. Similarly, differentiation is a proposed route to advantage, not evidence that Tata possesses unique capabilities or can sustain a premium. Presenting these conditions explicitly would help leadership understand the limits of the recommendation.
The principal limitation is reliance on publicly available secondary evidence. Corporate reporting is useful for understanding commitments but may emphasise favourable developments. Research on greenwashing identifies selective disclosure and unclear environmental claims as concerns (de Freitas Netto et al., 2020). This does not establish that Tata is greenwashing; it explains why I should distinguish forecasts, reported achievements and independently verified product outcomes. Sector averages also cannot establish Tata’s actual costs, while industry forecasts remain uncertain.
Before advising leadership to expand the offering, I would seek customer interviews, willingness-to-pay evidence, binding demand commitments, grade-specific qualification results and independently verified emissions data. I would also request site-level electricity and scrap contracts, investment forecasts and contribution margins. Sensitivity analysis would test whether the recommendation remains viable under weaker demand or higher costs. HM Treasury (2026) recommends testing key assumptions in public-sector appraisal; I would adapt this principle to Tata’s commercial decision rather than treat that guidance as a corporate requirement.
This work reinforces the importance of linking marketing recommendations to evidence and implementation conditions. In developing my professional judgement, I need to challenge attractive sustainability narratives and explain uncertainty clearly. My recommendation to leadership would therefore be conditional approval for customer-led trials, followed by expansion only when technical, environmental and commercial evidence supports it.















[bookmark: _Toc243523593]References
Ansoff, H.I. (1957) ‘Strategies for diversification’, Harvard Business Review, 35(5), pp. 113–124. Available at: https://studylib.net/doc/27920752/ansoff--h.-i.--1957-.-strategies-for-diversification?  (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
Barney, J. (1991) ‘Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage’, Journal of Management, 17(1), pp. 99–120. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108 (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
Department for Business and Trade (2026) The UK steel strategy. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/steel-strategy/the-uk-steel-strategy-web-version? (Accessed: 9 October 2026).
Department for Business and Trade, Wales Office, Reynolds, J. and Stevens, J. (2024) Government puts workers at the heart of new and improved Port Talbot deal. 11 September. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/government-puts-workers-at-the-heart-of-new-and-improved-port-talbot-deal? (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
de Freitas Netto, S.V., Sobral, M.F.F., Ribeiro, A.R.B. and Soares, G.R.L. (2020) ‘Concepts and forms of greenwashing: a systematic review’, Environmental Sciences Europe, 32, article 19. Available at: Concepts and forms of greenwashing: a systematic review | Environmental Sciences Europe | Springer Nature Link (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
HM Revenue & Customs (2026) Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM): Policy summary. 9 September. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam-policy-summary/carbon-border-adjustment-mechanism-cbam-policy-summary? (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
HM Treasury (2026) The Green Book: UK government guidance on appraisal. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book--2/the-green-book-2026?  (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
International Energy Agency (2025) ‘Steel’, Breakthrough Agenda Report 2025. Available at: Steel - Breakthrough Agenda Report 2025 - IEA (Accessed: 8 October 2026). 
Institute for Strategy and Competitiveness (n.d.) Strategic positioning. Harvard Business School. Available at: https://www.isc.hbs.edu/strategy/business-strategy/Pages/strategic-positioning.aspx?  (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
OECD (2026) OECD Steel Outlook 2026. Paris: OECD Publishing. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1787/99ab9b0c-en (Accessed: 9 October 2026).
Rippy, K., Bell, R.T. and Leick, N. (2024) ‘Chemical and electrochemical pathways to low-carbon iron and steel’, npj Materials Sustainability, 2, article 33. Available at: Chemical and electrochemical pathways to low-carbon iron and steel | npj Materials Sustainability (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
SSAB (n.d.) SSAB Zero™ – The next generation of recycled steel. Available at: https://www.ssab.com/en-us/fossil-free-steel/ssab-zero?  (Accessed: 14 October 2026).
Tata Steel (2026a) ‘Climate change report’, Integrated report & annual accounts 2025–26. Available at: Climate Change Report | Tata Steel Integrated Report & Annual Accounts 2025-26 (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
Tata Steel (2026b) ‘Corporate portrait’, Integrated report & annual accounts 2025–26. Available at: Tata Steel Integrated Report & Annual Accounts 2025-26 | One Dream, 119th Year (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
Tata Steel (2025) ‘Tata Group Chairman N. Chandrasekaran marks groundbreaking of new Electric Arc Furnace at Port Talbot’, 14 July. Available at: Tata Group Chairman N. Chandrasekaran marks groundbreaking of new Electric Arc Furnace at Port Talbot (Accessed: 8 October 2026).
 


2

image1.png
Ansoff Matrix applied to Tata Steel

Markets /
Products

Existing products

New or enhanced products

Existing markets

Market penetration

Increase sales of existing steel products to
current markets.

Product development —
recommended

Offer verified lower-carbon steel variants to
existing construction and automotive
customers.

New markets

Market development

Sell existing steel products into new
geographic or customer markets.

Diversification

Introduce new products into markets Tata
does not currently serve.





image2.png
Porter’s Generic Strategies applied to Tata Steel

Competitive
scope

Broad market

Lower-cost advantage

Cost leadership

Compete across the market through lower
production costs.

Differentiation advantage

Differentiation

Offer distinctive benefits valued across a
broad market.

Selected
segments

Cost focus

Serve a narrow segment at a lower cost
than competitors.

Differentiation focus —
recommended

Target selected construction and
automotive buyers that value verified lower
emissions, technical quality and reliable
supply.





