
 

1 
 

Final stage impact assessment 
 
Title:  Steel Industry Nationalisation Bill 
 
Type of measure:  Framework 
 
Department or agency: The Department for Business and Trade 
 
Contact for enquiries: Steel Communications Team, DBT 
                                    Steel.comms@businessandtrade.gov.uk  
 
Date:  13/05/2026 
 

1. Summary of proposal  
 

1. The UK government is committed to maintaining the viability of domestic steel 
production, recognising its role in national infrastructure, defence, clean energy, and 
industrial supply chains. This Impact Assessment (IA) supports proposed legislation that 
would grant the Secretary of State (SoS) powers to take ownership of steel undertakings 
where the specified public interest test is met. These powers are intended to provide 
Government with the option to intervene, should it be judged necessary in the public 
interest.  
 

2. The public interest test for exercising these powers is broad. In practice, the Secretary of 
State may weigh other factors such as defence and national security, critical 
infrastructure needs, regional economic support, supply chain resilience, and market 
failures, in addition to the public interest test, with each case assessed on its merits. 
Decarbonisation considerations may inform long‑term investment decisions after 
continuity is secured, but they are not a basis for exercising ownership powers. 

 
3. The proposed legislation provides contingency powers to be used only if it is determined 

to be in the public interest to do so. The baseline for assessment is the current 
framework, including the Steel Industry (Special Measures) Act (SISMA) and targeted 
subsidies. The proposed contingency legislation changes the options available to 
Ministers, enabling a more direct response to sector challenges.  

 
2. Strategic case for proposed regulation 
 
Problem Under Consideration 
 
4. The UK steel sector faces structural challenges that limit its resilience and threaten the 

continuity of strategically important operations. Current market conditions, combined 
with domestic cost pressures and ageing assets, mean that some undertakings remain 
vulnerable to disruption without the ability for government to respond quickly and 
effectively. 
 

5. Reduced domestic capability has increased reliance on imports at a time of heightened 
global uncertainty. A more exposed position risks supply interruptions, cost volatility and 
weaker industrial security, creating vulnerabilities for critical national infrastructure and 
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major programmes alongside broader defence‑adjacent supply chains that depend on 
assured domestic continuity. 
 

6. Government objectives on economic security and industrial resilience emphasise 
maintaining continuity of strategically important capability. Recent events such as the 
intervention at British Steel have shown that existing tools may not always be sufficient 
to safeguard supply‑chain resilience for defence, critical national infrastructure and 
major programmes. 

7. Continuity of operations is essential to prevent the loss of assets, skills and supply‑chain 
capacity. Even short‑term disruption could cause damage to the industry, undermining 
potential future investment, dampening productivity growth and leading to the potential 
loss of contracts for downstream contractors due to disrupted supply. 

8. Current legislation does not provide for longer‑term control, ownership, or stabilisation 
where strategic capability is at risk. Powers are limited to short‑term emergency 
measures, creating a gap between the risks faced by the sector and the government’s 
ability to act in the national interest. 
 

Evidence Supporting the Problem Statement 
 
9. The UK steel industry provides goods that support national security, economic 

resilience, critical national infrastructure (CNI), and the energy transition. Steel as a 
material is a foundational input across CNI sectors, including defence, transport, 
construction and clean energy projects such as offshore wind1, which alone is expected 
to require 25 million tonnes of steel by 2050. Steel also underpins the UK’s general 
economic security, with virtually all major steel product categories being essential to 
industrial supply chains, logistics networks, and nationally important manufacturing. 
 

10. At the same time, the global steel market is characterised by significant government 
interventions and distortions, such as subsidies and overcapacity. This puts this 
strategically vital sector at risk in the UK and increases the risk of potential future 
vulnerability of critical supply chains. This risk to critical supply chains sits at a trade 
policy level and so cannot be addressed by individual steel companies, therefore 
increasing the need for government intervention.  
 

11. Despite this strategic importance, the UK steel industry has experienced a steep decline 
in output and faces acute challenges that threaten its strategic viability. For example:  

• UK steel production has fallen from 15.15 million tonnes (Mt) in 20002 to around 4 
million tonnes in 20243, a decline of over 85% 

• Steel remains important to the whole economy but the industry has declined over 
this period, from around 0.25% of GDP in 20004 to the current total of less than 
0.1% in 2024.5 

• The UK was the world’s 13th largest steel producer in 20006, but by 2016 had 
slipped to 21st globally.7 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/input-into-the-steel-strategy/the-steel-strategy-the-plan-for-
steel  
2 Iron and steel production by year, measure and area  
3 UK Steel: Decades of decline 
4 Microsoft Word - SNEP-00652.doc 
5 CBP-7317.pdf 
6 House of Commons - Trade and Industry - Written Evidence  
7 https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/uk-steel-decades-of-decline/ 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/input-into-the-steel-strategy/the-steel-strategy-the-plan-for-steel
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/input-into-the-steel-strategy/the-steel-strategy-the-plan-for-steel
https://statswales.gov.wales/Catalogue/Business-Economy-and-Labour-Market/Economic-Indices/Indices-of-Production-and-Construction/IronAndSteelProduction-by-Year-Measure-Area
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/uk-steel-decades-of-decline/
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/SN00652/SN00652.pdf
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-7317/CBP-7317.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmselect/cmtrdind/686/686w05.htm
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/uk-steel-decades-of-decline/
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• Employment in the steel industry has dropped from around 50,000 in 2000 to 
around 37,000 in 2024.8  

• Import dependency has increased. The UK’s trade deficit in iron and steel was 
£2.6 billion in 2024, compared with a surplus of £65 million in 20009.  
 

12. In addition, energy costs and slow progress on decarbonisation threaten the sector’s 
long-term viability and its ability to compete in a global market increasingly focused on 
low-carbon products. For example: 
• UK steel producers have faced higher electricity costs than comparative countries 

contributing to uncompetitive production costs and pressure on margins. Firms 
have told HMG that the disparity between UK and EU electricity prices have led to 
them disinvesting. As part of this government’s modern Industrial Strategy, we 
announced a proposed increase in support for our most energy-intensive industries 
eligible for the British Industry Supercharger package, with an uplift of 
the NCC scheme from 60% to 90%. Following the conclusion of this consultation, 
the government intends to take forward this proposed measure which will reduce 
the disparity between electricity prices paid by British steel producers 10and those 
in European countries11. 

• Investment in green steel technologies has lagged, with no pilots currently planned 
in the UK, compared to 23 in the EU. This is due to high upfront costs, rising 
electricity prices, and the need for supporting infrastructure (hydrogen, and carbon 
capture). The sector has called for a clearer policy framework and more support for 
decarbonisation.12 
 

13. Crises, such as the closure of SSI Redcar in 2015 and the urgent intervention at British 
Steel’s Scunthorpe plant in 2025, highlight the sector’s vulnerability to global shocks and 
the limitations of previous policy responses.13  
 

 
Rationale for Government Intervention 
 
The Importance of Steel  
14. Steel is an essential part of our national life and central to the UK Government’s mission 

to deliver strong, secure, and sustainable economic growth. As a foundational industry, 
it underpins growth-driving sectors in the industrial strategy - such as advanced 
manufacturing, clean energy, and defence - as well as core areas like construction and 
engineering. The loss or significant reduction of steelmaking capacity at nationally 
important sites would increase potential risks to security and continuity of critical supply 
chains. Steel is used across manufacturing, transport, defence, energy networks, water, 
and communications, with many sectors - particularly defence - relying on specialist 
grades and forms that require domestic production for assured availability, quality 
control, and timely delivery. Disruptions could cascade through supply chains, negatively 

 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/output/articles/updatedthebritishsteelindustry
sincethe1970s/2016-01-18 
9 https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-7317/CBP-7317.pdfTrade in Goods: Iron & 
steel (67): WW: Balance: BOP: CP: SA - Office for National Statistics 
10 Energy intensive industries (EIIs): consultation on the proposed uplift to the Network Charging 
Compensation Scheme for energy intensive industries - GOV.UK 
11 Proposed uplift to the Network Charging Compensation Scheme for energy intensive industries (EIIs): 
government consultation response - GOV.UK 
12 https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0672/POST-PN-0672.pdf 
13 https://lordslibrary.parliament.uk/debate-on-steel-industry-special-measures-act-2025/, 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2025-12-10/debates/25121030000007/BritishSteel  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/output/articles/updatedthebritishsteelindustrysincethe1970s/2016-01-18
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/output/articles/updatedthebritishsteelindustrysincethe1970s/2016-01-18
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/CBP-7317/CBP-7317.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/timeseries/ehbt/mret
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/balanceofpayments/timeseries/ehbt/mret
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/network-charging-compensation-scheme-uplift-for-energy-intensive-industries/energy-intensive-industries-eiis-consultation-on-the-proposed-uplift-to-the-network-charging-compensation-scheme-for-energy-intensive-industries
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/network-charging-compensation-scheme-uplift-for-energy-intensive-industries/energy-intensive-industries-eiis-consultation-on-the-proposed-uplift-to-the-network-charging-compensation-scheme-for-energy-intensive-industries
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/network-charging-compensation-scheme-uplift-for-energy-intensive-industries/outcome/proposed-uplift-to-the-network-charging-compensation-scheme-for-energy-intensive-industries-eiis-government-consultation-response#conclusion-and-next-steps
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/network-charging-compensation-scheme-uplift-for-energy-intensive-industries/outcome/proposed-uplift-to-the-network-charging-compensation-scheme-for-energy-intensive-industries-eiis-government-consultation-response#conclusion-and-next-steps
https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0672/POST-PN-0672.pdf
https://lordslibrary.parliament.uk/debate-on-steel-industry-special-measures-act-2025/
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2025-12-10/debates/25121030000007/BritishSteel
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impacting upstream and downstream businesses. However, it is worth noting that 
imports will always play a vital role in our supply chains. Securing and then helping to 
create the conditions for an increase in domestic production, and providing onshore 
producers opportunities for economic growth, will increase resilience into our supply 
chains as the UK will have a greater flexibility to respond to emerging global issues 
without risking access to a secure supply of steel. 
 

15. Steel underpins national resilience and security. Its role goes beyond defence 
manufacturing to include the building and maintenance of critical infrastructure - from 
railways to telecommunications. As geopolitical tensions and market volatility threaten 
import reliability, securing UK steelmaking is important to safeguard against risks to 
downstream supply chains. Losing domestic production would increase the level of harm 
that could arise from future supply chain disruption to defence, infrastructure, and 
energy security, leaving the UK with no alternative to imports for essential materials 
such as construction sections and military-grade alloys, with no ability to diversify or 
onshore production of a given product to mitigate disruption to import supply.  
 

16. The rationale for the proposed legislation is to provide the Government with a 
greater set of powers and in particular the option to intervene to bring assets or 
shares into public ownership, should it be judged necessary in the public interest. 
While private owners may make decisions to close, reduce output, or withdraw from 
steelmaking for commercial reasons, such as sustained losses, low profitability, or a 
shift in corporate strategy, these decisions may not align with the broader public interest. 
This poses significant public risks and externalities that only government can address.  

 
Market Failures 
17. The steel industry exhibits several well￼ documented market failures that justify 

targeted and proportionate government intervention. These failures are more 
pronounced in steel than in many other sectors because of its unique characteristics, 
high capital intensity, strategic importance, complex decarbonisation requirements.14 

 
18. The global steel market is characterised by significant market distorting practices, 

subsidies and overcapacity. Subsidies have become increasingly prominent in regions 
where steelmaking capacity is growing the fastest, particularly in China and the MENA 
and ASEAN regions. These subsidies and other practices have driven a surge in excess 
capacity. For example, the difference between global steel capacity and demand is 
expected to reach 721 million metric tonnes by 202715. Such practices undermine fair 
competition and creates systemic risks for steel producers, representing a classic 
market failure.  
 

19. This persistent excess capacity problem is eroding profitability across the steel sector 
and limiting the capital available for investing in new technologies. In the UK, these 
global imbalances, combined with high operating costs, compound a lack of long-term 
investment in the industry, has led to a declining industry. This decline hinders the 
industry’s efforts to invest including in decarbonisation.  
 

20. Information asymmetry also exists between the UK Government and steel companies. 
Government holds both a broader picture of national resilience and strategic 
supply‑chain risks and attributes social benefit to this, when compared to individual 
firms. Steel is foundational for defence, energy infrastructure and transport.  Official 

 
14 Green-steel hubs: A pathway to decarbonize the steel industry | McKinsey 
15 Steel | OECD 

https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/metals-and-mining/our-insights/green-steel-hubs-a-pathway-to-decarbonize-the-steel-industry
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/steel.html#:%7E:text=Steel%20producers%20are%20facing%20significant,of%20even%20highly%20competitive%20steelmakers.
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resilience frameworks and ministerial statements emphasise steel’s critical role in 
defence, energy infrastructure and transport, underscoring the need to manage 
supply‑chain vulnerability.16 This information failure results in the private sector 
underestimating the full social value of investment in the steel sector. 
 

21. Coordination failures in decarbonisation represent a critical market failure in the steel 
sector. The transition to low‑carbon steel is not a standalone investment but relies upon 
complementary infrastructure such as hydrogen supply, carbon capture and storage 
(CCS) and grid decarbonisation across the value chain. These interdependencies are 
far more complex than in sectors with simpler electrification pathways, creating a market 
failure of missing markets and fragmented incentives. The CCC’s Sixth Carbon Budget 
pathway for industry assumes coordinated deployment of hydrogen and CCS alongside 
electrification to meet 2035 climate ambitions.17 

 
22. These failures, underinvestment, information asymmetry, and coordination challenges, 

create systemic barriers to competitiveness and net‑zero goals, reinforcing the case for 
targeted government intervention. 
 

Existing UK legislation and its limitations 
23. The Steel Industry (Special Measures) Act 2025 (SISMA) is currently the only legislation 

specifically designed to address emergency risks to UK steel assets. It provides the SoS 
with powers to issue directions to steel undertakings to ensure the continued and safe 
use of specified assets, particularly where operations have ceased or are at risk of 
ceasing. It does not provide for longer-term control or ownership of assets, also it does 
not enable investment or allow government to plan ahead or take timely action to 
improve assets. The Act is primarily reactive and relies on cooperation from private 
operators, which may not be feasible in cases of insolvency or market exit.  
 

24. The proposed legislation will repeal SISMA, replacing its short-term emergency powers 
with a framework for nationalisation. This ensures government can act pre-emptively 
and plan for long-term sector stability.  
 

25. The proposed contingency legislation addresses these gaps by granting powers to take 
ownership of steel undertakings where a public interest test as identified in the bill is met 
without HMG intervention national interests would be unlikely to be protected. 
 

26. The intervention approach draws on the precedent set by the Banking Act 2009, which 
provided government with the necessary tools to intervene in failing financial institutions. 
Similar powers are now required for steel, given its foundational role in the UK economy 
and the limitations of existing regulatory frameworks. The proposed contingency 
legislation would provide a legal framework for intervention, with safeguards including 
parliamentary oversight, ensuring that powers are used only when necessary and in the 
public interest. 

 
International Comparators 
27. EU member states have provided over €15 billion in direct public grants for steel 

decarbonisation since 2022, with Germany alone contributing €7 billion.18 The European 
Commission’s 2025 Steel and Metals Action Plan includes further decarbonisation 
funding, energy cost subsidies, and trade defence measures. The UK similarly provides 

 
16 Resilience Framework 
17 Sector-summary-Manufacturing-and-construction.pdf 
18 Decarbonization of the steel sector: EU increases subsidies — GMK Center 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/63cff056e90e071ba7b41d54/UKG_Resilience_Framework_FINAL_v2.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Sector-summary-Manufacturing-and-construction.pdf
https://gmk.center/en/infographic/european-countries-increased-steel-decarbonization-subsidies-to-e15-1-bln/
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a mix of subsidy and non-subsidy measures to support steelmaking, reflecting the 
different policy frameworks, market structures and strategic choices across countries. 
For the UK, the key consideration is ensuring that Ministers have proportionate and 
carefully targeted backstop powers available should existing tools prove insufficient to 
protect continuity of strategic capability. 
 

28. In addition to subsidy-based approaches, some international partners employ other 
mechanisms to support and protect domestic steelmaking. For example, the EU has 
introduced measures such as the Carbon Border Adjustment Mechanism (CBAM) and 
updated state‑aid rules, which form part of its wider regulatory framework for industrial 
competitiveness. 

 
29. The US government has combined trade measures (e.g. Section 232 tariffs) with 

targeted public investment and tax incentives to support domestic steel production and 
decarbonisation. Recent federal infrastructure and clean energy legislation has 
channelled billions of dollars into steel plant upgrades and clean technology, while the 
White House, under several presidents, has repeatedly emphasised steel’s national 
security role.1920 These interventions reflect the specific institutional and policy context 
of the United States and its long‑standing approach to steel. They also underline that 
many countries recognise steelmaking as strategically significant, though each frames 
its support differently according to national circumstances. 

 
30. Unlike the broader subsidy or regulatory tools used internationally, the UK’s proposed 

powers are contingency measures designed solely to protect continuity of strategic 
capability, rather than to drive industrial transformation or decarbonisation. They are 
deliberately narrow, precautionary, and intended for use only in exceptional 
circumstances. Their role is to complement, rather than replace, the wider package of 
UK support available to the sector, ensuring that Government retains a proportionate, 
carefully applied tool should other routes prove insufficient. 

 
Gaps or Harms Without Government Intervention 
 
31. Without government intervention, it would be harder to address financial distress and 

supply continuity risks in the UK steel sector, as existing tools may be insufficient.  
 

32. Potential harm should this bill not exist could include: 
• Increased reliance on imported steel, exposing supply chains to geopolitical risk 

and thus potential price volatility. 
• Disruption to sectors dependent on steel, including infrastructure/critical national 

infrastructure, defence and clean energy. 
• Closure of key steelmaking assets, resulting in the loss of skilled jobs and 

industrial capability. 
 

33. These risks could undermine national resilience and economic stability. Expanding the 
government’s powers would help ensure it can act decisively when existing mechanisms 
are insufficient, supporting continuity of production and managing local and national 
impacts. 
 

 
19 AISI_Priorities_2025_FINAL_Web.pdf 
20 Statement from President Joe Biden | The White House 

https://www.steel.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/AISI_Priorities_2025_FINAL_Web.pdf
https://bidenwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2025/01/03/statement-from-president-joe-biden-13/
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3. SMART objectives for intervention 

 
Policy Objectives and Intended Effects 
 
34. The primary objective of the proposed legislation is to provide the Secretary of State 

with powers to take ownership of steel undertakings, where specified public interest test 
is met. These powers are enabling in nature, expanding the Government’s options to 
respond to crises in the steel sector if it is judged necessary in the public interest. The 
objectives are intentionally broad at this stage, as the powers may or may not be 
exercised, specific and measurable objectives will be developed if the powers are 
exercised and will be set out in secondary legislation or accompanying impact 
assessments. 

 
35. The objectives of the proposed legislation include:  

• Providing a legal mechanism to intervene where a public interest test is met, to 
prevent activity which threaten the immediate and potentially permanent loss of 
strategic steelmaking capability, including steelmaking and iron-making (where 
solely related to the manufacture of steel). 

• Maintaining production and minimising disruption to ensure a reliable steel supply 
for sectors that depend on it, many of which are critical national infrastructure, 
including defence, clean energy, and major construction, particularly during periods 
of financial stress or transition. 
 

36. Wider effects of use of the legislative powers could include: 
• Preservation of skilled employment and industrial capability in affected regions. 
• Providing the opportunity to enable targeted investment in modernisation and 

decarbonisation, such as supporting projects that upgrade equipment, processes, 
and technologies to improve efficiency, reduce carbon emissions, and enhance 
competitiveness, with measurable outcomes where appropriate. 

 
37. For the purposes of this assessment, ‘modernisation’ refers to upgrading equipment, 

processes, and technologies to improve efficiency, reduce carbon emissions, and 
enhance competitiveness. Examples could include the adoption of low-carbon 
steelmaking methods, automation of processes, and replacement of ageing assets. 
HMG may also seek a private sector co-investor to support any future modernisation, if 
appropriate.  

 
Intended Outcomes and Indicators of Success 
 
38. The objectives are intentionally broad at this stage, as the powers may or may not be 

exercised. Specific, measurable, and time-bound objectives will be developed if the 
powers are exercised. However, indicative outcomes and indicators of success include: 
• Maintenance of strategic steelmaking capability and continuity of supply to critical 

sectors. 
• Potential capital spend to improve efficiency and competitiveness which could 

include decarbonisation 
• Stability and resilience of the wider steel supply chain. 
• Positive impacts on local economies, including multiplier effects for small and 

medium-sized businesses in the supply chain. 
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39. A wider impact of the exercise of powers could be the preservation of skilled 
employment and industrial capability in steel-dependent regions. 

 
40. While the powers themselves have not yet been exercised, success of the legislation 

itself will be measured by the existence of clear governance arrangements, readiness to 
implement contingency measures, and a continuous review of the framework’s 
effectiveness after Royal Assent if the powers are used. 

 
Alignment with HMG Objectives 
 
41. These objectives directly support HM Government’s broader goals, including: 

• Driving economic growth by revitalising UK industry and accelerating the delivery 
of critical infrastructure, in line with the mission to raise living standards and unlock 
regional potential. 

• Boosting local opportunity in steel-dependent regions by sustaining employment 
and investment, supporting the mission to break down barriers to opportunity 
across the UK. 

• Where continuity of strategic capability is secured, Government may consider 
targeted investment choices in modernisation and decarbonisation, for example, 
low‑carbon upgrades, for the long‑term asset viability. These are not, however, 
objectives of the ownership powers themselves. 

• Promoting the use of green steel in key applications, such as steel for wind 
turbines and other clean energy infrastructure, helping to secure home-grown 
energy and further Britain’s mission to become a clean energy superpower. 

• Strengthening national resilience by maintaining domestic production of critical 
materials, supporting economic security and reducing strategic dependencies. 

 
4. Description of proposed intervention and explanation 
of the logical change process whereby this achieves 
SMART objectives  
 
Description of the Preferred Option 

42. The preferred option is to introduce new primary legislation granting the Secretary of 
State powers to take ownership of steel undertakings where the public interest test is 
met. This would expand the government’s ability to respond to risks in the steel sector 
beyond the short‑term tools available under SISMA. 
 

43. SISMA provides only limited, reactive powers designed for immediate stabilisation. It 
does not allow for long‑term stewardship, investment, or pre‑emptive action where 
strategic capability is at risk. The proposed legislation therefore represents a necessary 
evolution, providing a durable framework for intervention when market failure threatens 
national resilience. 
 

How the Preferred Option Achieves the Objectives 
 
44. The intervention follows a clear logic: 

• Trigger: A strategic steel undertaking is at risk of losing steelmaking and iron-
making (where solely related to the manufacture of steel) capability, including, but 
not limited to, circumstances of closure, insolvency or potential disruption to the 
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continuity of the UKs domestic steel supply, government will have the option to 
consider intervention, subject to the public interest test. 

• Consideration: The government considers what, if any, intervention is justified, as 
per usual public policy principles. The substantive new power provided by this 
legislation is the ability to transfer assets and shares into public ownership. Before 
exercising this power, government will first consider and, where appropriate, 
exhaust other potential routes for intervention, such as e.g. working consensually 
with the owner or using existing mechanisms, if these represent a better solution. 

• Action: The SoS would only exercise this additional power subject to the public 
interest test established in legislation. 

• Stabilisation: Operations are maintained to prevent disruption to supply chains and 
regional economies, while options including, if appropriate, transition back to the 
private sector are considered. 

 
Extension of Existing Regulation or Use of Tried-and-Tested Methods 
 
45. The proposed legislation builds on the experience of SISMA but goes further by 

providing powers for government ownership and long-term intervention. It draws on the 
precedent set by the Banking Act 2009, which provided government with the necessary 
tools to intervene in failing financial institutions. The approach is therefore informed by 
tried-and-tested methods in other sectors, but represents a new, more focused 
framework for the steel industry. 
 

Logic Model / Theory of Change 
 
46. Below is a concise theory of change illustrating how the proposed legislation is expected 

to achieve the policy objectives. It sets out the causal pathway, assumptions, risks. 
 

Objective (Impact): 
 
47. The objective is to introduce new primary legislation that grants the Secretary of State 

powers to take ownership of steel undertakings in specific circumstances, where the 
public interest test is met. This will expand the government’s ability to respond to crises 
in the steel sector, replacing the existing tools laid out in SISMA ensuring that strategic 
capability is maintained. In the long term, this will support a viable, strategically capable, 
and decarbonising UK steel sector that supports national infrastructure, defence, and 
clean energy, while contributing to growth, and the UK’s net zero pathway.   
 

Preferred pathway: 
 
48. Contingency powers: The proposed primary legislation grants SoS the power to take 

ownership only where the public interest test is met. 
 

49. Operate-stabilise-modernise-exit: Once stabilisation under public ownership protects 
production and employment, options for targeted capital investment to modernise assets 
and reduce emissions can be explored. The objective of investment would be to 
establish a financially sustainable business that is able to seek opportunities to grow. As 
upgraded plants return to private ownership strategic capability in the UK is then 
retained, supply to national programmes remains uninterrupted, progress is made 
towards decarbonisation milestones, and regional economies remain resilient. As noted 
above, the modernisation of steel assets requires significant capital investment.  
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Outcomes (end-states): 
 
50. The objective of the proposed legislation is to lead to the steady state outcomes:  

a. Strategic capability safeguarded. UK’s iron and steel making domestic capability is 
maintained.  

b. Continuity of supply to critical programmes. Supply to critical infrastructure, defence 
and energy industries is not interrupted. 

c. Economic resilience and regional stability improved in steel‑dependent areas. 
 

Inputs (enablers of this work): 
 
51. The proposed legislation will introduce new contingency legal powers for acquisition and 

public ownership, supported by secondary legislation, whilst existing support 
mechanisms such as subsidies and restructuring tools will remain available.  
 

52. As and when appropriate, the programme will engage industry, unions, devolved 
administrations and regulators through structured forums. Government will stand up an 
operational capability, combining commercial, technical and turnaround expertise, to 
steward assets during any period of public ownership. 
 

Activities (what will be done): 
 
53. The proposed legislation would grant the Secretary of State (SoS) powers to take 

ownership of steel undertakings where the specified public interest test is met. These 
powers are designed to expand the government’s ability to respond to sector-wide crises 
and ensure continuity of production. 
 

54. Government will monitor sector health to identify at‑risk undertakings in the UK steel 
sector. It will consider consensual interventions wherever feasible, escalating to 
acquisition only when statutory tests are satisfied. 
 

55. Where powers are used, it will stabilise operations, secure supply contracts, retain 
critical skills and address immediate safety and maintenance needs. 
 

56. Through this use of the powers, HMG could be in a position to plan and potentially 
deliver modernisation and decarbonisation at a particular site.  
 

Outputs (produced in the near-term):  
i. Domestic production is maintained without significant interruption with the aim to 

grow. 
ii. Skilled employment and critical competencies are preserved. 
iii. Modernisation and low carbon investments are explored, alongside private co-

investment if appropriate. 
iv. Priority suppliers and logistics networks remain intact and reliable. 

 
Assumptions: 
 
57. This theory of change relies on several assumptions: 

• Fiscal headroom must be available to take ownership, stabilise and invest where 
required, with releases tied to milestones. 

• There may be dependencies on former owners, workforce representatives, 
suppliers during stabilisation and transition. 
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• Low‑carbon technologies and permitting pathways must be sufficiently mature to 
deliver the planned upgrades on time. 

• Interventions must comply with subsidy control and international obligations. 
• Credible private‑sector exit routes may exist and, if appropriate, be explored, and 

allow government to attach proportionate covenants. 
 

Risks and mitigations: 
 
58. There are a number of risks, which this theory of change aims to mitigate: 

• There is a risk of moral hazard and crowding‑out of private capital, this will be 
mitigated through strict and transparent criteria for the intervention. 

• There is a risk that adverse incentives could discourage investment in the steel 
sector; this will be mitigated by establishing clear and transparent criteria for the 
intervention.  

• There is a risk of legal challenge and delay; this will be mitigated through robust 
decision records, independent assurance and proportionality. 

• There is a risk of operational underperformance during public ownership. In such 
circumstances, Government could consider activating a formal recovery process, 
tightened governance, rapid operational review, clear turnaround targets, and the 
deployment of specialist expertise, to restore stability at pace. This process could 
include, where appropriate: 

i. Rapid review to pinpoint operational, financial and safety issues. 
ii. Assessment of governance, with the possibility of enhanced reporting, 

more frequent oversight and stricter commercial controls. 
iii. Refreshed operational targets to set clear expectations for stabilisation 

and delivery. 
iv. Short‑term continuity measures to secure key contracts, maintain 

essential maintenance and retain core skills. 
v. Clear escalation pathway enabling further proportionate action if 

performance does not improve. 
• There is a risk of regional displacement; this will be mitigated through local skills 

support and supplier continuity measures aligned to regional economic growth 
objectives. 
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Figure 1: Logic Model: Contingency Legislation 
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5. Summary of long-list and alternatives  
 
Long-Listing Appraisal and Process 
 
59. In developing the policy response to risks facing the UK steel sector, a comprehensive 

range of options was identified and appraised by officials using HM Treasury Green 
Book methodology, including the strategic options framework and critical success 
factors. The long list comprised the following: 
• Do Nothing - Use Existing SISMA Powers: This option would rely on the powers 

already available under the Steel Industry (Special Measures) Act (SISMA), the 
limitations of which are set out above. 

• Expand SISMA to Provide Increased Control (but not Ownership): Under this 
option, SISMA could be amended or expanded to grant government greater 
operational control over steel assets, potentially allowing for more active 
management and intervention than the status quo, but still falling short of enabling 
government ownership or exploring possible long-term investment. This would 
require primary legislation and be subject to Parliament. 

• Introduce New Primary Legislation: This option involves enacting new legislation to 
provide the Secretary of State with powers to take ownership of steel undertakings 
where the public interest test is met.  
 

60. Non-regulatory measures were also considered but immediately discounted as these 
measures are intended to provide a backstop only if in the public interest and only after 
existing non-regulatory tools such as subsidies and restructuring support have failed. 

 
Critical Success Factors 
 
61. To aid in the immediate assessment of the consider options the three options were 

considered against critical success factors. For this proposal the critical success factors 
are: 
• Strategic Resilience: Ability of the sector to withstand shocks, adapt to change, 

and maintain essential operations under adverse conditions.  
• Speed/Certainty: How quickly and reliably government can intervene to prevent 

disruption and secure outcomes. 
• Costs Effectiveness: Achieving objectives with the lowest necessary public and 

private expenditure. 
• Safeguards strategic capability: Ensures the UK retains the core capacity to 

produce steel vital for national interests. 
 

62. Each option was assessed against critical success factors and scored as follows: 
 (O = meets CSF, X = fails to meet CSF) 

Option Strategic Resilience Speed/Certainty Cost-effectiveness Safeguards 
strategic capability 

Use SISMA X O X X 

Expand SISMA O O X X 

New Primary O O O O 
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63. Use SISMA: 
• Strategic Resilience: Doesn’t meet this CSF. SISMA is only designed for short-

term emergencies and cannot provide the long-term stability or adaptability needed 
for the sector. 

• Speed/Certainty: Meets this CSF. SISMA allows for some immediate intervention 
in emergencies, provided private owners cooperate. 

• Cost-effectiveness: Doesn’t meet this CSF. SISMA does not enable planned 
investment or efficiency improvements, so costs may escalate as assets age and 
issues accumulate. 

• Safeguards strategic capability: Doesn’t meet this CSF. SISMA only maintains the 
status quo and cannot prevent further decline or loss of key assets. 
 

64. Expand SISMA: 
• Strategic Resilience: Meets this CSF. Expanding SISMA would allow greater 

operational control, improving the sector’s ability to withstand shocks. 
• Speed/Certainty: Meets this CSF. Greater control would allow for faster and more 

reliable intervention than the current SISMA. 
• Cost-effectiveness: Doesn’t meet this CSF. Without ownership powers, 

government cannot drive the investment or restructuring needed for long-term 
efficiency. 

• Safeguards strategic capability: Doesn’t meet this CSF. While control is improved, 
there is still no guarantee of preserving strategic assets if owners wish to exit. 
 

65. New primary: 
• Strategic Resilience: Meets this CSF. New legislation enables decisive, long-term 

intervention, ensuring the sector can adapt and remain stable. 
• Speed/Certainty: Meets this CSF. Provides clear, direct powers for timely 

intervention without reliance on private owner cooperation. 
• Cost-effectiveness: Meets this CSF. Enables targeted investment and 

restructuring, maximising value for money and minimising long-term costs. 
• Safeguards strategic capability: Meets this CSF. Ensures the UK retains essential 

steelmaking capacity, protecting national interests and supply chains. 
 

66. Options progressed, moving from long-list to a short-list, only where they could:  
• Guarantee continuity of strategic capability in scenarios where private owners are 

unable or unwilling to act 
• Provide legal certainty and speed of intervention without reliance on cooperation 
• Provided the powers for potential long‑term restructuring, modernisation and 

decarbonisation 
 

67. Only new primary legislation satisfied these tests in full. 
 

SaMBA and Medium-Sized Business Scope 
 
68. The scope of the policy was also assessed with reference to the Small and Micro 

Business Assessment (SaMBA) and a separate review of medium-sized businesses. 
 

69. Small and Micro Businesses: Evidence shows that steel undertakings of strategic 
national importance are typically large enterprises. Small and micro businesses are not 
directly in scope, as they do not own or operate assets critical to national infrastructure, 
defence, or supply chains. However, these businesses may be indirectly affected 
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through their role in steel-related services (e.g., logistics, engineering, maintenance). 
The policy is expected to have a net-positive indirect impact by supporting sector 
stability and continuity. SMBs are therefore not exempt from the legislation because the 
proposal is expected to be beneficial to downstream SMBs. 

 
70. Medium-Sized Businesses: Medium-sized businesses are more likely to be part of the 

steel supply chain or operate adjacent services. The policy is not expected to impose 
disproportionate burdens on these firms. Instead, it is anticipated to reduce disruption 
risk and create opportunities for subcontracting and regional investment. Exemption for 
medium-sized businesses is not necessary as the intervention targets undertakings of 
strategic national importance, but the impact on these businesses will be monitored as 
part of the post-implementation review. 
 

6. Description of shortlisted policy options carried 
forward  
 
Shortlisting Appraisal and Cost-Benefit Analysis 
 
71. Following the initial long-listing appraisal, a short list of viable options was developed for 

detailed comparison. The short list comprised: 
• Use Existing SISMA Powers: This option relies on the short‑term emergency 

powers available under SISMA. As set out in the long‑list, these powers are limited 
and do not provide the longer‑term certainty or capability required for sustained 
intervention. 

• Introducing New Primary Legislation: This option would introduce new powers for 
the Secretary of State to take ownership of steel undertakings where a public 
interest test is met. As set out in the long‑list, this provides a broader and more 
durable framework for intervention than existing tools and therefore remains a 
viable option for detailed appraisal. 

 
72. Each option was assessed using HM Treasury Green Book guidance, focusing on 

strategic resilience, speed and certainty of intervention, cost-effectiveness, and ability to 
safeguard national interests. Although continuing with SISMA powers were considered, 
they were not carried forward into the short-list because, as outlined in paragraph 57, 
they provide only short-term, reactive powers and lack the scope for long-term planning 
or strategic intervention. This makes SISMA an unviable alternative under Green Book 
criteria. 

 
Cost-Benefit Analysis and Assumptions 
 
73. Do Nothing (Baseline): Under this option, government would continue relying on SISMA 

as the legal basis for intervening in UK steel undertakings. As set out in the longlist, 
SISMA provides only short-term emergency powers and does not allow for the longer-
term planning or investment required to address underlying risks to strategic capability. 
This means issues driving intervention would remain unresolved, and the option 
therefore fails to meet the critical success factors. 
 

74. Introducing New Primary Legislation: This is only expected to have minimal direct 
impact. Like the baseline scenario above, it generates no direct fiscal costs; however, if 
the powers are exercised, there could be significant costs including: 
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i. Expenditure around establishing and running the government owned 
company that now operates the business and potential compensation 
payments 

ii. Operating costs if the company is loss-making, including recruitment of 
new board and administrative overheads 

iii. Working capital injections if working capital is low 
iv. Further capital investments to improve efficiency. 

 
75. The introduction of powers alone is expected to have only a small direct impact but will 

likely depend on how these are applied. One potential impact is a chilling effect on 
investment as investors may perceive an increased risk of government intervention. This 
could increase uncertainty for investors and therefore deter future investment in the UK 
steel sector. If investors perceive these risks as material, they could further undermine 
the recovery of the sector, putting jobs and capabilities at risk. While these risks exist, 
they are minimised by the fact that any government intervention would have to pass the 
public interest test and be made in a transparent way.  

 
76. At the same time, the presence of enabling powers can have a positive impact on supply 

chain confidence as firms upstream and downstream may view the legislation as 
providing a credible backstop against unmanaged closure of strategic steelmaking 
assets. By reducing uncertainty around the future availability of domestic steel, this 
could support investment planning, long-term contracting, and workforce retention by 
reducing uncertainty around the future availability of domestic steel.  

 
77. Stabilising expectations around the resilience and continuity of the steel sector could 

also indirectly support wider economic growth, as steel is a critical input for numerous 
industries, including construction, automotive and advanced manufacturing. Confidence 
in the ongoing availability of domestic steel reduces uncertainty for these sectors, 
enabling long term investment and planning. Furthermore, continuity of steelmaking 
helps sustain employment in steel-producing regions, many of which have limited 
employment opportunities. This not only preserves household incomes, but also 
reinforces economic stability, mitigating the risk of negative multiplier impacts such as 
reduced spending and business closures that are often associated with industrial 
decline.  
 

78. Investor reactions and supply chain confidence to the existence of enabling powers 
depend on expectations, market conditions, and firm specific factors that cannot be 
robustly modelled or monetised in line with Green Book standards. 
 

79. Further monetisable impacts are expected if enabling powers were to be used. In the 
short term, this could include the safeguarding of jobs at any particular steel undertaking 
in respect of which the powers are used, and across the supply chain, which may help to 
avoid immediate economic disruption in affected regions. Continued operation of a 
nationalised steel undertaking may also have carbon emissions impacts depending on 
future decisions made by the company.  

 
80. In addition, depending on the circumstances of the steel undertaking in respect of which 

the Bill’s powers were used, intervention could avoid or delay significant closure costs 
that would otherwise fall to HMG in the event of a disorderly shutdown. These may 
include remediation costs, statutory redundancy payments, and other liabilities 
associated with site closure. 
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81. . The primary justification for use of these powers remains the public interest factors set 
out in the legislation, with job protection as a potential secondary benefit. These 
impacts, both positive and negative, and set out in the short and long term, will be 
assessed fully in secondary legislation IA should the powers be used. 
 

82. Overall, the powers provide a mechanism for targeted and proportionate intervention in 
UK steel undertakings as a last resort, enabling government to act, if and when 
necessary, to safeguard strategic industrial assets, explore potential long-term 
investment, strengthen national resilience, and have the effect of protecting skilled 
employment. While exercising the powers may require significant public investment, the 
strategic and socioeconomic benefits (particularly in scenarios where unmanaged 
closure would cause severe and lasting harm) are likely to outweigh the associated 
costs. 

 
83. The short list was appraised with the “Do Nothing” option as the baseline. The analysis 

concluded that the new primary legislation option offers the ability to act pre-emptively, 
support continuity of production, and facilitate sector transformation, and is therefore the 
preferred way forward. 
 

Appraisal of the Public Interest Test 

84. The Bill sets out that any decision to transfer a steel undertaking into public ownership 
must be considered by the Secretary of State to be necessary in the public interest.  
 

85. In practice, the public interest test is expected to be met where there is clear evidence 
that, without government intervention,  there are, for example, risks to the UK’s ability to 
defend itself and/or to its national security; or risks to the country’s ability to construct, 
maintain or operate its critical national infrastructure, such as railway tracks. The public 
interest in nationalising a steel undertaking could also be met if there is evidence that its 
nationalisation would be necessary to support the UK’s economy as a whole, or the 
economy in a specific region of the country 

 
86. The global steel sector is characterised by persistent overcapacity and distortive subsidy 

practices, which can undermine the viability of otherwise strategically important UK 
assets. These strategic implications give rise to a form of market failure, whereby market 
signals may not reflect the full strategic and public value of domestic steel production. In 
these conditions, private operators may not be motivated to maintain operations at a 
level necessary to meet demand for its various uses in the UK, which may compromise 
the public interest. In some cases, public ownership may represent the only effective 
means of safeguarding the undertaking to maintain the public benefits that flow from the 
supply of steel by the undertaking. 

 
87. The loss of a significant UK steel producer could have material implications for national 

security. Increased reliance on overseas suppliers could expose the UK to geopolitical 
risk and potential supply disruption, reducing resilience in times of crisis or conflict. 
Direct impacts on national security could arise where a producer supplies products for 
defence manufacturing that cannot readily be sourced elsewhere. Indirect impacts may 
include the erosion of specialist skills and industrial capability, or the reduction of the 
UK’s capacity to respond to future defence needs. 

 
88. Steel producers are also integral to the supply chains underpinning critical national 

infrastructure. The loss or disruption of an undertaking with significant production 
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capacity or unique capabilities could result in delays to maintenance and construction 
activity, increased costs, and heightened supply chain risk, particularly where alternative 
sources are limited. More broadly, steel is fundamental across key sectors of the UK 
economy, including advanced manufacturing, aerospace, automotive and construction. 
The loss of a major producer could therefore have wider economic consequences, 
affecting industrial competitiveness and resilience. 

 
89. The public interest test may be met where without Government intervention to transfer a 

steel undertaking into public ownership, there would be a risk to national security, critical 
infrastructure or economic resilience. In such cases, these harms may not be 
adequately mitigated through alternative interventions, and public ownership may 
represent a necessary and proportionate response to preserve domestic capability in the 
public interest. The inclusion of a public interest test in our preferred option of primary 
legislation ensures that there is a clear and proportionate framework for any market 
intervention. 

 
 
SaMBA and Medium-Sized Business Impact 
 
90. Small and Micro Businesses: The preferred way forward is not expected to have a direct 

or disproportionate impact on small and micro businesses, as the policy targets large 
steel undertakings of strategic national importance. Indirect impacts are anticipated to 
be positive, with increased sector stability supporting supply chain continuity and 
creating opportunities for small businesses in related services such as logistics, 
engineering, and maintenance. 

 
91. Medium-Sized Businesses: For medium-sized businesses (50–499 employees), the 

policy is expected to reduce disruption risk and foster opportunities for subcontracting 
and regional investment. These businesses are more likely to be part of the steel supply 
chain or operate adjacent services, and the intervention is designed to support rather 
than burden them. 

 
SaMBA and Medium-Sized Business Mitigations 
 
92. As neither small/micro nor medium-sized businesses are expected to be 

disproportionately affected by the preferred option, no specific mitigations are proposed 
at this stage. The impact on these businesses will be monitored as part of the post-
implementation review, and appropriate mitigations will be considered if evidence of 
disproportionate impact emerges in practice. If potential secondary legislation were to 
generate disproportionate burdens on SMEs, government would consider proportionate 
mitigations such as but not limited to streamlined reporting, or targeted guidance. 
 

7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option 
Please provide quantitative estimates and qualitative descriptions of impacts under each heading in the 
following sections. The right-hand column for directional ratings should be based on the description of impact 
and the sign of the suggested indicator (NPV, NPSV, all impacts): Green – positive impact, red – negative 
impact, amber – neutral, negligible, or no impact, blue – uncertain impact. Please use the colours in the 
examples shown below, as these are suitable accessible colours. Please see BRF guidance technical annex 
for definitions. 
Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts  
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(1) Overall impacts on total welfare  Directional rating 
Note: Below are 
examples only  

Description of 
overall 
expected 
impact 

The preferred option provides government with a broader and 
more flexible set of tools to manage risks in the steel sector. 
This includes both immediate emergency interventions and 
longer-term strategic investments, should powers be 
exercised at the secondary legislation stage. 
 
The introduction of powers alone is expected to have minimal 
direct impact - the directional rating is therefore neutral. 
One potential impact is a chilling effect on investment if 
investors perceive greater uncertainty or an increased risk of 
government intervention. This could undermine future 
investments in the sector, but the impact is likely to be 
minimised by the need to meet a strict public interest test. At 
the same time, the presence of enabling powers can have a 
positive impact on supply chain confidence as firms upstream 
and downstream may view the legislation as providing a 
credible backstop against unmanaged closure of strategic 
steelmaking assets. This could support investment planning, 
long‑term contracting, and workforce retention by reducing 
uncertainty around the future availability of domestic steel. By 
stabilising expectations around the resilience and continuity of 
the steel sector, the powers could also indirectly support wider 
economic growth, particularly in regions where steel making is 
prevalent. 
 
Investor reactions and supply chain confidence to the 
existence of enabling powers depend on expectations, market 
conditions, and firm specific factors that cannot be robustly 
modelled or monetised in line with Green Book standards. 
 
If secondary legislation is introduced and powers are used, 
additional and more significant impacts are anticipated. While 
exercising these powers may entail upfront fiscal costs to 
HMG, including ongoing support, these costs are expected to 
be outweighed by long-term economic and societal benefits.  
 
These benefits arise primarily from maintaining domestic steel 
production. Continued operation reduces reliance on imports, 
thereby supporting national security and the resilience of 
critical supply chains. It also helps sustain regional economic 
activity and protects highly skilled jobs in the short term, 
avoiding the wider economic disruption associated with a 
disorderly plant closure. In addition, intervention may enable a 
more managed transition to lower-emission technologies, 
supporting progress towards decarbonisation, and reducing 
the risk of supply chain disruptions in sectors that depend on 
a stable supply of steel. 
 
  

Neutral 
Based on all 
impacts (incl. non-
monetised) 

Monetised 
impacts  

The preferred option is not expected to have any monetised 
impacts as powers are only enabling. The directional rating 
is therefore neutral.  
 
However, if powers are exercised, costs to HMG may include 
acquisition expenditure, capital injections, and administrative 
overheads that are associated with running a steel plant. 
These costs are not quantifiable at this stage, as they depend 

Neutral 
Based on likely 
£NPSV 
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on whether and how the powers are used. These costs are 
not quantifiable at this stage, as they depend on whether and 
how the powers are used. Moreover, the counterfactual 
cannot be clearly established at this stage without specific 
identification of the use of the powers. Any intervention will be 
dependent on the steel undertaking and situation, thus limiting 
our ability to assess quantitatively the impact of intervention. 
 
Conversely, potential benefits if powers are used may include 
the avoidance of closure costs associated with disorderly 
closure of a steel plant, such as remediation liabilities and 
redundancy payments. 

Non-
monetised 
impacts 

 
The availability of intervention powers can generate a range 
of potential strategic benefits by giving the government the 
ability to act where critical steelmaking capacity is at risk. In 
particular, these powers help to safeguard critical supply 
chains and preserve industrial capacity that underpin sectors 
such as construction and defence where necessary.  
 
The powers also provide confidence that there is a backstop 
to securing steel supply chains. This could help support 
demand for UK steel and, in turn, help sustain production 
levels and associated employment, particularly where powers 
are exercised. 
 
If the powers are used, the maintenance of steel production 
could provide benefits to national security, as discussed 
above. However, further benefits could also be expected, 
including helping to safeguard highly skilled jobs and firm-
specific expertise, which would be difficult to replace if lost. 
Preserving this capability is important for the long-term 
viability of the sector and supports regional economies that 
are heavily reliant on steelmaking. It also helps to avoid the 
longer-term impacts of job losses, such as reduced local 
economic activity. 
 
These benefits are largely intangible and difficult to monetise, 
but they may support wider government objectives such as 
infrastructure delivery, decarbonisation, and economic 
resilience. However, as the scale and likelihood of these 
benefits depend entirely on how and whether the powers are 
used, the overall directional rating is assessed as neutral at 
this stage. 
 
There are, however, associated risks. These include potential 
investor concerns if the powers are perceived as overly 
interventionist, as well as possible impacts on the wider 
investment environment, such as market distortions or shifts 
in investor confidence if the powers are used in a way that 
signals increased state involvement in commercial decisions. 
While these risks cannot be fully discounted, they are 
mitigated by the fact that powers are initially only introduced 
for a two year period and can only be exercised where clear 
public interest tests are met, and any use would be subject to 
robust justification and scrutiny. 
  

Neutral  

Any 
significant or 

Enabling powers alone are not expected to have a 
distributional impact. 
 

Neutral  
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adverse 
distributional 
impacts? 

However, if the powers were to be used, distributional impacts 
are likely, as steel production is often concentrated in lower 
socio-economic regions with limited alternative employment 
opportunities. The new legislation, if exercised, could help 
support long-term stability and investment in the sector, 
sustaining jobs and local economic resilience in these 
regions. The steel workforce is also predominantly male, 
meaning that any changes to employment or sector stability 
resulting from the use of these powers may have uneven 
gender impacts, including indirect effects on overall 
household income. 

 
(2) Expected impacts on businesses  

Description of 
overall 
business 
impact 

The enabling powers within this primary legislation apply only 
to UK steel companies. Initial effects on businesses depend 
on the extent to which stabilising or chilling effects materialise. 
The impact is expected to be minimal unless secondary 
legislation is enacted.  The directional rating for the overall 
business impact is therefore neutral. 
 
There is no requirement for businesses to familiarise 
themselves with this legislation. Some businesses may 
choose to do so, but the cost impact of this has not been 
considered in this IA without means to estimate this 
accurately. The framework legislation does not impose direct 
requirements on Small and Micro Businesses (SaMBA) in the 
UK. The policy targets large steel undertakings of strategic 
national importance, SMBs are unlikely to own or operate 
such assets and are therefore not directly in scope. Smaller 
firms in the steel sector tend to be in downstream, processing 
or niche segments and they are not the intended target of 
these powers. If powers are exercised, these downstream 
businesses could benefit indirectly through improved supply 
chain stability and continuity, as well as increased 
opportunities for subcontracting and regional investment. 
SMBs are therefore not exempt from the proposed legislation. 
 
There are however risks of this legislation including the 
perception of heightened state intervention could negatively 
influence investor sentiment.  Additionally, if intervention 
results in higher steel prices, some costs may be passed on 
to downstream industries.   

Neutral  

Monetised 
impacts  

The powers granted by this primary legislation are enabling in 
nature, meaning there are no direct monetised impacts on 
businesses calculated from the introduction of this policy in 
primary legislation.  
 
Monetised impacts, such as familiarisation costs, could arise if 
policies were implemented through secondary legislation; 
however, these cannot be quantified at this stage as they 
depend on whether, how, and to which businesses the 
powers are applied. 
 
Importantly, not proceeding with these powers is not cost-
neutral, given the significant fiscal implications of continuing 
SISMA without alternative mechanisms.  

Neutral 
Based on likely 
business £NPV 
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Non-
monetised 
impacts 

The introduction of this policy may generate both stabilising 
effects in the business environment and potential chilling 
effects on investment, depending on how the powers are 
perceived and applied. The directional rating is therefore 
neutral at this stage. 
 
The availability and use of intervention powers can also 
deliver important intangible benefits for downstream 
businesses. These include improved supply chain stability 
and continuity, as well as increased confidence that domestic 
steel production will remain viable, which may support 
subcontracting opportunities and regional investment. While 
these benefits are difficult to quantify, they can provide 
meaningful long-term value to the wider economy.  

Neutral  

Any 
significant or 
adverse 
distributional 
impacts? 

Enabling powers alone are not expected to have a 
distributional impact. No disproportionate burdens are 
expected for SMBs. Indirect impacts may arise for those in the 
steel supply chain or related services if powers are used, but 
these are expected to be positive, supporting sector stability. 
Regional distributional impacts are expected if powers are 
used. Steel production is typically concentrated in regions with 
few alternative employment opportunities, making the sector 
vital to local economic stability. Preserving steelmaking 
capacity not only protects direct jobs but also sustains a 
network of ancillary businesses through local multiplier 
effects. Maintaining production can therefore help avert 
economic decline, strengthen community resilience, and 
reduce the risk of long-term unemployment in these areas. If 
powers were to be used, further assessment on distributional 
impacts will be undertaken.   

Neutral  

 
(3) Expected impacts on households 

Description of 
overall 
household 
impact 

Enabling powers alone are not expected to have an impact on 
households. The directional rating for the impact on 
households is therefore neutral. 
 
If enabling powers were to be used, indirect impacts are 
possible. Steelworkers and communities in regions heavily 
reliant on steel production could benefit indirectly from greater 
economic stability, as intervention could help maintain 
employment in areas where steelmaking is a major source of 
jobs and alternative employment opportunities are limited. 
Preventing a sudden loss of these jobs reduces the risk of 
concentrated local economic decline, including long term 
unemployment.  
 
Beyond employment impacts, there are broader community-
level benefits. Preserving jobs helps sustain local demand, 
supporting local shops, services and small businesses that 
rely on spending by steelworkers and their families. This in 
turn could help to stabilise local economies and property 
values in the area. 
 
At a broader level, continued domestic steel production may 
also help to reduce the risk of supply disruptions in sectors 
such as construction and infrastructure. This can limit volatility 
in input costs, helping to avoid price increases that could 
otherwise be passed on to businesses and, ultimately, to 
households.  

Neutral  
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Monetised 
impacts  

Specific impacts on households have not been monetised as 
they are not expected as a direct result of this primary 
legislation.  
 
If enabling powers were to be used, monetised impacts could 
include the maintenance of employment. These impacts are 
not quantifiable at this stage, as they depend on whether and 
how the powers are used. Moreover, the counterfactual 
cannot be clearly established at this stage without specific 
identification of the use of the powers. Any intervention will be 
dependent on the steel undertaking and situation, thus limiting 
our ability to assess quantitatively the impact of intervention.  

Neutral 
Based on likely 
household £NPV 

Non-
monetised 
impacts 

Enabling powers are not expected to have a direct impact on 
households. When assessing employment benefits in any 
future use of powers, government would apply a hybrid 
approach combining the Displaced Workers Method 
(estimating long-term income loss from unemployment) and 
the Wage Premium Method (accounting for sector-specific 
pay advantages) to estimate the full economic value of 
safeguarding steel jobs. Furthermore, the availability and use 
of intervention powers can deliver important intangible 
benefits for households indirectly through multiplier effects. 

Neutral  

Any 
significant or 
adverse 
distributional 
impacts? 

Enabling powers are not expected to have a distributional 
impact.  
 
If the powers are used, specific regions within the UK where 
steel making is concentrated are most likely to benefit. The 
use of powers could help sustain high-quality employment in 
these areas with few alternatives, supporting household 
incomes and community stability for the long term.  

Neutral  

 
Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities 
Category Description of impact Directional 

rating 

Business 
environment: 
Does the measure impact 
on the ease of doing 
business in the UK? 

The proposal is not expected to directly affect the ease of 
doing business for most firms. However, as previously 
discussed, perceptions of the policy may result in relative 
stabilising or chilling effects in the economy. To mitigate 
this, powers would only be used in specific cases of 
strategic importance.  
 
These behavioural effects are discussed in detail in the 
section above. In summary, some investors may be 
cautious, particularly in strategic sectors, resulting in 
chilling effects on business investment. On the other 
hand, others may welcome the clarity and stability the 
powers provide for the steel sector. 
 
Therefore, the introduction of the policy is not 
expected to have a significant positive or negative 
direct impact on the ease of doing business in the UK 
and its directional rating is neutral. 

Neutral 
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International 
Considerations: 
Does the measure support 
international trade and 
investment? 

The introduction of this legislation does not directly impact 
international trade or directly impose barriers to exports, 
imports or investment. However, while the enabling 
powers are primarily domestic in focus, their existence 
may influence investor perceptions in the short-term by 
signalling a greater willingness for state intervention. If 
exercised, there is a possibility that foreign investors 
could be deterred, or that diplomatic criticism may arise if 
the powers are perceived as distorting the market. These 
risks are likely to remain limited, provided the powers are 
applied sparingly, transparently, and with clear 
justification.  
 
Overall, the international implications remain 
uncertain, reflecting both the potential risks and 
unpredictable outcomes identified. 
 

Uncertain 

Natural capital and 
Decarbonisation: 
Does the measure support 
commitments to improve 
the environment and 
decarbonise? 

The directional rating for natural capital and 
decarbonisation is neutral. While enabling powers do 
not directly affect environmental outcomes, they provide 
HMG with the authority to support investment in 
steelmaking decarbonisation if powers were to be 
exercised. 
 
 
 

Neutral 

Other wider impacts 
(economic security 
and resilience)  

These enabling powers are expected to have a positive 
effect on the UK’s economic security and resilience by 
broadening the range of policy tools available to Ministers.  
By giving government greater direction, they allow for 
earlier, more targeted, and more proportionate 
interventions when challenges emerge within the steel 
sector or its supply chains. This, in turn, helps ensure that 
the UK can respond swiftly to market disruptions, global 
volatility, or emerging strategic risks. 
 
Taken together, these powers support a more stable 
operating environment for the industry and help safeguard 
the continuity of domestic steel production. They also play 
an important role in maintaining the UK’s capacity to 
produce strategically important materials, strengthening 
national resilience and underpinning wider economic 
activity. 
 
 

Positive 

 
8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option 
 
93. A post-implementation review (PIR) of the primary legislation will be conducted within 

five years of the Bill coming into force, in line with standard government practice. The 
PIR will focus on whether the enabling powers provided by the Bill have achieved their 
intended objectives, safeguarding strategic steelmaking capability, supporting regional 
economic stability, and facilitating investment in low-carbon technologies. 
 

94. The PIR will assess the effectiveness of the primary legislation as a framework for 
intervention. It will not evaluate the detailed outcomes of individual interventions, which 
will be subject to separate monitoring and review under any secondary legislation 
(Statutory Instruments, SIs) enacted to exercise these powers. 
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95. Key Evaluation Questions: 
• Has the legislation enabled timely and effective intervention in the steel sector 

when required? 
• Have the powers provided sufficient flexibility and safeguards to address sector 

risks? 
• Has the existence or use of the powers influenced market behaviour, investment, 

or supply chain resilience? 
• What lessons can be drawn from the use or non-use of the powers, including 

feedback from SI-level reviews? 
• Have there been unintended consequences, such as market distortions or 

disproportionate administrative burdens? 
 

Monitoring Approach: 
 
96. The PIR will use both quantitative and qualitative data, drawing on: 

• Office for National Statistics (ONS) industrial and employment statistics 
• Department for Business and Trade (DBT) steel sector reports 
• HM Treasury oversight and financial data 
• Company-level reporting from steel undertakings subject to intervention 
• Bespoke reporting requirements for any steel undertakings affected 

 
97. Monitoring will focus on: 

• Stability and resilience of the wider steel supply chain 
• Impacts on local economies with significant steel sector involvement 
• Progress towards decarbonisation targets, where applicable 
• Administrative and compliance costs, and changes in investor sentiment or market 

behaviour 
 

98. The review will consider the influence of external factors, including global steel market 
conditions, energy costs, technological developments (especially in low-carbon 
steelmaking), private sector engagement, and broader economic or policy changes. If 
significant changes occur, such as major shifts in global steel markets, technological 
breakthroughs, or evidence that interventions are not achieving intended outcomes, an 
earlier review may be triggered. The PIR for the primary legislation will integrate 
available evidence from SI-level reviews, recognising that the timing of those reviews 
may not always align. 
 

99.  Stakeholder feedback will be gathered from industry representatives, trade unions, 
devolved administrations, and investors to inform the analysis. Known challenges 
include timely access to commercially sensitive information and potential gaps in sector-
specific data. Where necessary, bespoke data collection arrangements will be 
established, including cooperation agreements with affected firms. 

 
9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for 
preferred option 
 
100. The proposed contingency legislation is designed as a framework bill and will not 

impose direct regulatory requirements on businesses or individuals unless the powers 
are exercised in specific circumstances. Its purpose is to establish intervention powers 
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that may be used only when necessary in the public interest, such as responding to 
financial distress in strategically important steel undertakings. 

 
101. To minimise administrative burdens, the following principles and measures will be 

applied: 
• Targeted Use: Powers will only be used in exceptional cases, so most businesses 

and individuals will not be affected. 
• Clear Guidance: Where powers are exercised, affected stakeholders may be 

engaged to clarify any action required on their part (though affected stakeholders 
are not expected to need to take any action themselves to facilitate a transfer). 

• Proportionate Reporting: Any reporting or compliance requirements will be kept to 
a minimum and tailored to the specific intervention. 

• Efficient Processes: Administrative steps, such as submitting information, will be 
designed to be quick and simple, with digital options wherever possible. 

• Focused Oversight: Compliance checks will be risk-based and only apply to those 
directly affected. 

• No Impact on Others: Businesses that are not directly subject to intervention nor 
affected by any intervention at a particular steel undertaking (e.g. suppliers) will not 
face any new requirements. 

• Ongoing Review: Feedback will be sought from affected businesses to identify and 
address any unforeseen burdens. 

 
102. The framework is designed to be light-touch and activated only when necessary, with 

administrative impacts limited to a small number of cases. Where powers are exercised, 
the government will work closely with affected firms to ensure that compliance costs are 
minimised and that any administrative requirements are proportionate, transparent, and 
time-limited. 
 

 
 
Declaration 
Department:  The Department for Business and Trade 
 
Contact details for enquiries:  Eoin Parker, Director of Steel Transactions, DBT  
    Eoin.Parker@businessandtrade.gov.uk  
 
Minister:  Minister McDonald 
 
 
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, 
it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading 
options. 
 
 
Signed:  
 
 
Date:    

Sign here 

Date 
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Summary: Analysis and evidence 
This Impact Assessment provides analysis for the measures the Bill would provide. As a piece of primary legislation granting enabling 
powers, the costs and benefits to business from the government having these powers is minimal. The use of the enabling powers would 
be subject to secondary legislation and impact assessments quantifying the impacts. The approach of the analysis here is therefore 
qualitative.  
Price base year:   
PV base year:   
 

 This table may be 
reformatted provided 
the side-by-side 
comparison of 
options is retained 

1. Business as usual (baseline) 2. Preferred way forward 
(if not do-minimum) 

Definition (For 
Clarity) 

Do nothing. Government takes no further action beyond existing 
arrangements. 
 

Introduce new primary legislation granting SoS ownership‑acquisition 
powers when public‑interest tests are met, last‑resort, enabling 
framework. 
 

Net present 
social value  
(with brief 
description, including 
ranges, of individual 
costs and benefits) 

Likely negative (unquantified): avoids immediate fiscal spend (£0), 
but leaves ministers with fewer options to intervene, increasing the 
risk of unmanaged closure, permanent loss of strategic capability, 
large job losses, and supply‑chain disruption to infrastructure, 
defence and clean energy. Outcomes remain highly sensitive to 
market conditions and insolvency timing. 
 

Uncertain‑to‑positive (unquantified at primary stage): benefits stem 
from avoided closure, and strengthened supply‑chain resilience if powers 
are used; costs would include acquisition outlays, capital injections, and 
administrative overheads. At the primary legislation stage these impacts 
are effectively zero, but ministers would have more options available to 
intervene where unmanaged closure risks severe consequences. Overall 
social value is therefore expected to be positive in scenarios where such 
risks materialise. 
 

Public sector 
financial costs 
(with brief 
description, including 
ranges) 

£0 direct spend, but high contingent socioeconomic costs borne 
elsewhere (welfare, regional support). 
 

Framework stage: no direct costs at Royal Assent. If powers are 
exercised: acquisition expenditure, working‑capital support 
 

Significant un-
quantified 
benefits and 
costs (description, 
with scale where 
possible) 

Costs: risks permanent loss of UK capability, regional scarring, 
increased import reliance with geopolitical/price risks.  
Benefits: greater option set to Ministers 
Scale: small given this is a framework bill  
 

Benefits: if powers used, jobs preserved, supply stability, regional 
resilience, option value to explore potential investment/return to private 
sector. Costs/Risks: investor sentiment uncertainty; market‑distortion risk 
if misused.  
Scale: potentially large, if powers were used 
 

Not applicable 
Not applicable 
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Key risks  
(and risk costs, and 
optimism bias, where 
relevant) 

High risk of negative socioeconomic outcomes, exposure to 
global shocks, risk costs not contained, no mitigation levers. 
 

Uncertainty over if/how powers are used; market‑distortion and investor 
sentiment risks, delivery/exit risks, apply optimism‑bias uplifts to 
capex/admin if exercised, mitigate via last‑resort tests and secondary IA. 
 

Results of 
sensitivity 
analysis 

Outcomes highly sensitive to market conditions (steel prices, energy 
costs), insolvency timing, and global demand, most scenarios show 
materially worse regional/economy results vs any intervention. 
 

Sensitivity across exercise vs non‑exercise, asset scope, stabilisation 
duration, price/energy volatility, many plausible cases show net positives 
relative to unmanaged closure. 
 



Template for options assessment and final impact assessment 
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Annex: Equalities (Public Sector Equality Duty) 
 
Legal and policy context 
 
1. DBT is required by law to have due regard to the public sector equality duty (the 

“PSED”) under section 149(1) Equality Act 2010 in exercising its functions21. This 
requires the decision-maker to have due regard to the need to: 

i. eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation; 
ii. advance equality of opportunity; and  
iii. foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic and 

those who do not.  
 

2. DBT policy requires decisionmakers to evidence this continuously and proportionately, 
with the protected characteristics considered being: age, disability, gender 
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex, sexual orientation, 
and (for discrimination/harassment only) marriage or civil partnership. 
 

3. Although the duties do not apply to Parliament, Government practice is to consider 
PSED alongside the introduction of primary legislation, and to maintain due regard 
through subsequent decisions (e.g., secondary legislation and operational directions) 22. 
 

Summary assessment at Primary stage 
 
4. The bill imposes no direct differential impacts on people with protected 

characteristics. Nevertheless, the department commits to updating this assessment 
whenever powers are proposed to be exercised, including at secondary legislation 
and significant operational decisions. 
 

Potential impacts if powers are exercised 
 
If powers are used in specific cases, impacts could arise indirectly through effects on 
workforces and communities dependent on steel production. The nature and scale would 
depend on the site and chosen intervention. Considerations include: 

• Age and sex (workforce composition). UK integrated steel sites historically have a 
higher share of older and male workers. This indicates potential sensitivity to sudden 
labour market shocks. Localised reskilling and redeployment support would therefore 
be important if interventions affect roles, locations, or working practices. 

• Disability. Industrial workforces and nearby communities often have higher 
prevalence of limiting long-term illness than national averages. Any operational 
changes (e.g. revised shift arrangements, site access changes) must include 
reasonable adjustments and accessible communication.  

• Pregnancy and maternity (caring responsibilities). Changes to working patterns 
or temporary transfers can have indirect effects on those with caring responsibilities, 
who are disproportionately women. Any interim measures should be equality neutral 
in design and allow discretion for adjustments.  

• Race / religion or belief / other characteristics. Where interventions affect 
contractor ecosystems (maintenance, logistics, catering, security), impacts may be 
more diverse across protected groups. Procurement and employment practices 
during any period of ownership should apply consistent, non-discriminatory criteria. 
 

 
21 DBT Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) Guidance  
22 Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) Equality Analysis Form 

https://dbis.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/PSED/Shared%20Documents/DBT%20Public%20Sector%20Equality%20Duty%20Guidance.pptx?d=w63256e32d1b54d20afe1d6bec7650f0e&csf=1&web=1&e=ii9I7M
https://dbis.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/PSED/Shared%20Documents/DBT%20Public%20Sector%20Equality%20Duty%20Impact%20Assessment%20Form.docx?d=w26aad600a54f40bfb9f6f4285c6c14a0&csf=1&web=1&e=LUrO7y


Template for options assessment and final impact assessment 

 

30 
 

5. Steel employment is concentrated in a small number of localities. Communities may 
therefore be impacted (positively or negatively), even when the bill targets firms. 
Safeguarding production and skilled jobs would likely support equality of opportunity in 
towns with fewer alternative high wage roles.  
 

6. Further site specific equality analysis (drawing on HR data, local ONS statistics and 
stakeholder input) should be completed if the powers are proposed for use at a 
particular site. 
 

Mitigations 
 
7. If Ministers propose to exercise the powers, the following measures should be built into 

decision making and delivery, proportionate to the intervention: 
a. Proportionate equality analysis for each use of powers. Before decisions are 

made, an updated equalities impact assessment should be completed to assess 
potential impacts, options, and mitigations. Ministers should be invited to consider 
this analysis. 

b. Inclusive workforce measures.  
i. Non-discriminatory selection criteria for any restructures, transparent 

processes and support for redeployment and reskilling, with particular regard 
to older workers and disabled people. 

ii. Working time and shift arrangements reviewed for impacts on 
pregnancy/maternity and caring responsibilities, with mitigation (e.g., flexible 
patterns where feasible).  

c. Accessible communications and engagement. Clear, accessible information 
for employees, unions, suppliers and communities, alternative formats on request 
and engagement with representative groups. 

d. Monitoring and feedback. Collection and publication of anonymised equality 
related indicators during stabilisation and transition so that mitigations can be 
adjusted in real time. 
 

8. At the framework stage, no direct adverse equalities impacts are identified. If powers are 
proposed to be exercised, DBT should complete a case specific Equality Impact 
Assessment, consult relevant stakeholders and implement the mitigations and 
monitoring set out above. 
 

Evidence used to inform this equalities impact assessment: 
 
9. DBT’s Public Sector Equalities Duty (PSED) guidance and templates have been used to 

structure and inform this assessment. Specifically, the DBT PSED Guidance and DBT 
PSED Analysis Form have been followed and can be found on the DBT PSED 
SharePoint.  

 
 

https://dbis.sharepoint.com/:p:/r/sites/PSED/Shared%20Documents/DBT%20Public%20Sector%20Equality%20Duty%20Guidance.pptx?d=w63256e32d1b54d20afe1d6bec7650f0e&csf=1&web=1&e=RReZS3
https://dbis.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/PSED/Shared%20Documents/DBT%20Public%20Sector%20Equality%20Duty%20Impact%20Assessment%20Form.docx?d=w26aad600a54f40bfb9f6f4285c6c14a0&csf=1&web=1&e=VsAAKw
https://dbis.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/PSED/Shared%20Documents/DBT%20Public%20Sector%20Equality%20Duty%20Impact%20Assessment%20Form.docx?d=w26aad600a54f40bfb9f6f4285c6c14a0&csf=1&web=1&e=VsAAKw
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