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MINUTE 2 OF THE EXPERT PANEL
Request for Information
Green Steel [FTAA-2506-1074]

(31 October 2025)

[1] Following the briefing by the applicant and having undertaken a
comprehensive site visit, this minute sets out the Expert Panel’s request for
information to be provided by the Applicant, pursuant to section 67 of the Fast-
track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA).

Background and reasons

[2]  Section 81(4) FTAA requires the Panel to consider the extent of the Project’s
regional or national benefits. Approval may be declined if the Panel takes the view

that any adverse impacts are so significant as to be out of proportion to those

benefits: s 85(3).

[3] The Panel also notes the criterion in s 22 of the FTAA for assessing referral
applications, that the project must have significant regional or national benefits to
be accepted for referral. The application must explain how the Project is consistent
with the Act’s purpose of delivering projects with significant regional or national

benefits: s 43(1).

[4] The only assessment of the project’s regional and/or national benefits the
Panel has seen is the Economic Impact Analysis by Castalia, at Attachment 11 to
the AEE. It is in the form of a benefit cost analysis. The Panel is unaware of any

other analysis either for or by the EPA in terms of ss 22 and 43(1).

[5] The Castalia analysis is premised on assumptions and information provided
by the Applicant. Based on those Castalia has calculated significant financial,

employment and “emissions” benefits. The only countervailing detriment



considered is the loss of the 53ha of pastoral land on which the Project is to be

located.

[6] The Castalia Report (Report) does not provide a critical analysis of the
assumptions and information from which it has assessed the benefits. It has relied
on the Applicant’s “business plan assumptions” but there appears to have been no
verification or testing of these. The sensitivity testing for some of the assumptions

does not make up for this.

[7]  The Panel is concerned that the assumptions and information have been
adopted without analysis and/or verification. On its face, the Report lacks the
robustness that might be expected to support a Project meeting the criteria in s 22

of the FTAA.

[8] The primary benefit identified in the Report is the financial return to the
Project’s owners. That would not of itself constitute a significant regional or
national benefit. Ownership of the Project could be transferred overseas, thereby

removing that benefit altogether from New Zealand.

[9] The other benefits identified are “employment benefits” and “emissions
benefits”. Employment benefits of a sufficient scale could constitute a significant

regional benefit.

[10] Emissions benefits identified are the reduction in CO; emissions brought
about by (a) the use of EAF technology relative to traditional methods, and (b) a

reduction in transport-related emissions.

[11] As to (a) any reduction is entirely offshore, that is in countries where our
imported steel is currently produced. The Report states that with the Project there
will be emissions of about 0.5 tonnes of COz per tonne of steel, occurring in New

Z.ealand.

[12] As to (b), these emissions are from the shipping involved in both the export



of scrap steel and the import of structural steel. Again, these reductions are

predominantly (if not entirely) off-shore.

[13] The Report acknowledges that the Project will not reduce New Zealand’s
own emissions. It says that by contributing to a reduction in global emissions the
Project may improve our international standing and provide some protection
against possible future changes in the measurement and acceptability of offshore

emissions.

[14] Itappears that the Project will in fact increase New Zealand’s CO2 emissions,

albeit by less than the off-shore emissions these will displace.

Information requested

[15] A number of issues arise from the assumptions made in the Report. These

are detailed below with corresponding questions for the Applicant to address:

[16] The Project will nse EAF technology. The Panel understands that the details of
what is to be used in the Project have not been confirmed. What is the

commitment to the installation and use of EAF plant?

[17] The proposed EAF technology emits considerably less CO2 than the technology currently
used for producing the steel New Zealand imports. Is there evidence of this, and that those
producers and others are unlikely to adopt EAF or comparably efficient

technology?

(18] The Report refers to the use of raw materials in the manufacture of steel overseas and the
COz2 emissions caused by this, which the Project will avoid. However the Panel assumes
that the scrap steel currently exported is melted down for re-use, so the Project
will (in global terms) simply displace this without reducing overall reliance on raw

materials. Can this be clarified?

[19] The Project will emit 0.5t of CO2 per tonne of steel produced, compared to an estimated



1.5¢ 10 3.0¢ (or average 2t) of CO2 per tonne for steel produced overseas and currently imported.
How have these volumes been derived or estimated? Do they include (for the
Project) the emissions from LPG used in the equalising furnace (as noted in the
Emissions Plan at Attachment 29); and for overseas production the emissions

from the extraction and smelting of raw product (as opposed to scrap steel)?

[20] The Report refers to the Project’s reliance on grid electricity to power the EAF operation,
and that this will result in additional emissions. There is no assessment of these emissions
and they are not included in the Report’s analysis. The Panel requests an
assessment of the likely increase in CO; emissions both from the plant itself and

from electricity generation required to run it.

(21]  The Project will produce 200,000 tonnes annually of high quality steel suitable for
construction, thereby displacing the importation of that quantity of imported steel. The Panel
understands this will involve using 200,000 of scrap steel. What evidence is there
of the availability of this volume of scrap steel in New Zealand? What evidence or
analysis is there of the market for that volume of construction steel? What evidence
or analysis is there of the ability or likelihood of the steel competing on price and

quality with imported construction steel?

[22]  Carbon price assumptions. The Report assesses the benefit of reduced CO:
emissions by reference to the NZ ETS market price. It is not clear from the Report
how this has been factored into the benefit cost analysis. Will the Project actually
earn money for the anticipated reduction in COz emissions, or is it the means by
which the Report calculates the benefit of that reduction (ie: to convert to a $

equivalent)? If the former, is this reflected in the “Financial benefits”?

(23]  The Project will create 200 direct jobs, at salaries significantly above the average for the
Waikato region. The Report refers to the Applicant’s business plan as the source of
these assumptions. The Panel requests that further information be provided to
demonstrate this, including: (a) that the Project will create that many new jobs (ie

after relocating existing jobs) and the likely numbers and positions; (b) what is it



about those jobs that takes them above the average; and (c) evidence that those

jobs will command significantly more that the regional average wage.

[24] The AEE Attachment 32 makes some other claims about the benefits of the
Project that are not referred to or assessed in the Report. These include: (a) the
reduction in the costs of construction due to locally produced steel; (b) saving up
to $320 million in foreign currency (less earnings from exported scrap) and
improving our current account deficit; and (c) reducing the amount of waste going
to landfills. Are these still claimed benefits and if so what information can be

provided to support them?

i.  In the Report (and elsewhere in the Application documents) there is
reference to the Project delivering social and environmental benefits. The
Report does not assess or analyse social benefits and its only assessment
of environmental benefits appears to be “emissions benefits”. Can the
Applicant clarify whether there are social and environmental benefits

(other than the emissions benefits)?

[25] "The plant will start at 40% production in 2027 and increase to full production in 2031.
Its wseful life is 20 years. Have these time-scales been factored into Castalia’s net

pI’CSCI’lt value assessment?

(26]  The only detrimental impact is the loss of the 53ha presently used for pastoral farming,
valued at §855,000. As noted above, the Report refers to the emissions from the
operation of the EAF and from the power generation necessary to operate it, but

does not evaluate or assess these.

[27] Further, the Report does not refer to or assess other environmental impacts,
from either the construction or the ongoing operation of the Project. In the AEE
and in some of its Attachments, there are references to the Project having adverse
environmental effects, including “moderate” effects on rural character and visually.

The Panel is required to consider all adverse impacts, as to whether they will be



out of proportion to the regional and/or national benefits. The Panel requests that

the Applicant include an assessment of all adverse impacts in a revised analysis,

which should also take into account the other issues raised by the Panel above as

to the extent of regional and national benefits.

[28] In making this request the Panel’s focus is on the requirements of the FTAA

as to regional and national benefits of a proposal. It requires a better understanding

of these, as well as a fuller appreciation of the global impacts being an overall

reduction in CO; emissions.

[29] The applicant is to file its response to the above questions to the EPA no
later than 11.59pm on 14 November 2025 via:

(2)
(b)

©

by email info@fastrack.govt.nz;

by post to Private Bag 63002, Wellington 6140

New Zealand; or

in person to Stewart Dawson's Corner, 366 Lambton Quay,
Wellington 6011.
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