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Request for Information
Green Steel [FTAA-2506-1074]

(24 November 2025)

Engagement of Experts

[1]  The Panel confirms that is has engaged the following experts to provide a

technical review of certain aspects of the application;

[2] Landscape Peer Review — Shannon Bray

[3] Review of Geotechnical, Landfill details and Erosion and Sediment Control
matters — GHD (Debbie Fellows, Anthony Dixon, Adam Gray, Nausheen

Ramzan)

Acceptance of Late Comment

[4] Due to an unintentional emailing error a late submission was received from
the Ngaa Muka Development Trust. The Panel has been provided with the
reasons for lateness, and has resolved to accept this late comment. It is to be
placed on the website and provided to the applicant for it to respond to if it

chooses.

Landscape Questions

[5]  Pursuant to section 67 of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) the
Panel requests the applicant to provide the following information in relation to the

landscape effects of the proposal. This information is required to be submitted to

the EPA no later than Wednesday 3td December 2025;

[6]  There are currently no visuals of the project in situ. The purpose of the



visual simulations is to assist the Panel understand the relationship of the proposed
buildings to the landform, and the motorway as well as to nearby dwellings. An
acceptable alternative would be to provide the Panel with cross-sections through

the buildings, bund and the neighbouring residential dwellings to the highway.

Further Economic and Other Benefits Questions

[7]  On 31 October 2025 the Panel issued Minute 2 requesting further evidence
and analysis to enable it to assess the project’s benefits in terms of sections 43 and
85 of the FTAA. The Panel has received in response to this request an Addendum
to the Castalia Report dated 12 November 2025; and a document from James

Carmichael of Aku Investments I.td dated 11 November 2025.

[8] The Panel considers that these responses do not address several of the
information requests in Minute 2 (RFI) adequately, and in some cases at all. The
applicant will be aware that the Panel’s findings must have an evidential foundation
and that assumptions and “understandings” are not of themselves evidence. At
the same time, the Panel accepts that the project includes features that have not
been tested in New Zealand and must be to some extent speculative. Despite this,
there can and should be evidence on which the Castalia Report and Addendum’s
assumptions are based, and which should either be provided by the Applicant to

the Panel or independently verified.

[9] The Panel requests the applicant provide further information in relation to
the economic and other benefits of the application. pursuant to section 67 of the
FTAA. These questions are set out below and the information is to be provided

to the EPA no later than Wednesday 34 December 2025:

[10] As to para 6 of the RFI, Castalia supports its reliance on the applicant’s
business plan by reference to the expert understanding of the applicant’s CEO,
staff and consultants. It concludes by stating that the applicant is assuming all risks

and if it has underestimated these the project will fail. Unlike other resource



consent applications, in which the financial success (and benefits) of a project are
usually irrelevant, the FTAA requires these to be taken into account. The Panel
must therefore be reasonably satisfied that the project will not fail and that claimed
benefits will be realised, for which there must be an evidential basis. Presumably
Castalia has source information on which the various assumptions are based, and
the Panel requests confirmation of this and of the steps taken by Castalia to verify

them.

[11] If this is not correct then the Panel requests a statement by the applicant
setting out the evidential basis for the assumptions relied on by Castalia. To the
extent this may involve commercially sensitive information the applicant can

engage with the EPA to ensure its protection.

[12] Paragraph 16 of the RFI, as to the commitment to the installation and use of
EAF plant, is not addressed in the response. The Panel requests a response to

this.

[13] In the response to para 17 of the RFI Castalia notes that up to 27% of global
steel production is EAF scrap recycling, which is what the project involves. The
response to para 18 of the RFI appears to have misunderstood the question raised.
If scrap steel currently exported from New Zealand is recycled by this method
overseas, then its recycling in New Zealand would appear to be displacing this.
The response has instead focused on the fact that the steel imported into New
Zealand is from other sources (not from EAF scrap recycling). What the Panel
seeks is to better understand the basis for the applicant’s claim as to the overall

reduction in emissions in light of this information.

[14] In the response to para 18 there is reference to the higher reliance on (and
availability of) renewable electricity, as is also referred to by Mr Carmichael. Mr
Carmichael "understands” that the applicant plans to purchase 100% of its
electricity from renewable developers, and to adopt practices to reduce load during

periods of high demand. What evidence is there to support these understandings,



and does the applicant propose conditions to address them?

[15] As to para 20 of the RFI the Panel notes that the above questions apply to
this as well. It is not clear from the information provided (including in the
response) how the demand caused by the project will be from renewable sources,
given that it will be the incremental to the present and likely future load demand
from other users. Can the applicant provide evidence that the incremental power
demand will be met from renewable resources, and if not, how the emissions can

be assessed and taken into account in the BCA?

[16] Paragraph 21 of the RFI, as to the likely availability of and market for the
estimated 200,00 tonnes pa of scrap metal and construction steel respectively, has
not been addressed. The Panel considers this to be an important feature of the
application as the claimed benefits are tied to the levels of production achieved,

and asks that it be responded to.

[17] As to para 22, the response has clarified that carbon price assumptions are
used to monetise the benefit of the emissions reductions, and are not part of the
financial benefits. If the Panel is correct in understanding that the reductions in
emissions are almost all offshore, while all of the project’s (albeit lower) emissions
will occur in New Zealand, can it be said that these are a benefit to New Zealand,

and if so, how?

[18] As to para 23 of the RFI the response records Castalia’s understanding, as to
which the Panel has no direct evidence. Can the applicant provide evidential

support for the claimed number of positions and salary levels?

Request for Information From Waikato Regional Council

[19] In its comment on the application the Regional Council refers to technical
assessments it has had prepared, and advice it has received, on the application, and

says that these are available upon request. The Panel requests that all the



assessments and advice referred to be provided to the EPA no later than

Thursday 27t November 2025.

[20] The responses are to be filed by the relevant parties to the EPA no later

than 11.59pm on the dates specified above via:

(a) by email info@fastrack.govt.nz;

(b) by post to Private Bag 63002, Wellington 6140

New Zealand; or

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