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The Packaging Forum 

The Packaging Forum is a member-based organisation representing the packaging industry 
from suppliers and importers of packaging, brand owners, retailers, resource recovery 
businesses and processors.  

The Packaging Forum operates voluntary product stewardship schemes for glass, soft plastics, 
food and beverage cartons and is piloting a new caps & lids scheme. 

The Glass Packaging Forum Scheme was first accredited under the Waste Minimisation Act 
(2008) in 2010, reaccredited in 2018 and has applied for a further extension.  

 The Soft Plastic Recycling Scheme (SPRS) was accredited in March 2018 and its voluntary 
accreditation expired on 31 March 2025. The scheme has applied for accreditation as a priority 
product.  

The Packaging Forum also managed the Public Place Recycling Scheme between 2014 and 
2021 and whilst the scheme has ended, continues to fund initiatives to reduce packaging waste 
away from home, invest in new recycling and litter bins and refill and reuse systems.  

The Packaging Forum in partnership with the New Zealand Food & Grocery Council has led the 
co-design of a mandatory Plastic Packaging Product Stewardship ([PPPS)  Scheme. This 
scheme design report has been submitted to the Ministry for the Environment and is available 
on https://ppps.org.nz/final-report/.  

 

The Soft Plastic Recycling Scheme (SPRS) 

The Soft Plastics Recycling Scheme involves the collection of post-consumer soft plastic 
packaging at designated retailers and drop-off points. Soft plastic packaging includes film 
made mostly from LDPE (low-density polyethylene), HDPE (high-density polyethylene), PP 
(Polypropylene), and laminated or multi-layer plastics. Post-consumer flexible plastic 
encompasses items such as bread bags, frozen food bags, toilet paper packaging, 
confectionery and biscuit wrap, chip bags, pasta and rice bags, courier envelopes, sanitary 
hygiene packaging, squeeze pouches, and generally any soft plastic that can be scrunched into 
a ball. 

The Scheme funds the collection systems, transportation, and reprocessing of plastic materials 
to enable consumers to recycle their soft plastic packaging used at home, work, or in public 
places. It pays a gate fee to its processing partners for each tonne of post-consumer soft plastic 
material they recycle. The scheme has 191 members, with 80% being producers who would be 
liable parties under a mandatory Extended Producer Responsibility scheme. 

In 2024, the scheme started a trial in Nelson, collecting soft plastic from 1,000 households that 
opted into a separate collection service within the regulatory framework for kerbside 
collections. 

 

  

https://ppps.org.nz/final-report/
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Summary Position 

This submission has been prepared following consultation with members of The Packaging 
Forum’s Soft Plastic Recycling Scheme. While the SPRS’ focus is on soft plastic packaging, 
Packaging Forum members use various types of packaging. Many operate globally, contributing 
their insights to our submission.  The Packaging Forum welcomes the opportunity to participate 
in the consultation on the proposed product stewardship regulations for Agrichemicals, their 
containers and farm plastics (Farm Plastics Scheme).  Our submission is primarily focussed on 
the proposals relating to packaging, based on our membership and the industries we represent.  

We support Option 1 introducing WMA regulations for end-of-life agrichemical containers and 
farm plastics, with conditions.   Our key concern relates to the proposed scope of packaging 
and farm plastics covered by the Farm Plastics Scheme.   Packaging and plastic that is already 
covered by other recycling schemes or potential future mandatory schemes such as the Plastic 
Packaging Product Stewardship Scheme (PPPS) should be excluded from this regulation to 
ensure that liable parties do not pay twice to recover the same packaging and materials.     

The SPRS and its members are concerned that the proposed regulations include household and 
consumer plastic bags and containers already covered by the current soft plastic recycling 
scheme and within the proposed scope of the Plastic Packaging Product Stewardship Scheme 
(PPPS).  Our members are also concerned that the proposed scope currently targets products 
which fall primarily outside of the primary issue of on-farm waste disposal, or the target 
audience of farmers and growers. For example: 

• We oppose including small plastic bags (40kg or less) for seed, feed, fertiliser, soil and 
crop inputs, farm and animal supplements intended for households and consumers. 
Members report distribution of these products to the agricultural sector ranges between 
5% and 23% by volume, therefore representing a small proportion of their overall sales.  
 

• Pet food (e.g. dry dog food) could inadvertently be captured by the proposed scope – 
these products are sold through grocery and rural channels and should be within the 
scope of the PPPS and the existing SPRS.  
 

• Household weed and pest control products sold at retail stores are primarily sold top 
customers intending to use these items on a domestic scale, rather than for agricultural 
business practices.  

Our members believe the Farm Plastics scheme should focus solely on agrichemical 
containers and bale wrap sold to the agricultural sector, excluding consumer products that are 
sold to households. This would prevent producers/brand owners from joining two schemes or 
paying into the farm plastics scheme for items recycled via the soft plastic recycling scheme.  

There are 47,250 farms in New Zealand, making up 2.3% of the 2,012,400 households. 
Producers want their products stewarded within the appropriate scheme according to where 
most of their products are sold. Members have also indicated that it is not possible to estimate 
the proportion of product sold that could be used on a farm versus general domestic use and 
would impose a disproportionate compliance and administrative burden.  
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We believe that this was envisaged in the setting of the priority products which defined plastic 
packaging as “All packaging used for consumer goods at retail or wholesale level (excluding 
beverage containers) made of plastic resin codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 or 7, singly or in combination 
with one or more of these plastics or any non-plastic material, and not refilled by the producer 
for retail sale or able to be refilled by the consumer at a retail establishment”. 

The foreword indicates that additional sectors, including households, would use national take-
back services. This could duplicate systems for post-consumer household plastic already 
recycled at kerbside or via the soft plastic recycling scheme, forcing producers to belong to 
multiple schemes or pay into a farm plastics scheme for products mostly destined for 
households. We welcome further consultation on the containers and packaging in scope to 
minimise unintended consequences.  

 

Key Concerns 

➢ The proposal lacks a definition of a farm, as does the glossary. To establish a Farm 
Plastics scheme, it is essential to clearly define what constitutes a farm. 

➢ The scope includes packaging that is already covered by existing "voluntary" schemes 
and the proposed PPPS.   This could result in liable parties being required to pay twice to 
recover the same packaging and have other unintended consequences. 

➢ Best practice principles should be taken into account. The Extended Producer 
Responsibility Alliance (EXPRA)1 has researched the structure, governance, and 
operations of its 32 Producer Responsibility Organisation (PRO) members and identified 
key principles and best practices that contribute to successful EPR implementation. A 
guiding principle is, “If legislation allows multiple PROs to compete for the same waste 
stream, a fair level playing field should be ensured to avoid cherry-picking or misusing 
legal grey zones.” Experience indicates that monitoring and enforcement are more 
necessary in systems with multiple providers than within single system providers. 

➢ Multiple schemes for the same packaging or materials limits scalability and risk 
competing on price. EXPRA recommends a single scheme to prevent competition among 
schemes, which impacts and inhibits the introduction of fee modulation. 

➢ This risk is evident when comparing proposed fee rates for agrichemicals and farm 
plastics with those of plastic containers within the PPPS. The disparity in fee rates for 
agrichemicals and farm plastics versus plastic containers within the PPPS is significant. 
For example, the fee for small bags under the proposed regulations is set at 20 cents per 
bag.   For a dog food bag weighing 18 grams, this equates to $11,111 per tonne. In 
contrast, the proposed fee for recyclable soft plastic packaging under the PPPS for the 
same packaging is $416 per tonne, and if the soft plastic does not meet recycling 
thresholds, the proposed fee would be $1,731 per tonne. Similarly, for a garden seed or 
fertiliser bag weighing 87 grams, the fee under the Farm Plastics scheme would be 
$2300 per tonne which is again higher than the proposed PPPS fee.  

 
1 https://expra.eu/2024/09/18/expra-summarized-the-over-30-years-of-extended-producer-responsibility-
implementation-and-best-practices-in-a-new-document-30-years-of-epr-how-to-make-the-best-out-of-it/ 
 

https://expra.eu/2024/09/18/expra-summarized-the-over-30-years-of-extended-producer-responsibility-implementation-and-best-practices-in-a-new-document-30-years-of-epr-how-to-make-the-best-out-of-it/
https://expra.eu/2024/09/18/expra-summarized-the-over-30-years-of-extended-producer-responsibility-implementation-and-best-practices-in-a-new-document-30-years-of-epr-how-to-make-the-best-out-of-it/
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• This illustrates the complexity involved in designing a scheme for the agricultural sector 
compared to consumer goods. EPR schemes for consumer goods globally typically 
charge fees based on the tonnes placed on the market. The Farm Plastics scheme 
proposes charging per bag, resulting in pricing that may be unfeasible for producers.  

• Furthermore, the composition of the agrichemicals fee structure indicates that the 
scheme specifically targets this sector to address not only packaging but also chemical 
disposal. This will necessitate a network of take-back systems to safely manage both the 
containers and their contents, aiming to serve rural areas convenient for farming 
communities. However, it is unlikely to be utilized by urban households, which 
constitute 87% of the population.  

• Costs for collecting and reprocessing commercial waste particularly from agricultural 
usage would be expected to be higher than those managed under a consumer/domestic 
waste scenario however this reinforces the need for proportionality in scheme pricing 
particularly where products are not intended for commercial agricultural use. 

• At briefings on the proposals, officials have referred to the use of language in the 
proposed scope for example suggesting a difference between animal feed and pet food 
or lawn seed versus pasture feed. For our members, the products are the same whether 
sold to households or farms and experience from EPR implementation oversees finds 
that if Government is not clear about its definitions, there will be legal challenges and 
grey areas.  

• The proposed regulations do not clarify whether the Government sets the fee or if the 
PRO can adjust it based on market conditions to avoid fee accumulation or shortages. It 
is noted that the simultaneous consultation on proposed amendments to waste 
legislation recommends regulations to allow the PRO to set fees as is the case in most 
EPR schemes globally.  

 

Questions 

1. Do you agree with the description of the problem posed by agrichemicals, their 
containers and farm plastics? 

Yes, we agree with the description of the problem and that there should be take back and 
recycling services for agrichemicals, their containers and farm plastics.  

2. What other information should we consider in analysing the problem? 

We would strongly recommend amendment to the scope of packaging covered by the Farm 
Scheme.  We submit it should be limited to packaging that is for agricultural use only and 
exclude household plastic from the scope altogether.  

3. In line with its accreditation, the new scheme’s provisional name is Green Farms. Do 
you support this name? If you have an alternative suggestion please specify 

We believe the name of the scheme is a matter for Government.   We support inclusion of 
the word “Farms” in the name.  By specifying farms, it will assist to clarify that the scheme 
excludes household plastic and containers.  
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4. Do you agree the options presented (Option 1 – introduce WMA regulations; Option 2- 
No action are the appropriate ones to consider. Yes/No. If not what other options do 
you suggest? 

We agree with the two options presented being regulations or no action taken. We do not 
support the scope as presented.  

5. Do you support a national take back and recycling scheme for agrichemicals, their 
containers and farm plastics? 

We support a national take back and recycling scheme for agrichemicals, their containers 
and farm plastics if the scope is restricted to what is says on the tin “farm plastic”. The 
scope as presented has drifted beyond the farm. 

Potential extension of the proposed take back services to other industries and households  
risks setting up duplicate systems for post-consumer household plastic which may 
currently be recycled at kerbside or via the soft plastic recycling scheme.  This could result 
in producers having to either belong to more than one scheme for the same product or pay 
into a farm plastics scheme when most of their products are destined for households.    

6. a/ Do you support the proposal to only allow sale of the following products in 
accordance with an accredited product stewardship scheme? 

Agrichemicals sold in containers and drums of 1000 litres or less (including household 
pest and weed control products. Yes/No Comments 

No. We do not support household pest and weed control products being included in the 
scope. Our members include Bunnings, Foodstuffs, Woolworths, KMART, The Warehouse, 
Yates, Tui and Daltons who sell these products to households which may include farmers 
and their families.  

Plastic bale wrap and silage sheet Yes/No 

Yes, we agree.  

Small plastic bags (40kgs or less when full containing products such as seed, feed, 
fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements. Yes/No Comments 

No. We do not support the inclusion of bags under 40kg containing products such as seed, 
feed, fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements. 
We would also not support suggestions to set the threshold at over 
15kg as this would continue to capture household dog food bags.   

This includes dry dog food bags. There are an estimated 200,000 
working farm dogs in New Zealand, averaging just over four dogs per 
farm, primarily belonging to two distinct types: Heading dogs and 
Huntaways2. 

By comparison, 34% of New Zealand households own dogs, which 
means there are approximately 633,000 households with dogs, 
excluding the number of farms. It is not practical for producers of pet 

 
2 https://bmcvetres.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s12917-020-2273-2 



 

7 
 

food to join a Farm Plastics scheme to manage dog bags consumed mainly in urban 
households. 

It is also unclear if feed for other animals on the farm, such as cats (for rodent control) or 
bird seed, might unintentionally be included within the broad definition of bags containing 
seed and feed. 

 

 

 

  

 

Seed and garden products bags 

Our members do not support the inclusion of a broad range of garden products bags being 
included in the scope. Over 95% of these bags are sold to urban households rather than to 
the rural sector and are already part of a drop off collection system via the Soft Plastic 
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Recycling Scheme and would be stewarded within the PPPS.  The scheme recycles these 
bags back into posts, rails and garden frames which are sold into garden centres and other 
locations for households to purchase. Our members prefer these bags to be recycled 
locally in New Zealand, where traceability can be better managed, rather than being sent 
offshore along with bale wrap and other farm plastics.  

 

  

 

 

Bulk woven polypropylene bags (over 40kg when full) containing products such as 
seed, feed, fertiliser, soil amendments, minerals and bulk nutrition. Yes/ No 
Comments 

Yes, we agree.  

b/ If you answered  no for any of the product categories above what changes could we 
make to the proposal to gain your support? 

We recommend establishing clear guidelines for scope. At the briefing sessions held by the 
Ministry, officials talked about differentiating between animal feed and pet food or lawn 
seed and pasture seed. This is semantics and experience of EPR implementation in other 



 

9 
 

countries tells us that definitions must be clear and these must be set by the Government 
and not rely on PROs trying to find a pragmatic solution. 

We recommend: 

• Change wording to: Agrichemicals sold in containers and drums of 1000 litres or less 
(including  excluding household pest and weed control products. 

• Remove from scope:  Small plastic bags (40kgs or less when full containing products 
such as seed, feed, fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements). If 
there is a requirement for farms to have their own scheme for these bags link it to the 
retail outlets which are focused on rural supplies. 

 

7. Do you support the proposal to set a product stewardship fee on the following 
imported or domestically manufactured products, to cover their end-of-life 
management? 

 
Agrichemicals sold in containers and drums of 1,000 litres or less (including household 
pest and weed control products). Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  

No we do not support. See answer to 6a 

Plastic bale wrap and silage sheet. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  

Yes, we do support 

Small plastic bags (40 kilograms or less when full) containing products such as seed, 
feed, fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements. Yes | No. 
Comments (optional): _______  

No, we do not support. See answer to 6a 

Bulk woven polypropylene bags (over 40 kilograms when full) containing products such 
as seed, feed, fertiliser, soil amendments, minerals and bulk nutrition. Yes | No. 
Comments (optional):  

Yes, we do support 

 
If you answered no for any of the product categories above, what changes could we 
make to the proposal to gain your support?  

 
We recommend establishing clear guidelines for scope to avoid confusion and scope drift: 

Change wording to: Agrichemicals sold in containers and drums of 1000 litres or less 
(including  excluding household pest and weed control products. 

Remove from scope:  Small plastic bags (40kgs or less when full containing products such 
as seed, pet food, feed, fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements).  

 
8.  Do you think that any particular products in the four proposed categories should be 

exempt from regulation? Yes | No.  If yes, please specify which products, and provide 
details.  
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Yes. The regulations should exclude: 
 
Small plastic bags (40kgs or less when full containing products such as seed, feed, 
fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements). For example,  packaging for 
• Dog food 
• Any pet food – cats, birds, rabbits etc 
• Garden compost, soil, fertiliser 
 
Household pest and weed control products. Over 95% of these products are sold via retail 
to consumers not farms. 

 
9. From the following list of products proposed to be in scope of regulations, are you 

aware of any imported products that are subsequently re-exported in the same 
packaging without being used in New Zealand?  

 
Agrichemicals sold in containers and drums of 1,000 litres or less (including household pest 
and weed control products). Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Plastic bale wrap and silage sheet. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Small plastic bags (40 kilograms or less when full) containing products such as seed, feed, 
fertiliser, soil and crop inputs, farm and animal supplements. Yes | No. Comments 
(optional): _______  
Bulk woven polypropylene bags (over 40 kilograms when full) containing products such as 
seed, feed, fertiliser, soil amendments, minerals and bulk nutrition. Yes | No. Comments 
(optional): ____  
 
No comment 

 
  
10. The following products are out of scope of the regulations proposed through this 

consultation. However, they may be considered for regulation in future. Do you 
support their inclusion in a regulated product stewardship scheme in future, subject to 
further government consideration?  

 
Irrigation piping. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Shrink/pallet wrap. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Tunnel house covers. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Wool fadges. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Potted plant pots. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Vineyard netting. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Hail netting and other coverings. Yes | No. Comments (optional): _______  
Other agricultural plastic products. Yes | No. If yes, please specify which ones.  

 

We do not support including shrink or pallet wrap unless used on farms or by the rural 
supply chain. Expanding the scheme to all shrink or pallet wrap would require every 
producer in New Zealand to join.  

The DIY and garden retail sector sees items like irrigation piping, netting, coverings, and 
plant pots as consumer products, not farm-specific. These should be part of the Plastic 
Packaging Product Stewardship Scheme and we do not support their inclusion in the Farm 
Plastics scheme. 
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11. Do you support the proposal to require the product stewardship organisation to 
provide a take-back service for in-scope products, and to prescribe requirements for 
that service (eg, that the collection network covers enough of the country)? Yes | No. 
Comments (optional):  

 
We would support this proposal on the basis that the scope is specific to farm plastics and 
agrichemicals and excludes any and all products which are also sold into consumer 
households.  
 
There are already free to use take back systems in place for small plastic bags under 40kg at 
over 300 retail outlets nationwide.  

 
12. Do you support the proposal that the Ministry will charge the accredited scheme to 

recover the costs of monitoring the performance of the scheme? Yes | No. Comments 
(optional):  
 
Yes we support the Ministry charging the accredited scheme to recover the costs of 
monitoring performance dependent on the prescribed charges being limited as set out in 
the proposal. 
 

13. Do you agree with the description of the expected impacts of Option 1: Introduce WMA 
regulations? Yes | No. Comments Are you aware of other data or information that would 
help us assess the impacts of this option? Yes | No. If yes, please specify  
 

We support a mandatory EPR scheme for farm-specific plastics, focusing only on the rural 
sector, excluding consumer goods like small bags under 40kg and household pest sprays.   

It's crucial to develop a robust data collection system. 

Regulations should support all EPR schemes and enable the PRO to set and adjust fees 
annually, reflecting best practices worldwide. 

 
14. Do you agree with the description of the expected impacts of Option 2: No action 

(maintain the voluntary approach)? Yes | No. Comments (optional): Are you aware of 
other data or information that would help us assess the impacts of this option? Yes | 
No. If yes, please specify.  
 

We support regulations for Farm Plastics and agrichemicals, but they should exclude 
household consumer products and focus on farm items used by the estimated 47,250 
farms.  

 
15. If you had to take part in the proposed regulated scheme, how would this affect your 

business? Please give details of anticipated costs, benefits and any other impacts.  
 

For our members that place consumer goods onto the New Zealand market which may also 
be sold to farming and other households, this would have a serious impact on their 
business.  
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The Farm Plastics scheme addresses container recovery and chemical disposal for rural 
areas, but it does not cater to the 97% of non-farming households. Producers want to 
belong and pay into the scheme which most meets the needs of their consumers.  

The proposed small bag fee is not supported.   It requires further consultation on 
unintended consequences, including with retailers and brands selling products such as dry 
dog food and garden products.  
 

The disparity in fee rates for agrichemicals and farm plastics versus plastic containers within 
the PPPS is significant because the Farm Plastics scheme is geared for rural take back 
systems not urban collection systems. Reiterating the examples provided under Key 
Concerns above: the fee for small bags under the proposed regulations is set at 20 cents per 
bag. For a dog food bag weighing 18 grams, this equates to $11,111 per tonne. In contrast, 
the proposed fee for recyclable soft plastic packaging under the PPPS for the same 
packaging is $416 per tonne, and if the soft plastic does not meet recycling thresholds, the 
proposed fee would be $1,731 per tonne. Similarly, for a garden seed or fertiliser bag 
weighing 87 grams, the fee under the Farm Plastics scheme would be $2300 per tonne which 
is again higher than the proposed PPPS fee.  

 


