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Dear Mr Street 
 

Consultation on WEEE Compliance Fee Methodology 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation.  The LARAC response is 
contained below. 
 
The responses below are sent on behalf of the Local Authority Recycling Advisory 
Committee (LARAC).  LARAC is an association of around 75% of local authorities across 
England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.   Members are waste management and 
recycling professionals who co-ordinate and operate waste management services. 
Membership is drawn from all types of authority including statutory Waste Collection 
(WCA), Waste Disposal (WDA) and Unitary Authorities. 
 
Our response has been peer reviewed by members of LARAC’s policy team and executive 
committee.  LARAC members have also been invited to comment on the consultation 
through the members’ discussion forum on our website.  All contributions received have 
been taken into account in drafting the response below. 
 
As a general comment, LARAC are keen to see that producer responsibility is met fully and 
that Local Authorities, who are integral in the supply chain for WEEE, are supported in 
what they do to help producers meet their obligations. 
 
If you have any queries on this response then please contact me at 
sally.talbot@staffordshire.gov.uk or on 01785 276 227. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Sally Talbot 
Policy Support Officer and Vice Chair 
 
 

 
 
 

James Street 
Environmental Regulations, 
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills, 
Level 1, 2 St Paul’s Place,  
125 Norfolk Street, 
Sheffield,  
S1 2JF 
 

13th November 2015   
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Responses to Consultation Questions 
 
Question 1.  Should the Secretary of State set a compliance fee for the 2015 compliance period? 
 
Yes, LARAC believes that a compliance fee for the period 2015, should be set by the Secretary of State.  
It is also noted that of the proposals put forward, all have highlighted the need for any fee not to act 
as a disincentive for PCSs to meet compliance through payment of a fee.  LARAC support this view. 
 
Question 2.  For each of the three proposals please comment on how well they meet each of the 6 
published evaluation criteria in Annex D 
 
LARAC feel they are not necessarily best placed to comment on each of the specific evaluation criteria 
but instead would like to offer the following general comments and observations on each of the 
proposals. 
 

1. Proposed methodology for the calculation of the fee. 
 
Valpak 
The proposal appears to encourage schemes to take all reasonable steps to meet their 
compliance target in the first instance.  The calculation takes account of the relevant waste 
stream cost differences. 
 
The proposal does however only include for those that are intending to use the fee to 
contribute to the cost analysis.  Whilst the rationale behind this is to reduce burden for those 
that are meeting their obligations through treatment, there is concern that the true costs for 
the PCSs may not be wholly reflected.  
 
In calculating the weighted average net cost of collection for each stream, no account appears 
to have been taken of the collection costs that may be borne by the Local Authority in 
collecting these items from householders.  As the WEEE targets increase, the need to recycle 
more is ever apparent.  Local Authorities collect from households each week and so can play 
a pivotal role in securing more tonnage for a PCS.  However this comes at a cost, one that 
currently isn’t funded.    If the compliance fee could include these potential costs then more 
funds may be available to capture increased amounts of WEEE. 
 
Escalator is proposed to be a linear system which appears to be straightforward and is linked 
to national target as this is a much higher target than individual streams, this would appear to 
provide a greater incentive for recycling WEEE rather than using relying on the Compliance 
Fee. 
 
Seven 
Unlike Valpak’s proposal, LARAC have noted that this proposal includes the costs of all PCSs, 
LARAC feel this is a more appropriate way of assessing average costs as it includes for whole 
system costs.  However, LARAC acknowledges this may place burden upon those PCS’s that 
have no recourse to use the Compliance Fee system. 
 
The methodology includes for a shortfall escalator which is based on a linear system like 
Valpak but aligned to individual waste stream targets rather than a national target.  In essence 
this would appear to be less of a disincentive than the Valpak proposal, however LARAC note 
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that an additional blanket 10% also proposed would suggest there is a similar level of 
disincentivisation.   
 
The proposal demonstrates, using a worked example, how the proposed Fee methodology 
would act as more of a disincentive than the current methodology which LARAC 
acknowledges. 
 
The proposal does not support the option of a zero Fee for large household appliances (LDA), 
which LARAC would agree with.  Whilst the rationale behind the current scheme is market 
conditions incentivise the collection treatment of LDA because there is profit in doing so, 
LARAC would argue that having a zero compliance fee for a waste stream goes against the 
principles of producer responsibility. 
 
The proposal does set out the engagement of stakeholders in formulating their methodology.  
However it is unclear which stakeholders contributed as part of this process. 
 
JTA 
Primarily, the proposal that JTA have put forward is based on the current methodology which 
uses only the costs associated with those PCSs using the Compliance Fee.  As stated above, 
LARAC believe in order to reflect whole system costs, all costs from all PCSs would be 
preferable.   
 
The escalator mechanism remains the same as the current methodology, which LARAC feel 
has been demonstrated as not necessarily affording the same level of disincentive for using 
the Compliance Fee as the other proposals.   
 

2. Proposed administration of the fee. 
 
Valpak 
It is also noted that the cost of administering the fee is not included in the calculation but is 
proposed to be a blanket £2,000 participation fee.  This appears to be a clear and transparent 
cost applicable for all those wishing to use the scheme and could further act as a disincentive 
for compliance schemes using the fee option as an alternative to undertaking recycling 
collections.  However the proposed fee does not take into account the proportion of target 
missed by each PCS using the scheme which could act as even more of an incentive in 
undertaking recycling collections. 
 
Seven 
Unlike the other two proposals, the administration costs are built into the Compliance Fee.  
However, they appear to be based on the total tonnage put through the scheme and the total 
costs.  Whilst the proposers have indicated they would cover any costs that may be payable if 
none or very little schemes take up the Fee, LARAC feel that a separate, distinctly identifiable 
cost is perhaps a better way of covering administrative costs in this instance. 
 
In addition it was not clear how the additional fixed costs and variable costs set out in the 
proposal were aligned with the administrative costs used in the Compliance fee   
 
JTA 
The administration fee that is proposed is very distinct in that it sits outside of the Compliance 
Fee methodology and is structured on a sliding scale depending on the degree of target 
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missed.  LARAC do however note that the fee is set as a contribution to the administration 
and management costs rather than covering them in their entirety.  It is noted that further 
costs would come out of any fund used for LA projects.  Therefore LARAC would like to see 
that the producers are covering the total cost of the compliance scheme.   
 

3. Proposed methodology for the dispersal of funds. 
 
Valpak 
LARAC would agree that a single project fund is best for dispersal of DTS funds and Compliance 
Fee funds.  Whilst many of our members have benefitted from these funds in previous rounds, 
LARAC is keen to see as much funding as possible be placed back into the overall collection 
system which includes local authority schemes. 
 
Research is important but the split of funding should not be disproportionate 
 
Seven 
Again, LARAC would agree that a single project fund is best for dispersal of both DTS funds 
and Compliance Fee funds. 
 
JTA 
Proposal appears less committed to a single fund, and LARAC note that any such funds 
available to LA’s would be net of any additional costs of running the scheme not met by PCSs 
using the scheme.  LARAC would prefer to support a scheme where costs in their entirety are 
met by the producers given this is producer responsibility legislation. 
 

4. Proposed timetable for implementation and operation  
 
Valpak  
The proposed timeline for implementation and operation appears to be fairly detailed until 
the proposal gets to the LA fund stage, this doesn’t allow us to comment on this element 
which is disappointing.    
 
Seven 
The proposed timeline for implementation and operation appears quite detailed.  However 
the proposed timeframe for Local Authorities to apply for fee funds and then to have spent 
them appears to be 5 months, this does appear to be quite quick and would be reliant on local 
authorities having schemes already thought out.  However these may not be aligned with the 
fund evaluation criteria.  Additional time would enable more, well thought out projects, to be 
delivered, which should ultimately contributed to greater increases in WEEE collected. 
 
JTA 
The proposed timeline for implementation and operation appears to be more achievable, with 
a detailed timeframe for fund application to LA project completion of 8 months.  
 
 

5. Experience of proposer and proposed operator 
 
Valpak  
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Valpak has demonstrated that they have extensive experience of producer compliance and 
the information provided on Grant Thornton evidences that they have the necessary skills, 
expertise and resource to undertake the compliance fee scheme operations. 
 
Seven 
The proposal to use t2e as the scheme administrator appears to be well thought out and they 
have previous experience of managing compliance scheme funds previously through their 
involvement with the Packaging Recovery Note system 
 
JTA 
It is noted that Mazars are proposed as the scheme’s administrators; given they are currently 
employed as the Compliance Fee scheme administrators they have clearly got previous 
experience of managing the scheme and appear to have managed it well. 
 
 

6. Proposed IT systems 
 
Given IT is not an area of expertise for LARAC, we have no comments on this sections 
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