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Dear Ms Cooke 
 
Northern Ireland Quality Action Plan and Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) 
Code of Practice: Proposals to promote high quality recycling of dry 
recyclates. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation.  Please find 
the LARAC response. 
 
The responses below are sent on behalf of the Local Authority Recycling 
Advisory Committee (LARAC). LARAC is an association of around 70% of 
local authorities across England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 
whose membership of waste management and recycling professionals 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. 
 
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. 

 
If you have any queries on this response then please contact me at 
info@larac.org.uk  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Sarah Mallen 
LARAC Policy Team 
  

Wendy Cooke 
Rethink Waste Team 
Environmental Policy Division 
6th Floor Goodwood House 
44-58 May Street 
Belfast 
BT1 4NN 

mailto:admin@larac.org.uk
http://www.larac.org.uk/
mailto:info@larac.org.uk


 
 

 
LARAC  PO Box 28  Knighton  LD8 2WA 

01982 382 650   admin@larac.org.uk   www.larac.org.uk 
Twitter: @LARACspeaks 

 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION QUESTIONS  
 
Question 1: Do you support our proposals to improve transparency in testing 
and reporting of MRF inputs and outputs? If not, what other interventions 
could be used to achieve an improvement both in the provision of transparent 
information and an improvement in the quality of MRF material outputs?  
 
In general, LARAC supports the proposals to improve transparency in testing and 
reporting of MRF inputs and outputs, which are broadly similar to the situation in 
England. However, LARAC would wish to comment on the extent of the proposals: 
these comments can be found under our response to question 6. 
 
Question 2: Do you agree with the scope of the Code of Practice and do you 
agree that it should be made mandatory? 
 
LARAC agrees with the scope and agrees that the Code of Practice should be made 
mandatory. 
 
There may be merit in including within the code of practice a requirement for MRF 
operators, and the parties they supply with material, to comply with any requirements 
of councils to provide specific facilities as end destinations for the output materials in 
a timely fashion. This reinforces the principle of transparency and also may help to 
address brokers who are resistant to provide the relevant level of information in this 
regard. 
 
Question 3: Do you agree with the proposals, including sampling weights and 
testing frequencies? Do you agree that the input, residual and main output 
streams should be sampled?  
 
In general, LARAC agrees with the proposals and would expect the regime adopted 
to be subject to regular scrutiny to ensure fitness for purpose.. However, we would 
question whether both the input and output regimes are statistically robust enough to 
provide the information the consultation states to a level that would give confidence 
to all concerned. 
 
Ideally LARAC would like to see a more intensive sampling regime, however we 
acknowledge that this would result in cost increases and we would not wish these to 
fall on local authorities. However, LARAC would expect a more intensive regime to 
result in an increase in quality. This in turn would attract a higher price which could 
offset the additional cost of more frequent sampling. 
 
LARAC agrees that inputs, residual and main output streams should be sampled. 
We are aware that for the English MRF Code of Practice, the proposal for testing the 
residual output fraction was excluded for health and safety reasons, however given 
the range of composition studies frequently undertaken on a variety of waste 
streams, LARAC believes that this is a manageable activity and therefore support its 
inclusion in the Northern Ireland Code of Practice.  
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In order to aid transparency, fairness and consistency between MRFs, the Code of 
Practice should also include a detailed sampling methodology to ensure 
representative samples. This would also enhance confidence by mitigating the risk of 
misrepresentation and exploitation by any unscrupulous operators.  
 
Question 4: Do you support the development of a recyclate quality grading 
system for key material streams? If not, what alternative do you believe would 
support clearer contracting and specifications for materials?  
 
LARAC is not in favour of a grading system. Each reprocessor, even for the same 
materials, has their own systems and machinery in place. They will therefore have 
different tolerances and specifications. By introducing a grading system there is a 
danger that reprocessors are pushing everything to do with quality further down the 
chain, and consequently all the costs. The Department point out in Annex A ‘that 
markets can have a range of different demands when it comes to quality’. 
LARAC would prefer to see the information presented as a range rather than having 
bands across the range, so that the lower end is not perceived as ‘lower quality’. If a 
reprocessor has a specification that allows for 10% non-target and non-recyclable 
material then that falls within their definition of quality material. 
 
Question 5: Do you have a view on how best to make test results available to 
those that need to see them? 
 
LARAC prefers the third option given in Annex A of a centrally administered, publicly 
available register. This would result in a high level of confidence from all parties in 
the information provided. It also allows for greater competition which will maintain 
choice and drive prices down. It should also drive overall quality up as MRFs 
compete. This option also protects the MRF operators against allegations and 
perceptions of supplying incorrect information, even if unfounded. LARAC is of the 
opinion that calls for commercial confidentiality should not be used as a reason for a 
public register not to work. 
 
Question 6: If you have any other comments or observations on what is 
proposed here, please provide full details. 
 
The general aims of objectives of the plan appear sound and appear to link with 
other relevant frameworks and legislation including the Waste Framework Directive. 
 
LARAC welcomes the Department’s recognition and support for flexibility and choice 
in collection systems. An important point is made by reprocessors that no collection 
method is in itself a guarantee of a quality product and that the actions implemented 
as part of this plan should help to ensure that material from all collection methods is 
of a suitable standard to promote closed loop recycling where possible.  
 
The issue of materials which meet reprocessor specifications attracting a higher 
price is raised but LARAC feels that the plan does not sufficiently address this 
important issue. In Annex A they state that ‘UK reprocessors sometimes take 
material that is outside their desired specification simply to secure supply of raw 
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material’. This shows that it is not an easy issue to address, given the global markets 
in materials and the vast range of external factors which influence price. Whilst these 
two situations exist it will be difficult to improve the level of materials that meet 
specifications from the household sector. LARAC acknowledges that the plan 
attempts to move the issues forward and believes that while having a MRF Code of 
Practice is an important step, the plan should also focus more on these two issues. 
They also make the point that sellers may not produce better quality material if they 
know that they will not receive a higher price for it. 
 
The paper makes a strong case that better information on contamination will mean 
improvements in process. LARAC believes that this is overemphasised. While it will 
help to some extent, the focus needs to be on improvement of the material itself. 
More information is not necessarily helpful; it simply tells us the material is unlikely to 
meet most specifications. 
 
Annex A mentions that more information will allow local authorities to undertake 
targeted communications campaigns. Whilst this is correct, it is not realistic, as the 
majority of councils have suffered budget cuts impacting on their ability to resource 
such campaigns to a level that would make a sustained difference. The plan needs 
to be accompanied by a clear indication of the costs of such campaigns and where 
these would be funded from. 
 
It is stated at several points that information from the sampling regime will allow local 
authorities to make informed choices about which MRFs to use based on their 
performance. This will only be true to a degree, as geographical and cost factors are 
likely to carry more importance. Therefore this aspect of the plan, whilst welcome, 
might not result in as great a benefit as the Department appear to envisage.  
 
Finally, the plan is described as an action plan. LARAC would suggest that a greater 
focus on tangible actions is therefore needed, and ideally actions should be time 
bound. However, it does appear to recognise most of the relevant elements that an 
action plan on this subject matter should cover. 
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