
       

 

Thursday 23rd July 2026 

 

Leonie Milliner 
GOC Chief Executive and Registrar 
General Optical Council 
Floor 29, One Canada Square 
Canary Wharf 
London E14 5AA 
 

Dear Leonie 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your discussion paper on registrant fees. 
This is a subject that is of major interest to our members and we welcome the GOC’s 
willingness to consult on a range of options at this early stage in the policy development 
process. 

We have submitted our own individual responses to the consultation. In addition, we 
thought it would be helpful to highlight the significant areas of alignment between the 
responses submitted by ABDO, AOP and FODO. 

While the organisations approach some aspects of the consultation from different 
perspectives, there is notable consensus on several key issues. 

First, we welcome the principles that the GOC has set out to inform its future approach 
to fee setting. We recognise, however, that there may at times be tensions between 
these principles in practice, and that difficult judgements will be required in balancing 
competing considerations. We would therefore encourage the GOC to be transparent 
about how it weighs and applies the principles when developing future fee proposals, 
particularly where delivering against one objective may have implications for another.  
 
Secondly, we agree that any future fee structure should be guided by the principles of 
fairness, proportionality and transparency, and should appropriately reflect both the 
differing costs of regulation across registrant groups and, where relevant, ability to pay. 
While our organisations may differ on the specific fee models that would best achieve 
these objectives, there is broad agreement that any differential approach must be 



evidence-based, straightforward to administer and capable of commanding confidence 
across the profession.  
 
We note as well that administration costs associated with the different options would 
vary. For example, it would be straightforward to establish whether a registrant should 
benefit from a lower fee as a result of being a dispensing optician or less than say three 
years’ qualified. However, it would be more complex to review evidence to support a 
request for a low-income discount or to determine the period during which a registrant 
would be entitled to a lower fee as a result of being on maternity, paternity, parental or 
adoption leave.  
 
Thirdly, we are strongly opposed to higher registration fees for registrants holding 
additional or specialist qualifications. Our responses emphasise that additional 
qualifications should be encouraged rather than penalised, and that introducing higher 
fees for those who undertake further professional development would send the wrong 
message at a time when the sector is seeking to expand clinical skills and improve 
patient care.  

Fourthly, we oppose the introduction of multi-year fee cycles. Each organisation notes 
the risks associated with reduced flexibility, including the potential for fees to be set at a 
higher level than necessary in order to guard against future uncertainty. There is a 
shared preference for maintaining the ability to review and adjust fees on an annual 
basis in light of changing circumstances.  

Fifthly, a theme running through all our responses is concern about the creation of 
additional complexity and administrative burden within the fee-setting system. We are 
concerned that more complex arrangements can increase administrative costs, which 
ultimately fall on registrants through higher fees. Consequently, there is a shared desire 
for the GOC to focus on operational efficiency, cost control and value for money, 
ensuring that all reasonable opportunities to manage or reduce costs are explored 
before any increases in fees are considered. We also encourage the GOC to maintain a 
strong focus on transparency and financial efficiency in its future planning. To ensure 
that this final point is successfully realised, we would urge that the GOC periodically 
consult the profession on future planned fee increases.  This would allow the sector to 
suggest the most meaningful evidence that should be considered.   

Taken together, these areas of agreement demonstrate broad stakeholder support for a 
fee-setting approach that is proportionate, evidence-based, reflective of the costs of 
regulation, administratively straightforward and focused on minimising unnecessary 
costs for registrants. 

 

 



Yours sincerely, 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Alistair Bridge, Chief executive, Association of British Dispensing Opticians 

 

Adam Sampson, CEO, Association of Optometrists 

 

Harjit Sandhu, CEO, FODO 

 


