
Sent:   18/05/2013 
Subject:  Complaint 131881 
 
 
Dear PCC, 
 
Thank you for sending through the latest correspondence from the Daily Mail, and appreciate that 
the delay for which you kindly apologise is not of your making. 
 
I am pleased to hear that the editor has proposed amending the headline of the offending article, 
publishing a corrective footnote (I presume to the online version of the article), and taking note of 
my complaint for future reference. I appreciate the advantages of resolving the matter, and am keen 
to reach a resolution. However, I do not believe that the steps so far proposed by the Daily Mail 
would represent a satisfactory conclusion to my complaint.  
 
First, I do not think that the proposed resolution is proportionate to the prominence given to the 
inaccurate claim made regarding recycling. Accuracy is the subject of the first article of the PCC 
Code, and I understand that Paul Dacre, the Mail’s editor and chair of the PCC’s Editors’ Code 
Committee, has been quoted as telling the Leveson enquiry that “Accuracy is the cornerstone of the 
existing PCC." The code states that “A significant inaccuracy, misleading statement or distortion once 
recognised must be corrected, promptly and with due prominence, and - where appropriate - an 
apology published.” The story was published on the front page of the Mail, where it will have been 
widely read. It has been quoted and repeated by many other news and comment websites. 
Amending the headline of the online addition at this late stage will not address the harm done by 
this inaccuracy, and as I indicated in my previous correspondence, I believe that a prominent 
correction in the print edition is warranted in this instance.  
 
Secondly, it is not just in the headline that story errs, and amending the headline while leaving the 
rest of the story intact will not rectify the problem. I do not propose to analyse each line, which 
would be an unduly tedious exercise. I have in any case provided a fuller analysis here. But referring 
back to the story, I believe that only by making very substantial corrections could it be made 
tolerably accurate. To illustrate my point, it is worth highlighting a couple of other points that would 
certainly need to be corrected (although I emphasise that the following is by no means intended as 
exhaustive): 
 

 The first two sentences of the article effectively restate the claim of the headline. There is no 
factual support for the claim that “millions of tons of household rubbish painstakingly sorted 
by families for recycling is being dumped abroad”. As I have pointed out, an unquantified 
amount of contaminants found within recycling are being dumped overseas, with the 
proportion being inversely related to the effort made by householders to separate it. Again 
the claim that “much of it ends up in landfill” is not supportable – a true statement would be 
“a small proportion of it ends up in landfill”. 

 The claim that “councils have increasingly turned to contractors to deal with mountains of 
waste generated by compulsory recycling schemes” is completely garbled. Outsourcing of 
waste services began with Mrs Thatcher’s introduction of compulsory competitive tendering 
by local authorities, and there is no relationship between recycling practices and the use of 
contractors. Recycling schemes do not “generate” rubbish, the simply separate recyclable 
material from other waste. Indeed, as recycling has increased, the amount of waste 
generated per household has started to fall – and there is a demonstrable waste reduction 
effect associated with the introduction of some services such as separate food waste 
collections. 

http://www.isonomia.co.uk/?p=1702


 Defra has not said that “in reality, processors reject most recyclable material, which then 
often ends up in landfill sites.” Again, the correct position is that a small percentage 
of  recyclable material, particularly that which is collected in a single recycling bin rather 
than being separated into two or more containers, is separated out and rejected as 
contamination during the sorting process. 

 
If all of the inaccurate points were to be corrected, what remained would be a couple of old quotes 
from Doretta Cocks and the Environment Agency website and some misreporting of Defra’s 
transfrontier shipment of waste consultation (which focuses on illegal waste, rather than “green list” 
waste exports, and so is largely irrelevant to the story). I suspect that making such extensive 
corrections may be impracticable. 
 
I hope you will appreciate the reasons why I do not feel that the proposed resolution is satisfactory, 
and perhaps you could put these further comments to the Daily Mail in the hope that they will agree 
to a resolution along the lines that I suggest, namely: 
 

 Placing a prominent correction of the inaccurate story in the print edition; and 

 Replacing the online version of the story with a correction. 
 
The correction should make clear that the figures quoted were entirely spurious, that the vast 
majority of the household recycling that is exported is reprocessed, and that separation of waste 
into a greater number of separate bins helps to reduce the problem of contamination that can lead 
to some of the material sent for recycling being rejected, 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Peter Jones 
 
 
 


