
10th December 2013 

 

Dear PCC, 

Complaint 131881 

Thank you for your e-mail providing the Daily Mail’s latest response to this complaint. The response, 

though unsurprising, is disappointing. It fails to in any way to properly address the points I made in 

my letter to the Commission of 27th August.  

The Mail’s letter merely restates points I made in my earlier correspondence – I entirely agree that 

Defra quoted WRAP’s survey in a report; and that Defra is one of WRAP’s funders.  That is not the 

point. I made my argument clearly in my previous letter, and will not restate it in detail. However, I 

would remind the Commission that the issue I raised was whether it was misleading for the Mail to 

state “the ministry said that, in reality, processors reject most recyclable material, which then often 

ends up in landfill sites.”   

A reader is likely to infer from this statement that Defra has at some point asserted that most 

recycling collected in the UK is in fact landfilled. Yet the Mail has conceded that what this sentence 

actually means is that Defra has quoted another organisation regarding a survey of a small number 

of UK reprocessors, covering less than half of household recycling collected, who thought that the 

material (which they did not necessarily ever purchase) would not meet their quality standards – 

from which the Mail infers that the material must instead be sent to landfill, rather than finding its 

way to alternative markets.  It has taken me, as someone very familiar with waste and recycling 

issues, a good deal of time and effort to work out what the Mail’s claim means. It is hard to see how 

the Mail’s readers would not be misled into thinking that Defra has said that all the recycling they 

separate is in fact landfilled, which is plainly not the case.  

This is not the only claim by the Daily Mail misleadingly attributed to government bodies in the 

article. The Mail’s states that "Defra now admits that in some countries it [recycling] is simply 

dumped”. The Mail has at no point stated its evidence for this claim. While Defra has correctly 

stated that some recycling is exported illegally, and some material that is collected for recycling may 

not in the end be recycled (either because it is non-target material, removed from recycling as 

contamination, or because in a very few cases, recycling is of such poor quality that it cannot cost 

effectively be sorted and separated) no Defra report of which I am aware states that in any country 

recycling is routinely dumped.  

It also states that “the Environment Agency has confirmed that material sent to China, Indonesia and 

India is also buried, rather than recycled.” At no point during the lengthy correspondence on this 

matter has the Mail provided evidence for this claim. 

In fact, the Mail has provided absolutely no satisfactory evidence in support of this extraordinary 

and wholly inaccurate article. It has at no point supplied a document that states that in any but the 

most extraordinary circumstances is any recycling is sent to landfill, whether in the UK or overseas – 

let alone all of it, as the article claims. In the course of the correspondence I have shown that the 

few documents to which the Mail has referred it has wholly misunderstood. It is unfortunate that 



the newspaper did not ask anyone with expertise regarding waste and recycling to comment on the 

article before it went to press. It is even more unfortunate that the article has remained on the 

Mail’s website for so many months, where it has continued to mislead its readers. 

Indeed, a moment’s thought should have shown the Mail’s journalists and editors that its claims 

could not be true. Disposing of waste via landfill or incineration costs money. In the UK, it costs a 

very significant amount of money – since landfill tax is now £72 per tonne. Yet it costs local 

authorities much less – and indeed many are able to obtain a small income – when they pass on 

their mixed recycling for reprocessing. Separated recycling fetches much higher prices. If a large 

amount of this material was being sent to landfill, the economics would be utterly inexplicable – how 

would the recyclers ever make any money by paying councils for the privilege to bury their waste for 

them? 

In my previous letter I suggested an extension to the clarification that the Mail should publish:  

“The vast majority of the millions of tonnes of waste that is legally exported for recycling is dealt 

with properly and recycled into other products.”  

This remains the true position, and the one actually stated by Defra in its own rebuttal of the Mail’s 

article. I can see no reason, on the basis of the correspondence on this topic, why the Commission 

should not agree to the addition, and the consequent amendments to the article to make it 

consistent with this statement.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Peter Jones 

 


