
31st October 2013 

Dear PCC, 

Re: Complaint 135039 

I would like to express my thanks to Daily Telegraph for its considered response to my complaint. 

The comments document of 29th October is rational and reasonable in many places, but incorrect in 

important respects. Most critically, the comments made by the Telegraph are rather at odds with 

the claims made in the articles about which I complained. 

I would like to begin by objecting to the Telegraph’s attempts to shift the evidential burden. In 

several places in the comments document, it is suggested that in order to assert my complaint, I 

need to demonstrate that no council will respond to the Waste Framework Directive by issuing one 

or more extra bins. Of course, I cannot meet this requirement; however, I do not feel that I should 

need to do so. What I must and can show is that the claims made by the Telegraph were inaccurate 

and misleading.  

Please bear in mind that many of the claims made were very broad and unqualified: 

 “Home owners will have to separate more recycling, says minister”.  

Lord de Mauley did not say this. In fact, he said “Separate collection does not of course 

mean that each household will need more bins.” As the LGA correctly points out in the letter 

provided by the Telegraph, an open letter from a Minister does not have the weight of 

statutory guidance. Yet the Telegraph treats the letter as though it has considerable force, 

and it is the occasion for both articles. The Waste Framework Directive dates from 2008, and 

the implementation date for separate collection is not until 2015; neither date is particularly 

newsworthy in October 2013. So if Lord de Mauley’s letter is of little direct significance, why 

has the Telegraph produced these articles now? 

 “Home owners will be forced to separate recycled material into more boxes because of new 

European Union regulations.” 

The Waste Framework Directive does not require householders to separate waste; it 

requires member states to ensure that separate collections take place, and guidance 

provided under the Directive explicitly allows commingled collection of recycling. Lord de 

Mauley’s letter is of interest in that it gives hints as to the likely content of Defra guidance 

on how councils should look to implement the Directive, in the light of litigation on the 

subject, referred to by the LGA. That litigation found that “separate collection” did not 

exclude commingled collection of materials. We can therefore be confident that Defra will 

not tell councils that they must ask residents to separate material into four separate 

streams. 

 “now, the menagerie of blue, green, brown and black bags and boxes we dutifully keep 

around our homes is set to grow again.” 



Aside from people in areas with kerbside sort systems, those with the largest “menagerie” 

are those least likely to be affected by any changes, since they already collect few materials 

commingled. 

 “From 2015, either councils will have to up their game and do their sorting better – or we 

should brace ourselves for a lot more bins.” 

The rules do not require “lots more bins”, particularly for those who already have a large 

number. The main concern is about glass within commingled recycling, which will not 

require “lots more bins” to collect separately.  

The cheapest way to remove glass from the commingled stream is to collect it by means of 

bring banks, with no need for additional bins or collection vehicles. However, as the 

Telegraph recognises in its note, this would be likely to reduce the amount of glass collected, 

some of the 40% of authorities that use a fully commingled system may elect to incur the 

expense of additional containers and new vehicles or additional collection rounds to pick up 

glass. They could nevertheless avoid bin blight by following the example of Welwyn Hatfield 

Council, and using an internal container within the wheeled recycling bin to collect certain 

materials separately. My point here is not that all will do this – but that the Telegraph’s 

assumption that more separation means more bins taking up more space reflects the 

newspaper’s lack of understanding of what is possible, not the likely range of responses that 

councils may employ. 

The Telegraph says: “It does not appear to be the case that there is any guarantee, as the 

complainant appears to believe, that in some or even many areas residents will not be asked to use 

an additional bin or bins.” I did not suggest there was any guarantee. Some authorities may opt for 

expensive and impractical collection systems when cheaper and simpler ones are available; indeed, a 

few do so at present. However, as an environmental consultant who works with local authorities on 

the design and collection of household waste systems, my experience suggests that the number that 

does so will be a small percentage of the minority that at present collect recycling fully commingled. 

In my original complaint I elected to gloss over the newspaper’s decision to report Doretta Cocks’ ill-

informed remarks in its main news story in preference to the comments from industry experts 

featured in Joe Shute’s article. It is unfortunate that the Telegraph chose to highlight them again in 

its comments document. Ms Cocks is entitled to hold wildly inaccurate views, and newspapers are 

entitled to publish them – as all too frequently they do. Ms Cocks may be correct to believe that 

“Multiple plastic crates for individual sorting of materials will create a storage problem for many 

residents”. However, does there she offers no reason to think that householders are likely to be 

issued with such crates – for the simple reason that this is not required. 

I find much to agree with in the comments document; but unfortunately it does not reflect what the 

Telegraph’s articles say. The Telegraph’s claims do not follow from any recognisable reading of the 

Waste Framework Directive, and cannot reasonably be said to be “balanced” by a bland quote from 

Defra that it is “up to local authorities to decide what works best in their local area within the law.” 

The strident, incorrect claims made in the article are far from the nuanced, highly qualified position 

put forward in the comments document, where the Telegraph clearly retreats to a more defensible 



position: only some homeowners may be affected, depending on decisions taken by particular local 

authorities.  Had the articles said this, I should not have thought it necessary to complain. 

The Telegraph states: “We do not know yet what the effects of councils’ responses to the 

regulations will be on households. It follows that any clarification as requested by the complainant 

would be premature.” Of course, we should need to wait until 2015 to find out exactly how councils 

respond, by which time any correction would serve little purpose.  

However, perhaps the newspaper might reflect on the fact that I am not the one who has 

authoritatively announced to hundreds of thousands of members of the public that “Home owners 

will be forced to separate recycled material into more boxes because of new European Union 

regulations”. Yet as the Telegraph concedes: “We do not know yet what the effects of councils’ 

responses to the regulations will be on households.” I would suggest that what was really 

‘premature’ was for the newspaper to publish its scaremongering claims, which the comments of 

29th October appear to repudiate, and that a published correction cannot come soon enough. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Peter Jones 

 


