
18th November 2013 

 

Dear PCC, 

Complaint 134024 

Thank you for your e-mail passing on the Daily Mail’s letter of 11th November. I share the 

newspaper’s desire to resolve this matter quickly, and agree that a published clarification (with 

amendments to the online version of the story to ensure it is not at odds with the correction) would 

be a satisfactory solution. However, the specific wording proposed by the Daily Mail confuses 

matters rather than clarifying them, and there are two misconceptions evident in the latest letter 

that I would like to address.  

First, I have not sought to argue that in 2015 no householder will be asked to use additional bins: 

this may happen in some cases. However, if it does, it will be as a result of local decisions, not EU 

diktat. I have argued that for a number of reasons (the widespread use of kerbside sort, the 

likelihood that some degree of commingled collection will continue to be allowed) authorities that 

need not issue four recycling bins (while the Mail claimed they would be required to); and 

separately, I have argued that those that take the course of action the Mail fears at most be very few 

in number.  

Secondly, [The Mail] refers to the “burden” of sorting recycling, implying that this applies only to 

kerbside sorted material. He appears to have inferred that kerbside sort would be costly for councils, 

and that they are unlikely therefore to adopt it. However, all recycling is sorted at some stage, 

whether (rarely) by householders at the point of disposal, by bin men at the point of collection, or 

subsequently at a materials recovery facility. Choosing the system likely to result in the best 

environmental results at the lowest cost is not a simple matter, and requires consideration of factors 

including local geography, housing stock, demographics and recycling infrastructure. Commingled 

collections may be cheaper in terms of vehicles and crew, but the mixed recycling it yields has a low 

value. For many authorities, kerbside sort collection can be less expensive than commingled: the 

vehicles used are cheaper and the income received for separately collected recycling much higher, 

which offsets the extra staff costs.   

However, the key point made in the Mail’s latest letter is reasonable: while I can give an informed 

view regarding what councils are likely to do, the Mail is not wholly wrong to say:  

“Until 2015… it will be unclear as to how many councils will bear the burden of separating 

recyclates and what proportion of householders will be required to sort out their rubbish in 

several more bins than at present.” 

This is because, contrary to what was stated by the Mail in its articles, and as the Mail now appears 

to accept, councils are not compelled to issue householders with four separate recycling bins for 

paper, glass, plastic and metals; or to stop weekly collections of residual waste. Local authorities 

have numerous options as to how they may respond to the new law, and we cannot know for sure 

how each will act in 2015.  

It is therefore not the case that, as the Mail claimed in its 17th August article: 



“Now EVERY weekly bin collection is to be axed and families made to separate rubbish 

into five containers 

More than 100 areas which still have weekly bin rounds will lose them. 

Traditional weekly rubbish collections must be scrapped to meet European recycling 

regulations, ministers have told councils. 

Every home must be made to separate its rubbish into at least five bins, the Government 

says. 

Under the new rules, more than 100 areas which still have traditional weekly bin rounds will 

lose them, to be replaced by fortnightly collections or similarly complicated rationing and 

recycling methods. 

The enforcement of waste collection systems using several separate recycling bins will mean 

an end to the weekly general rubbish collections operated since Victorian times, in which 

families were not required to painstakingly separate their rubbish into different containers. 

The separate recycling bins will no longer all be collected once a week, because councils find 

it cheaper and more efficient to collect some bins in one week and the others the next.” 

Nor is it the case that the Waste Framework Directive “demands that families sort metal, 

paper, plastic and glass into separate waste bins. Unsorted general rubbish goes into a fifth 

bin.” 

The Mail’s admission equally amounts to acceptance that the following claims from the article of 

16th October are incorrect: 

“At least FOUR recycling boxes for EVERY home: New EU rules mean households will have 

to separate all rubbish from 2015” 

“Every household in Britain will be expected to separate their recycling in to four separate 

boxes from 2015 under new European Union rules.” 

“New EU rules will force homeowners across the country to separate their recycling into four 

separate boxes.” 

Each of these statements, by the Mail’s admission, is in breach of Clause 1 of the Code of Practice, 

and I would suggest that along with a clarification, these parts of the online stories should be 

deleted. 

I think that it is important that the wording of the clarification the Mail publishes should relate 

closely to the claims asserted as fact in the article that occasioned this complaint, which the Daily 

Mail now accepts were speculation. The Mail’s proposal was: 

“In common with other papers, we reported on 17 August statements by Environment 

Minister Lord de Mauley, about the need for five separate rubbish bins under new EU rules. 

We are happy to clarify that this measure will only be taken where necessary and 

practicable.” 



I suspect that this “clarification” would leave readers pretty mystified. It was also not the case that 

other newspapers reported this story on 17 August, although a few did so on 16 October. My 

counter proposal is: 

“We reported on 17 August and again on 16 October that under the EU Waste Framework 

Directive, local authorities would be required to issue all householders with four separate 

recycling bins. In our 17 August story, we also stated that the law would require weekly 

collections of residual waste to end. We are happy to clarify that these claims were not 

correct. Local authorities can comply with the law without requiring householders to place 

material in several different bins; and they are not barred from collecting residual waste 

weekly.”  

Combined with the deletion of text not compatible with this statement, I believe the Daily Mail will 

have put right its breaches of Clause 1. I hope that, given its stated interest in bringing this matter to 

a speedy resolution, the newspaper will agree to this course of action.  

Yours sincerely, 

 

Peter Jones 

 


