
From: Peter Jones  

Date: Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 1:37 AM 

Subject: Re: Daily Mail 01177210 [ ref:_00DD0rdl1._500D01196Xc:ref ] 

To: Readers Editor  

 

Dear Sirs, 

 

Thank you for your e-mail, and for the more considered response to my complaint. I am 
grateful for your proposals for changes in respect of points 2, 3, 5 and 7, and am happy to 
consider these aspects of the complaint resolved. I will therefore focus on the remaining six 
points: 

 

1.       There is advice regarding what citizens of Leeds should do with excess waste 

I do not dispute that the bins and sacks in question were black - but I do not consider this 
relevant. My point concerns the waste that these bins and sacks contained. Neither of us 
knows exactly what the contents were, apart from the cans and food mentioned in the 
article - materials that are recyclable in Leeds. There is clearly advice about what can be 
done with these materials (and any other paper, card, plastic and metal packaging that may 
have been contained in the bin) - they can instead be put in the recycling bin, and excess 
recycling is able to be collected from alongside the bin. That would reduce the amount of 
waste that needed to be placed in the black bin, and allow it to be presented in the required 
manner with the lid closed. Therefore there is clear advice about what to do with excess 
waste - and in particular, the only excess waste we know was present within the bin. This 
point would best be addressed by deleting the relevant paragraph from the article. 

 

4.       Susan Le Poidevin is not being prosecuted for using a ‘non-regulation’ bag 

Thank you for suggesting an alteration to the article in respect of this point. However, the 
key issue that I am concerned readers will not understand is that Ms Le Poidevin's business 
paid for its commercial waste services through the purchase of special sacks from the 
council. Can I suggest that an amendment along the lines of "because her mother put some 
rubbish in a standard domestic bin bag instead of a paid-for commercial waste sack"? 

 

6.       Three-weekly collections do not have ‘alarming insanitary implications for infestation 
and decay’ 

Thank you for your comments. I exclude food waste because wherever three weekly 
collections have been implemented, food waste is separately collected at a higher 
frequency. I exclude nappies because of the availability of alternatives to disposable nappies 
and the fact that councils with reduced collection frequencies will often provide more 
frequent collections for users of disposables: 
https://www.gwynedd.gov.uk/en/Residents/Bins-and-recycling/What-goes-into-the-

https://www.gwynedd.gov.uk/en/Residents/Bins-and-recycling/What-goes-into-the-bin/What-goes-into-the-bin.aspx


bin/What-goes-into-the-bin.aspx. I note your point that there may be small amounts of food 
residue on non-recyclable food packaging - but hardly enough to lead to "alarming 
insanitary implications". I would suggest that this phrase might best be deleted. 

 

8.       Buy a kitchen caddy 

Thank you for suggesting the replacement of "buy" with "have", which would be an 
improvement. However, the fact remains that the Waste Strategy for England produced 
under David Miliband made it clear that his department's view was that waste collection 
systems were a matter to be decided locally by councils. It is therefore untrue even to say 
that Miliband proposed that every household should "have" a food waste caddy. I would 
suggest that this section might best be deleted. 

 

9.       1975 Waste Framework Directive 

Your comment here is either a truism - or completely false. Of course, Mr Littlejohn can 
choose the most appropriate words with which to express his point. However, this only 
applies if the language he chooses in fact conveys the point he intended to make, rather 
than a completely different one: surely you do not mean to imply that the claim "the Daily 
Mail is a quality newspaper" could be adequately conveyed using the words "The Daily Mail 
is an appalling rag"?  

If Mr Littlejohn's point is the one described in your initial response, it is not adequately 
conveyed by the assortment of erroneous statements that I unpicked in my complaint. 
These errors should be rectified, or replaced with the words you previously supplied. 

 

10.   Councils ignored Eric Pickles 

I maintain that the word "ignore" does not adequately convey the careful consideration that 
many councils gave to Mr Pickles' views and the funding he made available. The fact that so 
many councils applied for his weekly collection support fund clearly evidences that they did 
not ignore him - they simply found that the funding he made available would not cover the 
costs that they would incur in reintroducing weekly collections. A more accurate statement 
would be "Councils did the maths and realised that the money he offered wouldn't cover 
the costs of weekly collections" 

 

I hope you will make the changes that we have agreed upon and consider whether you are 
prepared to make further amendments. If you are unable to offer to further correct the 
article, perhaps we should refer the matter to IPSO to make a determination? 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Peter Jones 

 

https://www.gwynedd.gov.uk/en/Residents/Bins-and-recycling/What-goes-into-the-bin/What-goes-into-the-bin.aspx

