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What the Daily Mail reported…

The Daily Mail reported…



The Daily Mail ran a story about the cost of getting to Net Zero. They quoted hugely 
exaggerated figures that had been provided by a new report from Civitas. The Daily mail 
misinformed the public. There were so many errors in the report that the Daily Mail 
then reported the errors as a follow-up piece - yet used it as an opportunity to publish 
another misleading headline (overleaf).  Are they pushing a narrative to delay a just 
transition from fossil fuels and increase the harm? Are you really OK with that?

Why did the Daily Mail echo a report that is inaccurate and misleading?

1. Perhaps the newspaper thinks the report’s authors, Civitas, are a trusted news 
source? But Civitas clearly don’t do maths! Plus, they are secretive about their 
funding and linked to the Institute of Economic Affairs, a think-tank that helped 
crash the economy last year.

2. Maybe the Daily Mail doesn’t bother to check it’s facts before printing stories.

3. Alternatively, the newspaper’s editors got so excited about a ‘report’ supporting 
their war on Net Zero that they knew Civitas had the science badly wrong - and 
published anyway. 

Whichever way you look at it, the Daily Mail was left looking reckless, 

incompetent or sinister. Please follow the QR links to sources of accurate and 

reliable climate science data.
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What the Daily Mail did not report…

The report suggests that new onshore wind turbines will cost £1.3 million in 
capital expenditure per MWh when, in reality, the cost is only a fraction of 
that amount, at £50-70 per MWh! (For full report of errors see Desmog QR)

Civitas were not just inaccurate, they were wrong by a factor of more than 
18000! 
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