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Set up in 2002 after things went very wrong: 

- MMR & autism 

- GM crops 

- BSE 

 

 





Vision 

 
 

Mission 

 
 
 

Values 

Policy decisions and public debate informed 
by accurate, evidence-based scientific 
information in the news media 
 
To make it easier for journalists to access the 
best science when stories hit the headlines 
and to ensure that more scientists engage 
with the media when stories hit the headlines 
 
Reliable, fast, accurate, authoritative,  
independent, media savvy 

AIMS 



SMC Philosophy 

 
" We’ll get the media to ‘DO’ science better when 
scientists ‘DO’ media better " 

 



  If you don’t speak to the media, then 

    someone else will 

 

  Around 90% of the general public get most of their 

    information about science from the media 

     BIS 2011 

 
   The public need to hear from the experts  

Engaging with the media 

 
 



Science Media Centres around the world: 



A&N Media, including Daily Mail, The Mail on Sunday, 
Metro and Mail Online 

Abbott Laboratories 
Airwave Solutions 
Alzheimer's Research UK 
Association of Medical Research Charities (AMRC) 
Association of the British Pharmaceutical Industry 

(ABPI) 
AstraZeneca 
BASF 
Bayer 
Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research 

Council (BBSRC) 
Boeing 
BP International Ltd 
British Heart Foundation 
British In Vitro Diagnostics Association (BIVDA) 
British Pharmacological Society 
British Psychological Society 
Cancer Research UK (CRUK) 
Cardiff University 
Chartered Institution of Building Services Engineers 
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Chilled Food Association 
Coca-Cola 
CropLife International 
Dept for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
Diamond Light Source 
Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) 
Elsevier 
Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council 

(EPSRC) 
EUK Consulting 
European College of Neuropsychopharmacology 
Food and Drink Federation 
Food Standards Agency (FSA) 

Gatsby Charitable Foundation 
GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) 
Human Fertilisation & Embryology Authority (HFEA) 
Human Tissue Authority (HTA) 
Imperial College London 
Institute of Food Science and Technology 
Institute of Mental Health 
Institute of Physics 
Institute of Physics and Engineering in Medicine  
Institution of Chemical Engineers (IChemE) 
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Institution of Engineering and Technology (The IET) 
Institution of Mechanical Engineers (IMechE) 
International AIDS Vaccine Initiative (IAVI) 
John Wiley & Sons 
King's College London 
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L'Oreal 
Maudsley Charity 
Medical Research Council (MRC) 
Mental Health Foundation 
Mental Health Research Network 
Mental Health Research Network Cymru 
Merck Sharp & Dohme (MSD) Ltd 
Met Office 
Mobile Manufacturers Forum 
Mobile Operators Association 
National Grid 
National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence 

(NICE) 
National Institute for Health Research (NIHR) 
National Nuclear Laboratory 
Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) 
Nature 
Novartis UK 
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) 

Nuclear Industry Association 
Oxitec 
Physiological Society 
PR Works 
Proctor & Gamble 
Queen Mary, University of London 
Research Councils UK (RCUK) 
Rolls-Royce 
Royal Academy of Engineering 
Royal Pharmaceutical Society 
Royal Society 
SAGE 
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Science and Technology Facilities Council (STFC) 
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Main Strategies 

 

Rapid Reactions - responding to breaking stories 
 

Round-ups - putting research into context 
 

Media Briefings - scientists set the agenda 



19 September 2012 

Expert reaction to GM maize 
and tumours in rats 
Rapid Reaction 





http://research.sustainablefoodtrust.org/#_message 

Sustainable Food Trust micro-site 



Science Media Centre Roundup  
Expert reaction to GM maize causing tumours in rats as published in 

Food and Chemical Toxicology 

Prof Maurice Moloney, Institute Director and Chief Executive , Rothamsted Research, said: 
 
“Although this paper has been published in a peer–reviewed journal with an IF of about 3, there are anomalies 
throughout the paper that normally should have been corrected or resolved through the peer-review process. 
For a paper with such potentially important findings, it would have been more satisfying to have seen 
something with a more conventional statistical analysis. A comparison of each measured parameter, which took 
into account the variance throughout the experiment, which would have been revealed using a multiple range 
test, would have provided better evidence for the concluding remarks and the abstract. Figure 1 does not 
provide any data from the controls and their variance is unreported here. Table 2 reports different numbers of 
individuals used for the controls than the treatments. In all cases the controls have used less individuals than 
used in the treatments. The data in Table 2 do not show confidence intervals or provide evidence of significant 
differences between all the treatments and the controls. The lack of a dose response effect is argued by the 
authors to be indicative of a “threshold” effect. This is an extrapolation of their findings and could only be 
determined by intermediate dosing.  The photographs are very graphic, but do not include a control. Sprague-
Dawley rats frequently develop mammary tumours in well-fed controls. Are we to conclude from this that no 
controls developed tumours?  Numerically, we cannot tell, because they are absent also from Figure 2.  We are 
performing a more detailed analysis of the statistics in relation to the conclusions, but for the present it is fair to 
point out that normally a referee would insist on showing the control data and its variance in such a study.” 

 



Prof Ottoline Leyser, Associate Director of the Sainsbury Laboratory, University of Cambridge, said: 
  
“Like most of the GM debate, this work has very little to do with GM.  The authors of the paper do not suggest that the 
effects are caused by genetic modification. They describe effects of the roundup herbicide itself and effects that they 
attribute to the activity of the enzyme introduced into the roundup resistant maize. There is good evidence that 
introducing genes in to crops using GM techniques results in fewer changes to the crops than introducing them using 
conventional breeding. This is unfortunately rather a subtle point and is somewhat tangential to the immediate issue.” 
 
Prof Alan Boobis, Professor of Biochemical Pharmacology, Imperial College London, said:  
 
“Some of the effects are presented in a way that makes it difficult to evaluate their significance.  For example, there 
does not appear to be a statistical analysis of the mammary tumours.  These occur quite often in untreated 
animals.  One would usually also take into account the historical controls in the testing lab, in reaching a 
conclusion.  The pesticide itself has been subject to long term studies in rodents by others.”  
 
Prof David Spiegelhalter, Winton Professor of the Public Understanding Of Risk, University of Cambridge, said: 

“In my opinion, the methods, stats and reporting of results are all well below the standard I would expect in a rigorous 
study – to be honest I am surprised it was accepted for publication. 

  
“All the comparisons are made with the ‘untreated’ control group, which only comprised 10 rats of each sex, the 
majority of which also developed tumours.  Superficially they appear to have performed better than most of the 
treated groups (although the highest dose GMO and Roundup male groups also fared well), but there is no proper 
statistical analysis, and the numbers are so low they do not amount to substantial evidence.  I would be unwilling to 
accept these results unless they were replicated properly. 
 



BBC Online 



Press Association 



Reuters 



New Scientist 



New York Times 



Fox News 



Everyone was sitting in the 
briefing reading out the 

comments you've been sending 
over and asking them to defend 

themselves! 

Thanks to you and the team 
for the fantastically useful 
comments on the GM story 
yesterday – enabled me to 
resist pressure from the back 
bench on an issue well 
outside my comfort zone. A 
perfect example of the value 
of the SMC… 

The multiple 
caveats about 
the science 
pushed it down 
the agenda 

[Are you going with 
the story?] Only 
online and radio - 
quite a press turnout 
at briefing so needs 
to be marked, your 
roundup (sorry) very 
useful 

Good work.. I made 
a point of reading all 
the SMC emails. 
Cracking stuff 

I am proud of our plant scientists today - and the live 
critiquing by journalists in the middle of someone else's 
briefing goes down in history - it’s like we were able to 
insert scientists in the room (gives new meaning to plant 
scientists) - I will give talks about this episode for years to 
come 

Well done, a highly 
impressive action to head 
off what would inevitably 
have been a significant 
scare story. It demonstrates 
SMC's value to society in 
addition to the 
appreciation of the press. 



March 2011 

Earthquake and tsunami in Japan 

Rapid Reaction 





Science Media Centre Rapid Reaction 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE – 11 March 2011 
  

Experts comment on Japan earthquake and tsunami 
 
Prof. Rolf Aalto, a geographer at the University of Exeter, has studied tsunamis and works as a geochronologist with fallout 
radionuclides on a weekly basis.  
"The geological evidence in Japan (and elsewhere around the Pacific) indicates a history of giant  
tsunamis over the past several thousand years. Unfortunately, an engineering and political decision  
was made to design protection and plan cities around a hypothesized 5m tsunami - about the size of  
those experienced in Japan over the last century. However, it was not a surprise to geologists that a  
tsunami two to three times larger appeared, following a massive local earthquake. Although the  
scale of both the earthquake and tsunami were exceptional, they were both well within the realm of  
what can occur within that tectonic setting. 
 
Dr Dan Faulkner, structural geologist from the University of Liverpool’s School of Environmental Sciences, said:   
“The tectonic setting is quite complex in that part of the world, but in my understanding, there is part of the north American plate 
that sits in between the Pacific plate to the east and the Eurasian plate to the west.”  
 

Prof Andreas Rietbrock, seismologist from the University of Liverpool’s School of Environmental Sciences, said:  
“It is the North American plate, which in this area is divided up into some small micro plates.” 

 

Dr Ken McCaffrey, Reader in the Department of Earth Sciences, Durham University, said:   
“It is complicated, but it is what we call a microplate – the Ohkotsk microplate. It is a small fragment of the North American plate 
that is trapped between the main North American plate and the Eurasian plate.” 
 
Paul Haigh, a Fellow of the Institution of Chemical Engineers (IChemE) and an independent nuclear consultant said: 
"All Japanese reactors are designed to withstand substantial earthquakes since they are situated in a known earthquake zone. 
Instrumentation is provided for the early detection of tremors which would lead to a controlled shutdown of the reactor. These 
systems appear to have successfully shut down the affected reactors. Problems at Onagawa are attributed to the failure of 
mechanical/electrical systems used to provide cooling water. 



Science Media Centre Rapid Reaction 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE – 11 March 2011 
  

Experts comment on Japan earthquake and tsunami 
 
Dame Sue Ion, nuclear engineer and Fellow of the Royal Academy of Engineering 
 
Dr Dan Faulkner, structural geologist from the University of Liverpool’s School of Environmental Sciences 
 
Prof Andreas Rietbrock, seismologist from the University of Liverpool’s School of Environmental Sciences 
 
Dr Ken McCaffrey, Reader in the Department of Earth Sciences, Durham University 
 
Paul Haigh, a Fellow of the Institution of Chemical Engineers (IChemE) and an independent nuclear consultant 
 
Dr Alex Densmore, Department of Geography and Institute of Hazard, Risk and Resilience, Durham University 
 
Prof Dave Tappin, Marine geologist and expert in tsunamis, British Geological Survey 
 

Dr Roger Musson, Head of Seismic Hazard, British Geological Survey 
 
Dr. Clark H. Fenton, Senior Lecturer in Engineering Geology & Seismic Hazards, Imperial College London 
 
Dr Jeff Peakall, Reader in Sedimentology at the University of Leeds, said: 
 
Prof. Dr. Polat Gülkan, President of the IAEE (International Association for Earthquake Engineering)  
 
John S Whalley, Geoscience Programme Manager, University of Portsmouth 
 



Observer 



BBC News 



Science Media Centre Fact Sheet 
Radiation exposure 
 

Two types of radiation: 
-Ionizing - of sufficiently high energy to ionize atoms (i.e. to knock out an electron, leaving the atom with a positive charge) 
-may be produced by nuclear reactors, also naturally occurring; 
-can damage living tissue; 
-includes alpha particles, beta radiation, X-rays and gamma rays; 
 

-Non-ionizing - does not have sufficient energy to ionize atoms  
-- effects on the body not well understood; 
-Includes electromagnetic radiation, visible light, infrared, microwaves, radio waves 

 

Sources of ionizing radiation exposure in the environment: 
-Natural sources - cosmic rays, sunlight, low levels in food, water and the environment 
-Artificial sources - x-rays, radiological medicine, CT scans, low level exposure from nuclear power stations, air travel 
 

Equivalent dose (or dose equivalent)  
-This is a measure of ionizing radiation exposure that combines amount of radiation absorbed by human tissue with the medical 
effects of that type of radiation - allows comparison of exposure levels of different types of radiation; 
-Measured in sieverts (Sv) 
-One sievert is 1,000 millisieverts (mSv). One millisievert is 1,000 microsieverts. 

 

Exposure levels and their effects  
-2mSv per year - typical background exposure from the environment 
-2.4 mSv per year - average dose to US nuclear industry workers 
-9 mSv per year - exposure to airline crew flying between New York and Tokyo 
-20 mSv per year - current limit (averaged) for nuclear industry employees and uranium miners 
-100mSv per year - lowest level at which any increase in cancer risk is clearly evident 
-1000mSv (1 sievert) - cumulative - estimated to cause a fatal cancer many years later in 5 out of every 100 people exposed to it 
-1,000mSv (1 sievert) - single dose - temporary radiation sickness - not fatal 
-5,000mSv (5 sieverts) - single dose - fatal within a month to half of those who receive it 
-10,000mSv (10 sieverts) - single dose - fatal within weeks. 
 



Science Media Centre Fact Sheet 
Nuclear reactors 
 

Key components of a nuclear reactor 
-Fuel - usually uranium-based (uranium oxide UO2 is the most common), in the form of pellets in tubes that form fuel rods, which are then 
arranged in the reactor core 
-Moderator - a material in the core which slows down the neutrons released from fission so that they cause more fission. Usually water, 
but may be heavy water or graphite. 
-Control rods - made from neutron-absorbing material which absorbs the neutrons produced by nuclear fission. Inserted into or 
withdrawn from the core as necessary to control or halt the reaction 
-Coolant - a liquid or gas that circulates through the core to transfer heat from it 
-Steam generator - part of the coolant loop that generates steam to power the turbine 
-Turbine - driven by steam to produce electricity 
-Containment - structure around the core to protect it from the external environment and prevent radioactive material from getting out 
 

Pressurised Water Reactor (PWR) 
-Most common type  - present in US, France, Japan, Russia, China 
-Fuel is enriched uranium oxide (UO2) - usually as pellets arranged in tubes to form fuel rods 
-A type of light water reactor, in which water is used as the coolant, circulating through the core to transfer heat away. The primary 
cooling circuit flows through the core and transfers heat via a steam generator to a second circuit in which the turbine is located.  
-Water also acts as the moderator, which slows down the reaction.  
 

Boiling Water Reactor (BWR)     (Fukushima reactor type) 
-Second most common reactor type - present in US, Japan, Sweden - the Fukushima plant is of this type 
-Fuel is enriched uranium oxide 
-Also a type of light water reactor, with water as the coolant and the moderator 
-Different from a PWR in that there is only one cooling circuit, which runs to the generator and back to the reactor in one loop 
-The coolant system is currently out of action in the Fukushima plant, as are the diesel generators that provided backup - engineers are 
working to cool the plant and get this system back up and running. 



Science Media Centre Emergency Briefing 
  

What?  Japan earthquake and nuclear power 
  

When? TOMORROW, Tuesday 15th March 2011, 10:30am 
  

Where?  The Science Media Centre, 19 Albemarle Street, W1S 4BS 
  

Six top experts respond to your questions about the earthquake in Japan and subsequent developments, 
particularly with regard to the damaged nuclear reactors. Their expertise covers the seismology of the 
quake and the resulting tsunami, the engineering of nuclear power plants, radiation safety and related 

health concerns. 

  
Dr David Rothery, Volcano Dynamics Group, Open University 
Prof Laurence Williams FREng, Professor of Nuclear Safety, John Tyndall Institute, University of 
Central Lancashire 
Prof Paddy Regan, Professor of Nuclear Physics at the University of Surrey 
Prof Richard Wakeford, Dalton Nuclear Institute and Visiting Professor in Epidemiology at the 
University of Manchester 
Prof Malcolm Sperrin, Director Of Medical Physics And Clinical Engineering, Royal Berkshire 
Hospital 
Prof Francois Perchet, Programme Coordinator, World Nuclear University 



Andrew Czyzewski The Engineer 
David Derbyshire Mail 
Sonia Gallego Al-Jazeera + crew 
Mike Swain Mirror 
David Shukman BBC 
Mark Blunden Evening Standard 
Roger Harrabin BBC 
Judith Burns BBC + crew 
John Ingham Express 
Victoria Bird Sky News + crew 
Hannah Devlin Times 
Mike Hanlon Mail 
Richard Alleyne Telegraph 
Rob Dukes ITN + crew 
Emily Beament PA 
Gerard Wynn Reuters 
Richard Black BBC 
Jess Brammar ITN 
Andrew Jack FT 
Laurence McGinty ITN 

Attendees 



Science Media Centre Expert Encounter 
  

Who? Professor Andrew Sherry, Director of the Dalton Nuclear Institute 
  

When? 11.00am Thursday 17th March 2011 
  

Where?  The Science Media Centre, 19 Albemarle Street, W1S 4BS 
  
Professor Andrew Sherry is the Director of the Dalton Nuclear Institute and Associate Director of the Materials 
Performance Centre at The University of Manchester. He obtained his PhD in the Materials Science Department at 
The University of Manchester on the high temperature fracture of nickel-based superalloy single crystals. He 
joined the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority in 1987, working in the Engineering Metallurgy Group at 
Risley. He continued to work at Risley through the formation of AEA Technology and Serco Assurance where he led 
research in materials ageing, structural integrity. He joined The University of Manchester in 2004, as Director of 
the Materials Performance Centre and was appointed Director of the Dalton Nuclear Institute in 2009.  
  
Andrew has wide experience of assessing and predicting the performance of materials used within the nuclear 
industry, working in the field of structural integrity alongside experts at EDF Energy, UK National Nuclear 
Laboratory, Rolls-Royce, HSE, and Serco Techfor over 20 years. He is active in research, sits on a number of expert 
technical panels and provides advice on structural and materials issues to industry and government within the UK, 
Europe and the USA.  He is a Fellow of the Institute of Materials Minerals and Mining. 
  
Topics he is happy to discuss include: broad reactor engineering issues including sources of radioactive release 
and severe accidents.  Materials.  New reactor designs.  The need for nuclear within the UK and global energy mix. 
 



Science Media Centre Background Briefing 
  

What? Japan: radiation and the environment 
  

When? 10.30am Tuesday 30th March 2011 
  

Where?  The Science Media Centre, 19 Albemarle Street, W1S 4BS 
  
Come to the SMC tomorrow morning for an update on the nuclear situation in Japan from some of 
the leading UK experts who have been following events and analysing the available information 
over the last fortnight. 
  
We will be focusing on environmental persistence of radiation, including its effects on food and 
farming in the region.  We also have panellists who can discuss the health implications for workers 
and the public; and the likely explanations for the radioactivity from within the nuclear plant itself. 
  
Prof Steve Jones, Independent nuclear and environmental consultant 
Dr Jim Smith, Reader in Environmental Physics at the University of Portsmouth 
Prof Andrew Sherry, Director of the Dalton Nuclear Institute and Associate Director of 
the Materials Performance Centre at the University of Manchester 
Prof Richard Wakeford, Visiting Professor in Epidemiology at the University of Manchester 
 





Case study 

shale gas and fracking 



10th January 2012 

Shale gas and fracking  
Background Briefing 



 
 

Science Media Centre Background Briefing 
What?  Shale gas and fracking  

 

When?   Tuesday 10 January 10.30am  

Where?   The Wellcome Trust, 215 Euston Road, NW1 2BE  
 

Shale gas has become a controversial issue and looks set to provoke more strong opinion in 2012.  Some claim that to 

leave any secure resource untapped in a time of rocketing energy prices would be criminal.  Others claim reports of 

earthquakes and methane contamination demonstrate shale gas extraction to be dangerous and unproven.  With energy 

security high on the agenda, but increasingly tight curbs needed on emissions, we can't afford to get this wrong.  So what 

does the science say? 

  
The SMC has invited two leading experts in the geology and geophysics of fracking to brief journalists on the issues of 
seismic activity and methane leakage from shale gas extraction. 
 

Speakers: 

Prof Mike Stephenson, Head of Science (Energy) at British Geological Survey 

Prof Peter Styles, Professorial Research Fellow at Keele University 



Mike McCarthy Independent 
Mike Swain Mirror 
Fred Pearce  New Scientist 
Jack Ramplin BBC 
Kari Lundgren Bloomberg 
Julian O’Halloran BBC Radio 4 
Tom Fielden BBC Radio 4 Today 
Graham Lawton New Scientist 
Richard Black BBC news online 
Tamara Cohen Daily Mail 
Emily Beament PA 
Sam Shead The Engineer 
Hannah Devlin Times 
Fiona Harvey Guardian 
Sarah Young Reuters 
June Torbati Reuters 

Briefing attendees 



BBC 



The  
Engineer 



16th April 2012 

Independent scientific report to 
DECC on fracking near Blackpool 
News Briefing and Round-up 



Science Media Centre News Briefing 
  
What?  Independent scientific report to DECC on fracking and earthquakes near Blackpool  

  
When?   Monday 16 April at 10.30am 

  
Where? The Wellcome Trust, 215 Euston Road, NW1 2BE  

  
In November 2011, Cuadrilla published its report into the earthquakes at Preese Hall near Blackpool where their 
drilling rig is located.   
  
Independent scientists have now completed their own report into the link between shale gas fracturing (‘fracking’) 
and earthquakes in the area, which will be presented to the Department of Energy and Climate Change. 
  
Come to the SMC to hear the lead authors report on their conclusions and recommendations. 
 

Speakers include: 
  
Prof Peter Styles, Professorial Research Fellow at Keele University 
Dr Brian Baptie, head of seismology at the British Geological Survey 
Dr Christopher Green, Director of G Frac Technologies Ltd 
 



Briefing Attendees  
Fiona Harvey Guardian 

Tom Fielden BBC R4 Today 

Nick Collins Telegraph 

Alessandra Prentice Reuters 

Pilita Clark FT 

Tamara Cohen Mail 

Richard Black BBC 

Michael McCarty Indy 

John von Radowitz PA 

Leila Heghighat Nature News 

Anna Drury ITN 

Susan Watts BBC Newsnight 

Julian O’Halloran BBC R4 

Sam Shead The Engineer 



Science Media Centre Round-up 
 

Expert reaction to independent report into fracking 
  
Prof Andrew Aplin, School of Civil Engineering and Geosciences at Newcastle University, said: 
  
“I welcome this detailed appraisal of the induced seismic activity at the Preese Hall site, which gives 
cautious support to continued drilling for a potentially important energy resource.  We know already 
that hydraulic fracturing can cause small-scale earthquakes but this study, along with others in the US, 
shows that they are of insufficient magnitude and extent to cause structural damage or to allow gas or 
chemicals to leak into much shallower drinking water aquifers.  I also note the strict protocols 
recommended to mitigate future seismic risk, which it would be wise to follow during these early stages 
of UK shale gas exploration.” 
 
Prof Quentin Fisher, Professor of Petroleum Geoengineering at the University of Leeds, said: 
  
"The findings of this independent report are consistent with results from a huge number of shale gas 
operations in the USA (>10,000 fracture treatments are conducted every year) that indicate hydraulic 
fracturing is safe and is highly unlikely to result in seismic activity that will cause structural damage in 
the local area.  The report also correctly highlights the fact that the fractures created during hydraulic 
fracturing operations extend anywhere near regional aquifers and will therefore not result in 
groundwater contamination. 
 

  
  



Prof Stuart Haszeldine, School of GeoSciences at the University of Edinburgh, said: 
  
“This report for DECC starts to put UK shale gas exploration on a more secure base.  Installing much 
better local monitoring is the best way forward, and is what should have been done at the beginning. 
  
“There is very little chance of avoiding pre-existing geological faults.  This part of Lancashire is like a pack 
of playing cards vertically between two books - very slippery planes of movement. 
  
“The M 0.5 limit for earthquake size has been sensibly chosen much lower than that suggested by the 
developers.  That is because of the technical uncertainty in sampling the spread of possible larger 
earthquakes.  Even if an earthquake 200 times larger occurs, of M 3.0, the effects at surface will just 
make the pictures rattle on the wall in your living room. 
  
“The traffic light system can be refined for a particular location.  If multiple fracking boreholes are drilled, 
a less-intensive suite of monitoring equipment needs to be operated for several years after the initial 
fracking. 
  
“Although it is not considered in this report, Government also needs to pay attention to earthquake risks 
of disposing of flow-back water by injection into the subsurface after fracking, and to remediation of 
surface land following drilling operations.” 



 
 
 
Print/Online Coverage 
BBC online 
Telegraph  
Guardian  
The Independent  
The Metro 
Press association 
The Financial Times 
The Daily Mail 
Reuters 
Channel 4 News online 
ITV News online 
ITN online 
The Sun 
The Times  
Nature 
Huffington Post 
Associated Press 
Sky News Online 
Bloomberg 
The Engineer 
AFP 
New Statesman 
The Daily Express 

  

 
 
 
Broadcast Coverage  
BBC Radio 4 – Today programme 
BBC News 
Sky News  
BBC Radio 5 Live  
BBC Radio Coventry  
BBC Radio Scotland  
BBC World Service  
BBC Radio Lancashire live  
BBC Radio Ulster Live  
BBC Radio Stoke Live  
BBC Radio Coventry and Warwickshire Live  
Bloomberg  
CBBC  



The Guardian 



The report did not consider all 
potential problems, however. 
"The government also needs 
to pay attention to the 
earthquake risks of disposing 
of flow-back water by 
injection underground after 
fracking," said Stuart 
Haszeldine, a geologist at the 
University of Edinburgh. That 
is significant, because getting 
rid of the vast quantities of 
dirty water produced by 
fracking by squirting it 
underground is precisely the 
reason why magnitude three 
and greater earthquakes in the 
US have more than 
quadrupled since 2008.  

The Guardian 



Prof Andrew Aplin of 
Newcastle University, who was 
not involved with the report, 
added: "We know already 
that hydraulic fracturing can 
cause small-scale earthquakes 
but this study, along with 
others in the US, shows that 
they are of insufficient 
magnitude and extent to 
cause structural damage or to 
allow gas or chemicals to leak 
into much shallower drinking 
water aquifers."  

The Telegraph 



“This part of Lancashire is like a pack of playing cards vertically between two books 
– very slippery planes of movement,” said Stuart Haszeldine, a professor at the 
University of Edinburgh. 

The Financial Times 



The Independent 



Reuters 



ITV News Sky News 



 
28th June 2012 

Is it safe to proceed with fracking 
in the UK? 
News Briefing 

 



Science Media Centre, Royal Academy of Engineering and Royal Society 

News Briefing 
 

 What?  Is it safe to proceed with fracking in the UK? 

 When?  10.30am Thursday 28 June 2012 

 Where?  The Royal Academy of Engineering, 3 Carlton House Terrace,  

London SW1Y 5DG 
  

Concerns have been raised about the use of hydraulic fracturing (fracking) as a means to extract shale gas.  These first arose around reports of 

groundwater contamination in the USA, and the recent earth tremors in Blackpool have increased the profile of the issue in the UK.  

  

While hydraulic fracturing is an established technology that has been used in the oil and gas industries for many decades, its use for primary 

extraction of shale gas is relatively new and exploration licences are still pending in the UK.  At the request of the UK Government’s Chief 

Scientific Adviser Sir John Beddington, the Royal Academy of Engineering and the Royal Society set out to review the available scientific and 

engineering evidence, including levels of uncertainty and potential risks, involved in this new application of the technology.  The result is a new 

report, Shale gas extraction in the UK: a review of hydraulic fracturing. 

 

Professor Robert Mair CBE FREng FRS (Chair of the working group), Head of Civil and Environmental Engineering, 

Department of Engineering, Cambridge University 

Dr John Roberts CBE FREng, Former CEO of Merseyside and North Wales Electricity Board and United Utilities 

Professor Zoe Shipton, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Strathclyde 

Professor Hywel Thomas FREng FRS, Director, Geoenvironmental Research Centre, Cardiff University 



Julian O’ Halloran BBC 

Nick Collins Telegraph 

Tom Feilden  BBC 

Mike McCarthy Indy 

Fiona Harvey Guardian 

Richard Black BBC 

Mike Swain Daily Mirror 

James Freeman Wall Street Journal 

Nick Grealy No Hot Air 

Briefing Attendees  



Science Media Centre Rapid Reaction   

Expert reaction to resumption of fracking in the UK  
 

Professor Robert Mair FREng FRS, Chair of the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering review, commented: 
“We are pleased to see the Government recognise the importance of the joint Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering report on the 
geological and environmental risks of shale gas extraction in the UK.  We welcomed the opportunity to discuss our recommendations with the 
Department for Energy and Climate Change, the Health and Safety Executive and Environment Agency recently and commend their commitment 
to implementing the recommendations set out in our report.  Our report concluded that the risks associated with hydraulic fracturing can be 
managed effectively in the UK as long as operational best practices are implemented and robustly enforced through regulation.  It is now up to 
the Government, regulatory bodies and operators to ensure that these responsibilities are met.   
  
“Safeguarding well integrity is at the heart of ensuring that risks associated with hydraulic fracturing can be managed effectively.  Our report 
highlighted the need for continued monitoring by independent experts to ensure that each well is designed, constructed and operated in a safe 
and responsible manner.  We strongly encourage both the Government and the operators to implement a properly independent examination and 
onsite inspection programme so that the public can have confidence in the process.    
  
“The decision by Ed Davey to commission a study of the possible impacts of shale gas extraction on greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change should be welcomed.  There are few reliable estimates of the carbon footprint of shale gas extraction and potential methane leakages 
during the extraction process have been highlighted as a concern, as methane is a potent greenhouse gas.  The findings of this study will be 
important in deciding the future of large scale extraction of shale gas in the UK.” 
  
Andy Furlong, director of policy at the Institution of Chemical Engineers, said: 
“Shale gas represents an enormous opportunity for the UK.  The health, safety and environmental risks associated with hydraulic fracking can be 
managed effectively as long as the activity is fully risk-assessed and operational best practice is implemented through appropriate regulation…  
  
Professor Kevin Anderson, Deputy Director of the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research at the University of Manchester, said: 
“Shale gas is the same as natural gas – it is a high carbon fuel, with around 75% of its mass made of carbon.  For the UK and other wealthy 
nations shale gas cannot be a transition fuel to a low-carbon future.  Anyone who says differently does not understand our explicit international 
commitments under the Copenhagen Accord, the Cancun Agreements – or, alternatively, is bad at maths…  
 



Professor Michael Bradshaw from the UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC), said:  
 “Only an exploratory drilling programme can provide the information needed to arrive at a better assessment of the reserve base…  
 
Prof Quentin Fisher, Professor of Petroleum Geoengineering at the University of Leeds, said: 
 “This is a sensible decision given the overwhelming evidence that hydraulic fracturing is safe... 
  
Prof Andrew Aplin, Professor of Petroleum Geoscience in the School of Civil Engineering and Geoscience at Newcastle University, said:  
"This decision is in line with the substantial body of evidence that gas can be safely and cleanly produced from shales, given an appropriate and 
transparent regulatory framework… 
  
Prof Peter Styles, Professorial Research Fellow at Keele University and co-author of the scientific report to DECC into the Blackpool 
earthquakes published in April 2012, said: 
“As part of the expert group (Styles, Green, Baptie) which examined all of the data and evidence concerning the minor seismicity which occurred 
last year near Blackpool, I welcome the decision to proceed with carefully monitored exploratory hydraulic fracturing as we recommended to 
Government in April… 
 
Prof John Loughhead from the Institution of Engineering and Technology (IET) said:  
 “The full adoption of the recommendations made in the review by the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering on safe practice, and its 
own independent review of seismic risk mitigation, shows that DECC has taken the best technical advice to establish safe regulation and 
processes…  
  
 Dr Christopher Green, Director of G Frac Technologies Ltd and co-author of the scientific report to DECC into the Blackpool earthquakes 
published in April 2012, said: 
 “A decision on continuation of shale gas was urgently needed, if we are to secure a sustainable energy future for the UK…  
  
Prof Jim Watson, Director of the Sussex Energy Group at the University of Sussex, said: 
 “The view of Ministers that shale gas will significantly boost UK energy security is questionable for two reasons...  
  
Dr Nick Riley, Head of Science Policy (Europe) at the British Geological Survey, said: 
 “Drilling and testing for shale gas will allow Britain to assess whether we have an economic resource and how it can be accessed with minimum 
impact to the environment…  



Science Media Centre Rapid Reaction   

Expert reaction to the news that shale gas resources in Lancashire and Yorkshire are greater 
than previously thought 
 
  

Samuela Bassi, Policy Analyst at the Grantham Research Institute in Climate Change and the Environment, and the Centre 
for Climate Change Economics and Policy, London School of Economics and Political Science, said:  
 
 “These new estimates suggest that the UK may have larger proven reserves of shale gas than previously thought. Last year, the BGS indicated 
that the UK might have as much as 150 billion cubic metres of recoverable shale gas. Today’s updated figures suggest that the Bowland-Hodder 
Unit alone in northern England may have between 23.3 and 64.6 trillion cubic metres of shale gas in place, with a central estimate of 37.6 
trillion. This compares with an estimate earlier this month by the United States Energy Information Administration that the volume of UK shale 
gas in place is 17.6 trillion cubic metres. It is very uncertain how much of this will be technically and economically recoverable, and the BGS, 
understandably, has not yet attempted to make a new prediction. However, the United States Energy Information Administration suggests that 
only about 4 per cent, or 736 billion cubic metres, of UK shale gas in place may be technically recoverable. 
  
“There appears to be much confusion about the different types of estimates. The amount of gas in place, sometimes called resources, is the 
entire volume of gas contained in a rock formation, regardless of the ability to extract it. Technically recoverable resources refers to the volume 
of gas considered to be recoverable using currently available technology. Proven reserves is the volume of technically recoverable resources that 
are demonstrated to be economically and legally producible under existing economic and operating conditions. 
  
“These higher estimates are good news for the UK, if the shale gas can be extracted safely and economically. It will increase the UK’s energy 
security and create new jobs. However, these new BGS figures do not indicate that there is enough shale gas to stop the UK being dependent on 
imports of natural gas, and so fuel prices for households and businesses will not automatically fall. 
  
“In terms of the UK’s climate change targets, more shale gas could also be beneficial if it is used to generate electricity instead of coal, as we 
pointed out earlier this year in our joint report with Imperial College London. The UK’s greenhouse gas emissions increased by 3.9 per cent 
between 2011 and 2012, primarily due to a big rise in the amount of coal that was burnt in power stations. Ironically the increase in UK coal use 
is primarily due to higher exports by the United States as a result of its shale gas boom. Beyond 2030, the UK’s power sector will need to be 
radically decarbonised, so there will only be widespread use of gas-fired power stations if they are fitted with carbon capture and storage 
technology.” 
  
  



Dr Chris Green, Director, G Frac Technologies Ltd, said: 
 “The UK shale gas is in its infancy, but even with the little data available it was obvious to me that the initial estimates of the resource (gas-in-
place) and the potential reserves (recoverable gas) using the commonly applied Barnett shale analogue was inappropriate and I am pleased to 
see that Professor Stephenson/BGS have revised those numbers up to what I would consider a more realistic indication of the shale gas resource 
that we have…  
  
Professor Richard Davies, Director of the Durham Energy Institute, Durham University, said: 
 “Resources are theoretical volumes of gas underground.  Reserves are the volumes that can be brought to the surface economically.  The UK 
offshore to date has produced approximately 88 trillion cubic feet of gas.  Therefore, if only 10% of the 1,300 trillion cubic feet resource reported 
by the British Geological Society is recovered, it will be more than has been produced to date from all offshore fields…  
  
Professor Jim Watson, Research Director, UK Energy Research Centre (UKERC), said: 
 “Today's BGS report adds some welcome detail to previous estimates of the UK's potential shale gas resources. As the report states, the amount 
of shale gas in the UK remains highly uncertain… 
  
Professor Robert Mair FREng FRS, Chair of the working group for the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering report ‘Shale gas 
extraction in the UK’, and Professor of Civil Engineering, University of Cambridge, said: 
 “These new estimates are significantly higher than previous figures released by the British Geological Survey (BGS) and add to a growing picture 
of the extent of a possible shale gas industry in the UK…  
  
Professor Stuart Haszeldine, Professor of Sedimentary Geology, University of Edinburgh, said: 
 “Shale gas reserves may have the potential to be more than expected.  But the difficulty is – how much can be extracted commercially?  Nobody 
knows…  
  
Professor Peter Styles, Professor of Applied and Environmental Geophysics, Keele University and Joint Author of DECC report on 
Hydrofracturing Induced Seismicity and President of the International Commission on Hydrocarbon Induced Seismicity, said: 
 “I have spent the last two years and given >30 talks in 9 countries mainly about the issues to do with seismicity, but also explaining that the 
Bowland Shale (in the north of England) is three times as thick as the Marcellus shale in Pennsylvania, and with very good total organic content… 



Science Media Centre Fact Sheet 
 

Shale gas and fracking 
  
Shale gas deposits 
- Shale is a soft, finely-grained sedimentary rock made up of compacted layers of mud or clay and fine mineral particles – it is highly fissile, 

meaning it is likely to crack or split; 
- Shale gas deposits consist of hydrocarbons trapped in shale rock, resulting from the degradation of organic matter – this is different from 

conventional gas reservoirs, where an area of highly permeable rock (such as sandstone) is capped by a layer of impermeable rock which 
creates a seal and forms a reservoir below it; 

- Shale has a low permeability and thus doesn't release trapped gas easily – this makes it unsuitable for conventional  extraction.  
Hydraulic fracturing, or 'fracking', is being pursued as a method for extracting natural gas trapped in shale deposits. 

  
Fracking 
- A method of cracking shale rocks to release the gas trapped inside; 
- A hole is drilled down in to the shale deposit area. Once the required depth is reached, horizontal drilling is often used to expose more 

of the shale for gas extraction (although horizontal drilling is not yet happening in the UK); 
- A fracking fluid mixture called a “slurry”, containing sand, water and chemicals is then pumped in at very high pressure – this causes the 

rock to split and fracture, releasing the gas contained inside into the well from where it is brought to the surface, collected and refined; 
- The process can be used to extract gas from shale for the first time or to extend existing fracture lines. 
  
Current shale gas projects 
- The majority of shale gas drilling is occurring in the US, where the process was pioneered.  Potential drilling sites are also being explored 

in Canada, Australia and parts of Europe; 
- Shale gas exploration in the UK is at an early stage; companies such as Cuadrilla are considering potential sites of exploration and 

seeking licenses to do so. 
  



Five top tips from SMC on 
engaging the media on 

climate change 
 



  1. Every threat is also an 
Opportunity 

 
 



  

‘Climate-Gate’ put climate science in 
headlines – suddenly all eyes were on 
climate science – that is a ‘god given’ 
opportunity to get messages across. 
  
Placed articles on peer review, 
scientific uncertainty etc. 

 

 
 



  2. Never leave a vacuum 



  

  
Some scientists refused to do interviews during 
climategate to avoid questions about Pachauri or 
content of UEA emails. 
  
But all those interviews went ahead – with someone 
else sitting in the climate scientists seat. 
  
Never leave an empty seat that could be an 
opportunity to get good science to millions of people. 
  
(That’s what happened on GM!) 

 

 
 



  3. Scientists are entitled to 
stick to science 



  

  

Despite huge pressure to be drawn into politics, policy 
and decisions over resignations – scientists are entitled 
to stick to the science. 
  
One journalist accused scientists of ‘not doing enough 
to win the battle for public opinion’. 
   
The responsibility of climate scientists is to ensure that 
any public debate or ‘battle’ is informed by the best, 
most balanced, accurate science. 
 
  
  



  4. Scientists must be more 
open about the uncertainties 



  

 

Now widely agreed that those who said the science is in, the 
science is settled were wrong and unscientific. 
  
One leading climate researcher commenting on climategate 
said: 
  
“The insane culture of suspicion that climate researchers are 
working in is drowning our ability to soberly communicate gaps 
in our science” 
  
But failing to address those gaps has played into the sceptics 
hands. 
  
We need to get better at communicating uncertainty and we 
must demand and work with the media to do better too. 
  
  

 

 
 



  

  

5. Hang on in there, the best 
science will win out and we 
may even get better media 

coverage than before 
  
  
  



  

 
- Coverage before climategate was not perfect – too alarmist 
and sensational – too much ‘climate porn’  
  
- Journalists at SMC briefings are now more interested in the 
complex science than grabbing an alarmist headline – Good 
science has nothing to fear from more scrutiny.  
  
- On GM and MMR the media coverage is now much more 
balanced 
  
The managing Director of polling company Populous said 
“People tend to make judgements over time based on a 
whole range of different sources” 
  
  

 

 
 



Science Media Centre Background Briefing 
 

What?  Where now for climate science? 
 

When?  10.30am Thursday 4 February 2010 
 

Where?  The Science Media Centre, 19 Albemarle Street, W1S 4BS 
  

Following the uproar over CRU emails and IPCC reports, along with a cold winter and an underwhelming summit 
meeting in Copenhagen, public perception of climate science and scientists is at a low ebb.  Some have welcomed 
the 'demise' of climate change.  But has the evidence base been shaken? 
 
Come to the SMC to hear three senior scientists review the evidence provided by climate science and talk about 
issues such as: 
 
the place of uncertainty in science and where any genuine uncertainty lies  
any key research coming up and what we hope to learn from it 
what damage has been done to climate science and where we go from here 
 
Speakers include: 
Prof Brian Hoskins, Director, Grantham Institute at Imperial College London 
Prof Julia Slingo, Chief Scientist, Met Office 
Prof Alan Thorpe, Chief Executive, Natural Environment Research Council 



Journalists attending 

Mark Reynolds Express 
Emily Beaumont Press Association 
Ben Webster Times 
Richard Gray Telegraph 
Mike Swain Mirror 
Tom Feilden BBC Today Programme 
David Derbyshire Mail 
Mike McCarthy Independent 
David Adam Guardian 
Catherine Brahic New Scientist 
Kirsty McCabe GMTV (Weather) 
Mark Phillips CBS 
Steve Connor Independent 
David Shukman BBC 
Peter Griffiths Reuters 
Louise Gray Telegraph 
Fiona Harvey Financial Times 



Climategate round 2 



Juliette Jowit Guardian 
Mike Hanlon Mail 
Hannah Devlin Times 
Nina Chestney Reuters 
Pilita Clark FT 
Damian Carrington Guardian 
Louise Gray Telegraph 
Mike McCarthy Independent 
Catherine Brahic New Scientist 
Sara Reardon Science 
Tom Clarke Channel 4 News 
Susan Watts BBC Newsnight 
Tamara Cohen Mail 
Richard Black BBC 
James Randerson Guardian 
Elizabeth Gibney Research Fortnight 
Richard van Norden Nature 
Raphael Satter AP 
Fergus Walsh BBC 
Emily Beament PA 
Julian O'Halloran BBC 
Michael Marshall New Scientist 

Briefing  
Attendees  

 





Science Media Centre background briefing 
  

What?  What’s happened to global temperature 

  
When?    10.30am Monday 22 July 2013 

  
Where? The Wellcome Trust, 215 Euston Road, NW1 2BE 

   
The rise in global average surface temperatures appears to have slowed down over the last 10-15 years. 
  
Have climate models failed to predict a fundamental shift in the warming trend?  Is this an important change that 
climate science must account for, or just a short-term irrelevance?  And what are the other indicators of a warming 
world showing us? 
  
Come to the SMC to hear five senior climate scientists discuss the past, present and future of warming.  Also available 
will be a new trio of reports prepared by the Met Office and a 2-page briefing note prepared by the SMC in 
collaboration with UK climate scientists. 
  
Speakers will include: 
Prof Rowan Sutton, Director of Climate Research, National Centre for Atmospheric Science, University of Reading 
Dr Peter Stott, Head of Climate Monitoring and Attribution, Met Office Hadley Centre  
Prof Piers Forster, Professor of Physical Climate Change, University of Leeds 
Dr Richard P. Allan, Reader in Climate Science, University of Reading 
Prof Stephen Belcher, Head of Met Office Hadley Centre 



Briefing attendees 
Bronwyn Wake Nature Publishing 
Fiona Macrae Daily Mail 
Matt McGrath  BBC 
Nick Collins Telegraph 
Steve Connor Independent 
Pilita Clark FT 
David Shukman BBC 
Tim Radford Freelance 
John Ingham Daily Express 
Valerie Jamison New Scientist 
Mike Swain Freelance 
Tom Heap BBC 
Hannah Devlin The Times  
Emily Beament  PA 
Ben Jackson Sun 
Tom Clarke  Channel 4 News 
Susan Watts  Newsnight 
Fiona Harvey Guardian 





Leaflets for scientists 

Peer Review Risk Animal Research Uncertainty Top Tips 
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