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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Transparency has become a dominant theme within
academic and policy discussions on climate engineering
(CE) research governance. As CE research moves from
modelling and laboratory studies to field experiments,
there is a need to operationalize transparency; that is, to
move from transparency in principle to transparency in
practice. This, in turn, requires greater attention be paid
to the purposes that CE research transparency is intended
to serve since the ends sought, as well as the context in
which they will operate, will drive the design features of
disclosure mechanisms.

The objective of this paper is to focus attention on the
implementation challenges that disclosure faces in the
realm of CE research governance. To this end, we identify
and elaborate on two distinct roles that disclosure-based
governance is anticipated to play: minimization of the
potential for environmental and social concerns associated
with CE research; and to generate and maintain legitimacy
in the research process itself. Drawing on that discussion,
we then identify a number of key design features that
disclosure-based governance will need to achieve
those ends, and we argue in favour of an approach to
disclosure-based governance that recognizes the iterative
and inherently normative nature of CE governance and
supports the development of a decentralized system of
disclosure serving multiple ends.

INTRODUCTION

CEis a constellation of possible technologies that are bound
together by intention and scale (Royal Society 2009, 1). To
fall within the scope of CE, an activity must be directed at
counteracting the build up of greenhouse gases (GHGs) in
the atmosphere or at the climatic effects caused by GHGs
and at sufficient scale to affect climate at a planetary scale.
Within this broad array of potential technologies there are
diverse methods, which in turn have different potential
impacts and risk profiles (Long et al. 2011; Keith 2000). At
present, CE technologies are experimental with current
research activities focused on upstream activities, such as
modelling, and some limited field experimentation aimed
at understanding the underlying processes and informing
models. There are no large-scale experiments seriously
proposed at this time. Notwithstanding the relative early
stages of technological development, these ongoing
research activities related to CE and their contribution to
the possibility of future deployment have given rise to
governance demands at both the national and international
levels (Royal Society 2009, 12; Rayner et al. 2013; Lin 2009).

Responding to the governance debate in CE, David Victor
and his colleagues caution that the politics of CE and
the desire to regulate it are in danger of impeding the
science. “The result,” they argue, “is that the scientific
community knows little more than it did four years ago

about how geoengineering would actually work or what
its consequences would be. These technologies might not
be well understood when and if they are needed, and
could be deployed prematurely. In the growing efforts to
regulate geoengineering, governments and activists are
flying blind as they conjure up new regulations” (Victor
et al. 2013).

Victor et al.’s comments highlight an increasing tension
between science and research governance within
the CE debate. Until there is a better understanding
of the underlying science supporting CE, as well as
understanding the nature of the risks it poses, developing
a fully formed governance structure for the conduct of
CE research is premature. However, the research itself
presents environmental and social concerns that require
public consideration and precautionary regulation. The
relationship between CE research and governance is
iterative in the sense that CE research is both the object
of regulation and a source of information that informs the
design of future regulatory frameworks.

In situations where there is a demand for governance but
an inadequate scientific and normative basis to prescribe
substantive rules, law and policy often turn to process. In
the case of CE research governance, the principal demand
for procedural governance takes the form of calls for
transparency (Rayner et al. 2013, 30).!

Transparency as a governance principle in the CE context is
ubiquitousandlargely unquestionedinitsability topromote
more legitimate and effective governance structures.
At the level of principle, this faith in transparency is not
misplaced as transparency is often, and rightly, viewed in
non-instrumental terms — transparency in public decision
making is an end itself (Ebbeson 2007). However, the
implementation of transparency requirements reveals a
more ambiguous reality, in which the desired effectiveness
of disclosure cannot be assumed. Legal scholar Lawrence
Lessig (2009) has argued that unqualified disclosure of
salient public information (such as political contributions)
will not in and of itself result in greater accountability, and
careful consideration needs to be given to the purpose of
disclosure and how thatinformation will be used. Similarly,
transparency scholars Archon Fung, Mary Graham and
David Weil (2007), find that the success of disclosure-
based regulation is dependent upon the relevance of
the disclosed information for the intended audience, the
manner in which the disclosed information is presented,
how it is mediated by third parties and how the disclosers
themselves understand the responses to disclosure
(see also Gupta 2010; Mitchell 2011).

1 See also Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD). Decision X/33 “Biological Diversity and Climate
Change.” www.cbd.int/decision/cop/default.shtm?id=13181. (para.
8(w), calling for prior assessment of CE field experiments) (hereinafter
“CBD Decision x/33").
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If the success of disclosure-based governance is dependent
upon the underlying purpose of disclosure and on the
context of its application, then in relation to CE research
governance, it will be useful to more precisely identify
the goals of disclosure and consider the key contextual
factors that are likely to affect the implementation of
disclosure-based governance. To this end, this paper
considers the demands for CE research transparency
in light of the complicated environmental and social
terrain that CE governance structures must navigate. We
identify two forms of disclosure that are differentiated by
their goals and the approaches required to achieve those
goals. The first requires disclosure as a means to ensure
that the risks associated with CE research activities are
fully and openly considered, with an understanding that
risk disclosure leads to risk minimization. Transparency
also has a legitimizing function, whereby openness of
the scientific and policy processes are understood to
contribute to the public’s trust that institutions will carry
out activities aligned with public goals. While these modes
of transparency are complementary in many ways, they
operate on different audiences and through different
mechanisms. In light of this discussion, the second part of
the paper looks more specifically at the design of disclosure
mechanisms for CE research. The intention here is not to
suggest the precise form of such mechanisms, but rather
to identify approaches to disclosure that will be more
successful in meeting the intended ends sought.

CE RESEARCH AND THE DEMAND FOR
DISCLOSURE-BASED GOVERNANCE

Much of the CE research conducted to date has involved
either modelling or encapsulated laboratory research,
neither of which involve environmental perturbation and
associated risks. From a governance standpoint, it is the
prospect of field experiments that have triggered regulatory
responses. For example, the rules on marine-based CE
adopted by the Contracting Parties to the London Protocol
on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of
Wastes and Other Matter (the “London Protocol”) in 2013
are directed to field experiments, and were developed
partially in response to concerns surrounding the
environmental risks and scientific legitimacy of proposed
ocean fertilization experiments.? In 2010, the parties to
the Conference on Biological Diversity sought to prevent
“climate-related geoengineering activities that may affect
biodiversity”(CBD Decision x/33, para.8(w)) although
they made allowances for small-scale scientific research
studies within waters of national jurisdiction.

2 Contracting Parties to the London Protocol to the Convention on the
Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping Wastes and Other Matter,
“Resolution LP.4(8)” adopted at Eighth Meeting, October 14-18, London.
(amending London Protocol to include provisions for the regulation of
marine geoengineering) (hereinafter “LP.4(8)").

In the near term, the likely field experiments of solar
radiation management (SRM) techniques will be conducted
at small scales, in terms of both geographic range and
overall radiative forcing (Parson and Keith 2013). These
small-scale experiments are likely to be concerned with
developing a better understanding of physical interactions
and processes, as opposed to seeking to predict
large-scale climate impacts (through extrapolation).
However, to generate more predictive understandings at
the scale of deployment, it is necessary for researchers to
engage in larger-scale field experiments, since it cannot be
assumed that processes will operate in the same manner
at meso- and macro-scales as they were observed at a
micro-scale. As a result, it is likely that experimentation
would proceed sequentially, in that smaller-scale
experiments would precede larger-scale experiments and
that large-scale experiments would only proceed if the
risks and scientific merit of proceeding were justified at
smaller scales (Long et al. 2011; Olson 2011). One suggested
approach is to identify thresholds based on radiative
forcing or geographic scale, above which field experiments
could not occur until there is greater scientific certainty
respecting the potential impacts of field experiments
(Solar Radiation Management Governance Initiative
[SRMGI] 2011; Parson and Keith 2013). However, such an
approach is complicated by the difficulty of developing
agreed upon thresholds of this type. One potential concern
of creating a de facto “safe zone” is that this research may
be conducted within this threshold without more rigorous
governance considerations.

In looking at the various CE governance recommendations
and discussions, the demand for transparency responds to
anumber of concerns. First, the potential for environmental
risks triggers a right to be informed of potentially harmful
activities that could affect individual, group or state
interests. This right is well-developed in both domestic and
international law, and is typically triggered by the prospect
of an activity that poses some likelihood of significant harm
(Handl 2007). The procedural right to prior knowledge
of a potentially harmful activity serves to protect the
substantive right to not be subjected to environmental
harm in the absence of due process. Procedural
safeguards are particularly important in cases where
rules are not standardized (into legislated rules respecting
emission limits or harm thresholds), but are made on a
case-by-case basis. In the CE context, the diversity of
methods, locations and interests affected, as well as the
presence of uncertainty, particularly at larger scales,
militates in favour of a more context-specific approach.
Transparency enables affected parties to understand
their interests and effectively participate in case-by-case
decisions.

Looking strictly at physical risks, small-scale CE
experimentation is not likely to involve high-risk
activities. For example, most of the ocean iron fertilization
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experiments carried out to date have involved small
depositions with generally well understood risk parameters
(Wallace et al. 2010). Similarly, proposed stratospheric
aerosolinjection and marine cloud brightening experiments
involve short duration releases of substances that are
similar in risk to other accepted activities, such as airplane
or ship emissions. The small geographic scale is not likely
to engage international concerns unless the activity is
carried out in a global commons area, as has been the
case with marine CE on the high seas. It is probable that
small-scale field experiments would not trigger extensive
disclosure requirements under national and international
rules, as the likelihood of significant harm is small. The
physical risk profile of experimentation changes as the
activities scale up, since at broader scales there are more
complicated feedback mechanisms and interactions that
make causal pathways more difficult to establish and
prediction less certain (Long et al. 2011).

There is a second species of indirect risks associated
with experimentation that tie environmental and social
concerns to the prospect of technological change. The
concerns here are not with the activity per se, but with
the future implications of technological development
(Dilling and Hauser 2013; Preston 2013). Arguments for
early research governance which reflect these concerns
therefore mirror debates about planetary-scale deployment.
The underlying assumption is that the conduct of early
stage research will affect the likelihood or character of any
possible future deployment.

A “moral hazard” concern has been raised in numerous
reports and papers, whereby the possibility of future
geoengineering solutions may create incentives for states
and emitters to reduce their mitigation and adaptation
efforts. In essence, CE research becomes a sort of
insurance policy that allows actors to engage in riskier
climate-impacting (in other words, less mitigation, less
adaptation) activities (Preston 2013, 25; Lin 2013).

Further, it has been argued that research on new
technologies runs the risk of technological “lock-in”
(Preston 2013, 26; SRMGI 2011, 21). Here the argument
is more sociological in that it relies on the possibility that
geoengineering research will generate vested interests in
technology development that in turn create institutional
inertia in favour of a particular technology or approach
despite other solutions may be preferable. These concerns
could range from commercial interests that seek to profit
from the development of CE technology to institutional
interests whose existence or funding is dependent upon a
continuation of CE experimentation (Long and Scott 2013).

Finally, there are concerns regarding the kind of political
challenges CE might pose for democratic governance
(Stilgoe, Owen and Macnaghten 2013; Szerzynski et
al. 2013; Stirling 2008). The concerns here relate to the
political tensions associated with transboundary impacts,

and the ability of a single state or group of states to
engage in activities that have planetary implications. The
benefits and burdens of CE technology experimentation
and deployment will be unevenly distributed, raising
distributive justice concerns; which may be exacerbated
by the relative lack of experimental capacity in developing
countries (Preston 2013, 30).

This second type of risk triggers different transparency
demands. First, the social and ethical concerns are much
less scale-dependent and less likely to be resolved by
improved scientific understandings. As a consequence,
transparency here is oriented toward promoting ongoing
deliberative interactions among various actors. In addition
to revealing impacts, disclosure mechanisms need to shed
light on the intentions of scientists and other supporters
of proposed research, including states. This includes
information respecting the potential vested interests of
researchers, but will also require researchers to reflect on
and disclose their understanding of the technological and
social implications of their research (Stilgoe, Owen and
Macnaghten 2013).

A further characteristic of these social and ethical concerns
is that they are spatially unbounded. The protocol for
who receives disclosure regarding environmental impacts
depends on whether the person or state is potentially
affected by the physical impacts. However, the social and
ethical concerns of a distant, small-scale experiment may
be felt anywhere and may be understood as involving a
wide set of interests. Accommodating these demands in
a practical manner presents a serious challenge in light
of prevailing international legal norms, which tend to
focus on physical impacts as the basis for international
governance jurisdiction.

Concerns about the emerging technology that this
research focuses on may in fact extend the scope of
disclosure obligations beyond potentially harmful field
experimentation to include studies that have minimal
(or no) direct physical impacts. This reflects a broader
trend toward greater openness and public accountability
occurring across a number of science policy debates.

A model of science policy that no longer treats scientific
knowledge as an exogenous and neutral input to the policy
process, but rather understands that scientific knowledge
is impacted by the context of its application and has a
constitutive relationship with public policy, also influences
the requirement for CE research transparency. CE research
falls quite squarely into the post-normal science framework
or what Sheila Jasanoff (2003) refers to as demanding
“technologies of humility” (see also Funtowicz and
Ravetz 1993). The conditions of normative contestation
and high levels of uncertainty challenge the traditional
forms of assessing scientific merit, such as peer review
and scientific autonomy. The result is increased attention
to accountability in research and technological innovation
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processes (Stilgoe, Owen and Macnaghten 2013), which
in turn require more direct public involvement in the
processes of technology development. Transparency is a
central component of such processes through its role in the
opening up of expert-dominated processes to assessment
and participation by non-experts.

Following from above, it can be seen that transparency
serves two distinct purposes within CE research
governance. First, transparency serves a regulatory
purpose by aiding in risk minimization. Second,
transparency requirements are directed toward generating
and maintaining accountability in research processes
and public legitimacy in the results they produce. These
dual roles are captured in the Oxford Principles on
Geoengineering Research, which were developed by a
group of academics, and largely adopted by the UK House
of Commons Science and Technology Committee, which
indicate, “There should be complete disclosure of research
plans and open publication of results to facilitate better
understanding of the risks and to reassure the public as to
the integrity of the process. It is essential that the results of
all research, including negative results, be made publicly
available” (Rayner et al. 2013, 21).

These two purposes are clearly related as risk avoidance
will contribute to legitimacy. In turn, the uncertainty and
disagreement that arise in attempting to resolve the social
and ethical concerns requires scientists, regulators and the
public engage one another in order to develop a normative
basis for regulating CE research; a process that serves both
risk avoidance and legitimacy.

That said, there are important differences between
these purposes that justify their differentiation. Risk
minimization is primarily directed to researchers’
behaviour, asserting pressures that will push researchers,
research funders and policy makers toward less risky
activities. The legitimacy goal is directed to the public,
with a view to creating conditions by which the processes
and outputs of the research are trusted by the public.
Trust in this context includes confidence in the validity
of the research claims, but also confidence that the goals
of the research are consistent with community norms
(Barber 1983).

A further difference is that risk minimization is primarily
concerned with front-end disclosure. Specifically, this
involves providing details about proposed research
activities before they occur, although monitoring activities
and learning from past activities also contribute to the risk
minimization function. Public trust building is concerned
with both front-end and back-end disclosure, so there
is focus on the publishing research results, data and
experiment design information, as well as acknowledging
the intentions of researchers and research funders.

Finally, since risk minimization is directed toward
modifying researcher behaviour, information has to be
provided in a manner that can be acted upon and that is
meaningful to those that are its intended recipients. This
requires that information be presented in ways that allow
it to be measured against accepted standards, or relative
to other disclosers (such as other polluting facilities) or
against other alternative means of operating. For example,
a key feature of environmental impact assessment is
requiring the evaluation of alternatives to the particular
activity subject to scrutiny. The proponent considers less
impactful ways of achieving the same goal, which then
places a burden of justification on a proponent who does
not chose the least harmful alternative.

The key point here is that the disclosed information must
be meaningful in the context of its use. Transparency, as
a regulatory mechanism, relies on the ability of those
receiving the information to influence outcomes directly
by using the information to alter the incentives for the
proponents, through, for example, political, social or
market pressures (Weil, Graham and Fung 2013; Mitchell
2011). If the disclosed information is likely to inform market
decisions, it must be presented in a way that benefits
and informs consumer choice. Similarly, if the disclosed
information is projected into political and social processes,
the information must allow the public to identify how
their interests are impacted and the extent to which the
proposal adheres to accepted values and norms.

The causal link between transparency and legitimacy is
more attenuated and complex. Legitimacy has normative
and sociological dimensions. On the one hand, the
relationship between transparency and legitimacy is
embedded in our normative understanding of legitimacy,
which includes openness as a value that justifies authority
in liberal democracies. Rayner et al. (2013, 30) frame
the importance of transparency in CE research in this
non-instrumental fashion, “The normative reason to value
transparency is that it is one aspect of respecting people.
Even if one does not have a direct say over any particular
matter, to be informed of decisions is an acknowledgement
of one’s moral status. Without transparency, an agent
is effectively ‘kept in the dark,” with the danger of
exploitation on the one hand, or benign but disrespectful
paternalism on the other.”

On the other hand, legitimacy is instrumental in the
sociological sense, as it seeks to further the goal of public
trust in institutions. Empirical research on the relationship
between transparency and public trust indicates that trust
is strongly influenced by pre-existing beliefs regarding the
institutions in question, and on the kinds of issues that are
the subject of transparency requirements (de Fine Licht
2013; Grimmelikhuijsen and Meijer 2014). For example, in
issues that are already divisive, transparency on its own
may increase polarization, as opposed to leading to higher
levels of trust (de Fine Licht 2013, 4).
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In the context of CE research, public trust is critical to
the sequential unfolding of CE field research. Debates on
future larger-scale experiments will be strongly influenced
by the research results of small-scale field experiments,
but the ability of scientific research to influence policy
outcomes will depend in part on the public’s acceptance of
the authoritativeness of those results (Clark, Mitchell and
Cash 2006). The importance of transparency is amplified
further because of the likelihood of uncertainty or at least
disagreement over the requisite level of certainty required
to determine future research activities. Here the role of
transparency is less about creating incentives to promote
socially desirable behaviour and more oriented toward
creating a decision-making environment that is properly
informed by science, is broadly acceptable to the public
and where shared understandings of risk and uncertainty
can emerge between stakeholder communities through
interaction and co-learning.

The trust-building function of transparency focuses on
the creation of conditions that promote the legitimacy
of the research itself. The principal concern here is that
a lack of openness regarding research activities and
research results will influence the public’s perception
of the credibility of the research. For example, there are
concerns that researcher incentives and publication biases
may cause researchers to downplay or select out more
equivocal findings in favour of results that appear more
“statistically significant, novel and theoretically tidy”
(Miguel et al. 2014, 30). These concerns, which have been
prevalent in the area of medical clinical trials, (which are
often financed by private firms with pecuniary interests
in the outcomes), transcend any particular research field
and are leading to an ethos of disclosure across the natural
and social sciences. The issue for CE research is identifying
the extent to which these concerns are likely to manifest
themselves.

It is not clear the degree to which vested interests are
likely to influence CE research, but the possibility of this
effect is identified across a number of CE assessments and
reports (UK House of Commons Science and Technology
Committee 2010; Virgoe 2009; Vaughan and Lenton 2011).
In this regard, transparency links directly to the principle
that CE ought to be regulated as a “public good,” that
is, regulation must be primarily directed toward public
benefits and public consideration, as opposed to market
standards or other private goals. The transnational scale
of CE research and possible future deployment raise
the prospect of states themselves viewing CE research
activities through a lens of strategic self-interest. Thus,
openness should also facilitate trust at an inter-state level,
by providing states with a clearer basis to assess one
another’s intentions related to CE.

The transnational nature of CE research raises a further
objective related to the benefits of sharing research
information in order to build research and policy capacity

in all regions of the world. This ties transparency to the
participation principle, by promoting the co-production
of knowledge. This, again, has important implications for
legitimacy, as different actors are more likely to accept the
authoritativeness of research that has accounted for their
perspectives and interests (Clark, Mitchell and Cash, 2006,
4). In an environment of high normative disagreement,
transparency promotes interactions that might shape
public values and policy responses surrounding CE
research in a more democratic and equitable manner.

Transparency is, of course a necessary, but insufficient
condition for legitimacy, and should not be considered in
isolation from other procedural and substantive sources of
legitimacy. On the process side, transparency is facilitative
of the broader engagement goals, and the degree of public
trust will be affected by the deliberative quality of this
engagement. On the substantive side, transparency also
enables the public to assess more clearly whether research
activities are adhering to substantive norms and goals.
The challenge in the CE context is that those norms are
ambiguous and disputed.

DESIGNING DISCLOSURE MECHANISMS FOR
CE: WHAT, WHO AND HOW

Turning to the design of disclosure mechanisms for CE
research, it is clear that we should not think of disclosure
in this context as a unitary enterprise that can be satisfied
by a single mechanism. It is more likely that the multiple
objectives of transparency will require differentapproaches.
Careful attention must be taken to understand what
activities ought to be subject to disclosure requirements,
when that information will be required, who will be
required to disclose, the audiences to which disclosure is
directed, the uses to which that information will be put
and how disclosure can best be implemented.

What: The Object of Disclosure

Turning first to the object of disclosure. The fundamental
issue here will be to determine which types of research
activities require disclosure. This, of course, engages
a more general challenge surrounding the definition
and boundaries of CE and CE research. Defining CE for
regulatory purposes is complicated by a definition that
incorporates intent and scale. The question of scale relates
to the ultimate aim of CE, but does not help define CE
research, which will be conducted at multiple scales.
Defining an activity in terms of intent is problematic,
since intent may not always be apparent and a single
experimental activity may inform multiple intentions. For
example, small-scale atmospheric process experiments
may inform basic climate science, as well as CE (Long and
Scott 2013). Another class of study difficult to categorize
are those that use natural and anthropogenic analogs to
CE processes, such as volcanic eruptions or ship tracks,
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to inform CE models (Robock, MacMartin, Duren and
Christensen 2013).

There are particular concerns that the failure to identify
and scrutinize research activities that subsequently become
part of the policy discussion on future CE activities will
erode legitimacy (Long and Scott 2013). The tension that
has to be acknowledged here is that, on the one hand,
there are demands for greater control to address social
and ethical concerns that accompany the early stages of
technology development. On the other hand, the further
these technologies are being deployed, the more difficult
the boundaries, which are defined by intent, become to
discern.

An additional question that arises in relation to the sort of
activities that ought to be subject to disclosure is whether
these declarations should be restricted to field experiments.
The discussion has focused on field experiments because
modelling and laboratory experiments do not pose direct
environmental risks, and as such do not trigger pre-activity
disclosure concerns. However, modelling and laboratory
experiments raise similar social and ethical issues, and
may also give rise to back-end (post-activity) disclosure
related to legitimacy.

In relation to field experiments, the key consideration will
be to identify those activities that pose risks substantial
enough to justify disclosure. Given that in the case of
small-scale studies, it is likely that physical risks are
minimal — perhaps negligible in many cases — one
possible approach is to subject all CE field research
to reporting obligations aimed at reducing risk and
enhancing legitimacy (Parson and Keith 2013), effectively,
imposing disclosure obligations irrespective of the degree
of predicted physical risk.

The arguments against suchanapproach are that given their
low or negligible physical risks, some of these activities
may not pose a different type of risk as say computer
modelling and should not be subject to stricter disclosure
obligations than are applied to many ongoing outdoor
experiments with much larger physical impacts, such as
controlled pollutant release experiments. However, these
arguments appear to eschew concerns that CE research
presents a special case for governance as compared with
other areas of scientific research. These viewpoints also
rely on a hard distinction between physical risks and
social and ethical risks. As understood by Jasanoff (2003)
and others, these distinctions are not nearly so clear.
Viewed in light of the public trust function, the rationale
for disclosure requirements at negligible levels of physical
risk is directed toward providing assurances that the
activities undertaken are serving public ends. In the event
that a higher threshold is used, for example the “likelihood
of significant harm,” many small-scale activities would not
be subject to extensive disclosure obligations. However,

this lack of scrutiny would likely fuel suspicion about the
intentions and credibility of experimental activities.

The resort to such standards has some precedence.
The Antarctic environmental regime, which given the
development restrictions in the Antarctic, largely regulates
scientific activities, is triggered by any planned activity that
is likely to have at least a “minor or transitory” impact.?
In the CE context, the London Protocol requirements
governing ocean fertilization experiments require full
disclosure and assessment regardless of impact, and will
only be permitted where an assessment demonstrates
that “pollution of the marine environment from the
proposed activity is, as far as practicable, prevented or
reduced to a minimum”.* The underlying idea for a lower
assessment-triggering threshold under the Antarctic
regime is that the fragile Antarctic environment justifies a
more precautionary approach. A similar argument appears
to underlie the London Protocol, which also justifies its
low threshold in precautionary terms.

Typically, the focus of environmental assessment
processes (which are the standard tools for evaluating
the environmental risk of activities) is on individual
experiments, but in some cases it may be more appropriate
to target disclosure obligations at the program, policy
or plan level. Many of the issues concerning the social
implications of CE technology, such as its effect on
climate change mitigation and adaptation policy, are not
dependent on the results of individual experiments and
could be obscured by focusing exclusively on specific
projects. There are existing mechanisms for programmatic
assessment or strategic environmental assessment which
may be useful models, but require consideration of how
these more abstract evaluations, including high-level
technology assessment processes, are integrated with the
disclosure of individual experiments (Lin 2010). There are
examples in other fields of tiered assessments, where policy
level decisions, such as whether to fund a CE research
program, consider a set of threshold issues, and then
provide a basis for more narrow evaluations that focus on
the specific characteristics of an individual project.

Turning from the activities subject to disclosure, to
the kind of information that ought to be disclosed, the
objective of public trust and credibility should require
wide dissemination of results, data, and research design
information in order to allow other scientists to assess
results and to promote replication. While data disclosure
is largely directed toward the scientific community, there
is a clear demand for disclosure of results in a form that is
comprehendible to the public.

3 Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty on Environmental Protection, 30 ILM
(1991) 1461, Article 8.

4 LP4(8), Article 6 bis (2).
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Because a driving concern is the identification of vested
interests, disclosure should also address researcher
intentions, including any pecuniary interests, such as
intellectual property rights and funding sources. This
objective is implemented in the London Protocol through
a requirement that an ocean fertilization activity will only
be permitted where the proponent can demonstrate it is
engaged in “legitimate scientific research.”> The kinds
of considerations that will be considered in determining
what constitutes “legitimate scientific research” include:
the activity will add to scientific knowledge:

* the experiment
methodology;

employs an appropriate

¢ the activity is subject to peer review;
* the absence of economic influences;

* a commitment to publish the results in a peer
reviewed venue and to make the results more
publicly available; and

* the project is appropriately resourced.®

The relevance of research for CE may in some cases not
become clear until after the research is carried out. For
example, the Eastern Pacific Emitted Aerosol Cloud
Experiment used smoke generators to create mock ship
tracks and study aerosol cloud interactions in order
to better inform climate models. However, the results
suggested that ship tracks had a significant effect on
radiative forcing that could potentially be used as an
effective CE technique — marine cloud brightening. These
findings were subsequently published by the project team,
although they claim not to have intended to explore CE
in the experiment (Russell et al. 2013). In these instances,
disclosure ought to be understood as an ongoing activity
that may require researchers to release information about
those research activities that turned out to have CE
implications.

Who: The Subjects of, and Audiences for, Disclosure

The primary target of transparency-based governance in
CE research will be the research community, which may
include funders and research agencies, along with the
researchers themselves. The key consideration here will
be the presence of (dis)incentives to disclose, which may
affect the degree to which disclosure will be mandated.
This requires, in turn, consideration of the extent to which
researcher objectives align with the objectives of disclosure.

Disclosure in practice may raise several issues. First,
disclosure requirements will likely increase the transaction

5 LP4(8), Annex 4, Art.1(3).

6 LP4 (8), Annex 5, Art.9.

costs of conducting research. It should not be assumed
that information relevant to CE research is free, abundant
and easily accessible. Extensive information gathering
requirements and disclosure costs, such as preparing and
filing impact assessment reports or providing disclosure
of research results and data, are likely to raise concerns,
particularly where costs are seen as disproportionate to
the level of risk or the need to engender public trust in
the research processes and outcomes. Second, while there
are emerging scientific norms on transparency, there
are also competing norms respecting non-interference
with scientific activity, for example, those set out in the
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights.” If the results of disclosure are understood by
scientists as interfering with their research activities, for
example, through interest group pressure on funders
or universities, researchers may resist disclosure. This
is not an abstract concern for CE research, as prior CE
experiments have been the subject of intense interest
group pressure. This scrutiny is not a bad thing, but the
politicization of scientific activity may potentially cause
unease among many CE scientists.

The intended audience for CE research disclosure varies
with the objective. Risk minimization is directed toward
those whose interests are potentially affected by the
research activity, but low thresholds and the presence of
social concerns suggest a more general audience that is
not tied to direct physical risks. Directing disclosure to
the public generally affirms the status of CE research as a
public good in which everyone has an interest.

Publicly oriented objectives of communicating CE
research point to the need for any information disclosed
to be accessible by lay audiences. Returning to the clinical
trials case, recent legislation adopted by the European
Parliament will require disclosure of a range of information,
including preparation of one page summaries accessible to
the public.? If the information is provided in the manner of
an accessible summary, then determining who performs
that knowledge translation function will be a further
point of contention. In the CE context, interpretation of
research information can be expected to be particularly
vexing because of uncertainty and the absence of agreed
upon assessment criteria. Communicating risk to the
public in the context of climate change has proven to be
challenging. However, comparing analogous activities,
such as airplane emissions or ship exhaust, in which risk is
better understood may help.

7 International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 16
December 1966, United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 993, p. .3

8 European Union. 2014. Council Regulation 40/94/EC on the
Community Trade Regulation (EU) no 536/2014 Clinical Trials on
Medicinal products for Human Use. http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT /?uri=uriserv:0J.L_.2014.158.01.0001.01.ENG.
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The transboundary nature of CE research complicates
identifying the audience and raises questions as to which
country’s public is entitled to disclosure, and what are the
rights of states to receive disclosure and to be subject to a
corresponding duty to disclose. On the former issue, there
are emerging norms, such as those found in the Aarhus
Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation
in Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental
Matters, that extend disclosure rights beyond national
boundaries.” On the latter issue, many of the same issues
around public trust, such as understanding intentions and
the nature of state interests in CE research, will affect the
confidence that states have in scientific processes that are
unfolding elsewhere. However, there is little support in
existing international law for a state to demand disclosure
of another state’s CE research activities in the absence
of physical interference. Thus, any state level disclosure
requirements will either require a new treaty or a voluntary,
soft law approach.

How: The Mechanisms and Institutions of Disclosure

This brings us to the final question of how disclosed
information could be made available. Several existing
mechanisms or models have been put forward as likely
vehicles to achieve the disclosure objectives associated
with CE research. Most prominently, environmental impact
assessment (EIA) has been identified as a central tool for
risk identification and minimization (Abelkop and Carlson
2012; Bodle 2010; Scott 2013). Clearly, EIA procedures could
play a broader role in ensuring CE research decisions are
made in a consultative and evidenced-based manner.
EIA is the basis for ocean fertilization regulation under
the London Protocol, which requires an assessment to be
undertaken prior to any marine geoengineering activity
involving authorization to place matter into abody of water.
Environmental assessments were the central regulatory
tools used in the review of prior CE field experiments,
such as the LOHAFEX, (the name is taken from LOHA, the
Hindu word for iron and FEX, which stands for fertilization
experiment), project (Martin et al. 2013; Ebersbach et al.
2014). For most small-scale experiments, domestic EIA
processes will play a central role in CE research activities
with purely domestic impacts.

As noted, the suitability of EIA processes to address the
wider social issues associated with CE research is an open
question. The London Protocol’s inclusion of criteria
for legitimate scientific research gets at a few of these
concerns, but does not address more of the fundamental
ethical concerns around moral hazard, technological
hubris and technological lock-in. Typically, these more
abstract concerns are addressed through technology
assessment processes, which could serve as a basis for

9 Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in
Decision-making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters
(Aarhus), 38 ILM (1999) 517.

transparent public discourse, but which address broader
policy questions rather than individual research activities.

There is some precedent for hybrid processes, which are
designed to allow for an expanded consideration of some
of the social concerns in the context of a particular proposal.
The Stratospheric Particle Injection for Climate Engineering
(SPICE) experiment in the United Kingdom, which sought
to test equipment that could be used for future CE related
research, was made subject to a highly deliberative and
staged process, which allowed for a fuller consideration
of the intentions of the researchers and the implications of
their research by the concerned public, in conjunction with
consideration of the environmental impacts of the project
itself (Stilgoe, Owen and Macnaghten 2013).

Both the London Protocol and SPICE processes suggest
that assessment procedureswill need to be developed, or
at least modified, specifically for CE research to account
for disclosure and consideration of a wider set of issues.
As a disclosure mechanism, EIA, or a variant thereof, has
the advantage of requiring information in a standardized
form that is designed to promote evaluation, without
being substantively prescriptive. EIA processes also feed
into an approvals process, so that the disclosure is directed
toward a political process. The adequacy of that process to
produce legitimate outcomes will depend upon whether
the disclosed information can meaningfully inform the
decision-making process and address the issues of actual
concern. Again there is a balance that will need to be struck
between the need for deliberation and the burden placed
on individual researchers to satisfy public concerns over
abstract policy issues.

Part of how disclosure affects outcomes is by allowing the
public, as well as those subject to disclosure requirements,
to assess the extent to which activities conform to accepted
norms. EIA processes, by focusing on significant levels of
harm, require proponents to reflect on whether the potential
risks are acceptable and whether there are alternative
means to achieve the same end. Given the absence of clear
norms of evaluation, groups with different predispositions
respecting CE research will seek to project their own values
over the process. The success in doing so will impact their
perceived legitimacy of the outcomes, since the outcomes
will be judged, in part, on the degree to which the decision
is understood to adhere to accepted norms. In this regard,
it is worth noting that EIA processes are underlain by the
goal of preventing adverse environmental change (often
as measured against some baseline data). As CE research
scales up, this goal becomes much more complicated, since
the intention of CE is to induce environmental change,
albeit in the context of a system that is itself changing.

The second mechanism commonly mentioned is a form
of online research registry or information clearinghouse,
whereby details of research results, as well as other
material, are made publicly available in a standardized
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form (Parson and Keith 2013; Rayner et al. 2013, 30). Here,
a useful analogy is to clinical trials registries, in that the
primary function is to protect against non-disclosure or
selective disclosure of findings, although the context of
CE research is significantly different from the clinical trial
environment, where research is more likely to be privately
funded and has had a history of confidentiality restrictions
placed on researchers. Research registries are inclined to
be directed toward public trust concerns rather than risk
minimization concerns, since they typically operate on
the back end of research activities, requiring disclosure
of results and data. This focus on ex post activities does
not foreclose opportunities for pre-activity registration,
including disclosure of research design and expected
results.

Unlike EIAs, which have a fairly well understood and
consistent structure, research registries simply describe
a mechanism that structures information in ways that
allow it to usefully contribute to policy debates on
science-based issues. In this regard, registries and
clearinghouse mechanisms could be implemented to suit
a variety of purposes and contexts.

Registries are less overtly evaluative than EIA processes,
but still function to allow interested parties to make
assessments on the adequacy and desirability of a research
enterprise. For non-experts, a registry mechanism could
function as a central node for finding information that
provides an overview of how various activities fit together
into a broader research and public policy agenda and
where they may be able to engage with these processes.
One important feature of a registry will be its perceived
neutrality; the institution prescribing the information
ought to be viewed as an “honest broker” (Pielke 2007;
Hoffman 2011).

Registries could operate at multiple (national, regional or
international) levels, but given the transnational nature of
CE research, consistency across disclosure mechanisms
will be important. Institutions that might be well placed
to manage such a mechanism include research centers
and universities, international legal organizations and
research funding councils. Funders may be particularly
well-suited because they have the power to require the
disclosure of information as part of the research funding
process and to elicit wider stakeholder feedback for
direct use in funding decisions. Finally, the objective of
international co-operation may be furthered through
the joint management of a registry or clearinghouse by a
coalition of geographically distributed organizations.

EIA and registries ought to be wunderstood as
complementary to one another. Looking at the London
Protocol oceans assessment process, it appears that the
process needs a further mechanism, such as a registry, that
publicizes the data and the results of the research. Just as
harm minimization contributes to legitimacy, registries

could disclose the particulars of any assessment process
that a CE research activity has undergone, and may also
be utilized as a source of monitoring and verification. This
information could provide assurance that the front-end
approvals process is serving its intended purpose.

CONCLUSION

Disclosure is not a panacea, and our intention here is not
to suggest that the provision of information is sufficient
to minimize the potential for environmental and social
concerns or engender legitimacy. It is, however, a necessary
and important component to achieving both these aims.

Our primary conclusion is that in designing disclosure
mechanisms for CE research, careful attention must
be paid to both the risk minimization and legitimation
functions. These goals suggest complementary but
different approaches to disclosure, including the disclosure
of different types of information, different audiences and
mechanisms. It is further necessary to unpack each of these
functions to ensure that disclosure is in fact responsive
to the demands of the communities of interest. Framing
risk minimization in terms of environmental harm, for
example, ignores the broader concerns surrounding the
social and ethical implications of CE research. Attending
to procedural legitimacy to the exclusion of substantive
considerations runs the risk of developing a thin version of
social acceptance of CE research activities that will not be
sufficiently robust to maintain the public’s trust in future
science-based policy decisions.

The importance of disclosure to maintaining the condition
for future debates over CEresearch suggest thata key source
of tension in the design of disclosure mechanisms will be
balancing the demands for high levels of participation
and deliberation against the burdens that these demands
place on researchers. This tension is heightened by the
presence of ethical concerns that are not easily resolved
and the likelihood of diverse views on the degree of social
consensus required to proceed with CE experimentation.

This brings us back to Victor et al’s (2013) point
regarding the iterative relationship between governance
and science. Elsewhere Victor argues in favour of a
“bottom-up” governance structure that evolves over time,
as both the science and the governance norms coalesce.
His central point is that “[m]eaningful norms are not
crafted from thin air” (Victor 2008, 332). Instead, norms are
articulated and applied in the context of actual activities,
such as assessments of experiments, through which key
participants and the public can understand their interests.
Victor continues, “If done openly with extensive review as
well as complementary funding to examine scenarios for
actual geoengineering deployment, then such a process
will likely create a base of accepted, shared information that
could inform later formal efforts to create norms” (ibid.).
This points to a further purpose to which transparency can
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contribute. In a decentralized governance environment,
such as the one emerging in CE research, there is a demand
for coherence among the various sites of governance
activity. Coherence, as Victor suggests, demands openness
in order to allow information to flow between these sites.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank CIGI and the IASS for
supporting this work. We also wish to extend our thanks
to our many colleagues who contributed their feedback on
this work during its earlier stages. In particular we thank
participants of the workshop “Process Mechanisms for
the Governance of SRM Field Experiments,” held at IASS
in April 2014, and two reviewers whose comments were
greatly appreciated.

WORKS CITED

Abelkop, Adam and Jonathan C. Carlson. 2012. “Reining
in Phaéthon’s Chariot: Principles for the Governance of
Geoengineering.” Transnational Law and Contemporary
Problems 21: 101-144.

Bodle, Ralph. 2010. “Geoengineering and International
Law: The Search for Common Legal Ground.” Tulsa L.
Review 46: 305-322.

Barber, Bernard. 1983. The Logic and Limits of Trust.
New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.

Clark, William, Ronald B. Mitchell and David W.
Cash. 2006. “Evaluating the Influence of Global
Environmental Assessments.” In Global Environmental
Assessments: Information and Influence, edited by
Ronald B. Mitchell, William C. Clark, David W. Cash
and Nancy M. Dickson, 1-29. Cambridge: MIT Press.

de Fine Licht, Jenny. 2013. “The Effect of Transparency in
Decision Making for Public Perceptions of Legitimacy
in Different Policy-areas.” Paper presented at the
Global Conference on Transparency Research,
Paris, October 24-26. http://campus.hec.fr/global-
transparency/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/de-
Fine-Licht_transparency-conference-Paris.pdf.

Dilling, Lisa and Rachel Hauser. 2013. “Governing
Geoengineering Research: Why, When and How?”
Climatic Change 121(3): 553-565. doi: 10.1007/s10584-
013-0835-z.

Ebbeson, Jonas. 2007. “Public Participation.” In The Oxford
Handbook of International Environmental Law, edited
by Daniel Bodansky, Jutta Brunnée and Ellen Hey,
681-703. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ebersbach, Friederike, Philipp Assmy, Patrick Martin,
Isabelle Schulz, Sina Wolzenburg and Eva-Maria
Nothig. 2014. “Particle Flux Characterisation and
Sedimentation Patterns of Protistan Plankton
during the Iron Fertilisation Experiment LOHAFEX
in the Southern Ocean.” Deep Sea Research Part I:
Oceanographic Research Papers 89: 94-103.

Funtowicz Silvio and Jerome Ravetz. 1993. “Science for
the Post-Normal Age.” Futures 25 (7): 739-755.

Fung, Archon, Mary Graham and David Weil. 2007. Full
Disclosure: The Perils and Promise of Transparency. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Grimmelikhuijsen, Stephan and Albert J. Meijer. 2014.
“The Effects of Transparency on the Perceived
Trustworthiness of a Government Organization:
Evidence from an Online Experiment.” Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory 24 (1): 137-157.

Gupta, Aarti. 2010. “Transparency in Global
Environmental Governance: A Coming of Age?”
Global Environmental Politics 10 (3): 1-9.



DISCLOSURE-BASED GOVERNANCE FOR CLIMATE ENGINEERING RESEARCH

Handl, Gunther. 2007. “Transboundary Harm.” In The
Oxford Handbook of International Environmental Law,
edited by Daniel Bodansky, Jutta Brunnée and Ellen
Hey, 531-549. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Hoffman, Andrew. 2011. “Talking Past Each Other?
Cultural Framing of Skeptical and Convinced Logics
in the Climate Change Debate.” Organization &
Environment 24 (1): 3-33.

Jasanoff, Sheila. 2003. “Technologies of Humility:
Citizen Participation in Governing Science.”
Minerva 41: 223-244.

Keith, David. 2000. “Geoengineering the Climate:
History and Prospect.” Annual Review of Energy and the
Environment 25 (1): 245-284.

Lessig, Lawrence. 2009. “Against Transparency.”
The New Republic October. www.newrepublic.com/
article/books-and-arts /against-transparency.

Lin, Albert. 2009. “Geoengineering Governance.”
Issues in  Legal Scholarship 8 (3) Article 2.
https://law.ucdavis.edu/faculty/Lin/files/
IssuesLegalScholarship.pdf.

Lin, Albert. 2010. “Technology Assessment 2.0: Revamping
Our Approach to Emerging Technologies.” Brooklyn
Law Review 76: 1309-1371.

Lin, Albert. 2013. “Does Geoengineering Present a Moral
Hazard.” Ecology Law Quarterly 40: 673-712.

Long, Jane and Dale Scott. 2013. “Vested Interests and
Geoengineering Research.” Issues in Science and
Technology. Spring: 45-52.

Long, Jane, Stephen Rademaker, James G. Anderson,
Richard E. Benedick, Ken Caldeira, Joe Chiasson.. 2011.
Geoengineering: A National Strategic Plan for Research on
the Potential Effectiveness, Feasibility, and Consequences
of Climate Remediation Technologies. Washington, DC:
Bipartisan Policy Center.

Martin, Patrick. Michiel Rutgers Loeff, Nicolas Cassar,
Pieter Vandromme, Francesco d’Ovidio, Lars
Stemmann and R. Rengarajan. 2013. “Iron Fertilization
Enhanced Net Community Production but not
Downward Particle Flux during the Southern Ocean
Iron Fertilization Experiment LOHAFEX.” Global
Biogeochemical Cycles 27 (3): 871-881.

Miguel, Edward, Colin Camerer, Kenneth Casey, Jon
Cohen, Kevin M. Esterling, André Gerber and Rachel
Glennerster. 2014. “Promoting Transparency in Social
Science Research.” Science 343 (6166): 30-31.

Mitchell, Ronald. 2011. “Transparency for
Governance: The Mechanisms and Effectiveness of
Disclosure-based and Education-based Transparency
Policies.” Ecological Economics 70: 1882-1890.

Olson, Robert. 2011. Geoengineering for Decision Makers.
Washington, DC: Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars.

Parson, Edward and David W. Keith. 2013.
“End the Deadlock on Governance of Geoengineering
Research.” Science 339 (6125): 1278-1279.

Pielke, Roger. 2007. The Honest Broker: Making Sense of
Science in Policy and Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Preston, Christopher. 2013. “Ethics and Geoengineering:
Reviewing The Moral Issues Raised by Solar Radiation
Management and Carbon Dioxide Removal.”
Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change 4 (1): 23-37.

Rayner, Steve, Clare Heyward, Tim Kruger, Nick Pidgeon,
Catherine Redgwell, and Julian Savulescu. 2013.
“The Oxford Principles.” Climate Geoengineering
Governance Working Paper No.1.

Robock, Alan, Douglas G. MacMartin, Riley Duren,
and Matthew W. Christensen. 2013. “Studying
Geoengineering with Natural and Anthropogenic
Analogs.” Climatic Change 121 no. 3: 445-458.

Royal Society. 2009. “Geoengineering the Climate:
Science, Governance and Uncertainty.” London:
Royal Society.

Russell, Lynn, Armin Sorooshian, John H. Seinfeld,
Bruce A. Albrecht, Athanasios Nenes, Lars Ahlm
and Yi-Chun Chen. 2013. “Eastern Pacific Emitted
Aerosol Cloud Experiment.” Bulletin of the American
Meteorological Society 94(5): 709-729.

Scott. Karen N. 2013. “International Law in the
Anthropocene: Responding to the Geoengineering
Challenge.” Michigan Journal of International Law
34: 309-358.

SRMGI. 2011. Solar Radiation Management: The
Governance of Research. London: The Royal Society.

Stilgoe, Jack, Richard Owen and Phil Macnaghten.
2013. “Developing a Framework for Responsible
Innovation.” Research Policy 42 (9): 1568-1580.

Stirling, Andy. 2008. “’Opening Up’ and ‘Closing Down’
Power, Participation and Pluralism in the Social
Appraisal of Technology.” Science, Technology & Human
Values 33 (2 ): 262-294.

Szerzynski, Bronislaw, Matthew Kearnes, Phil
Macnaghten, Richard Owen and Jack Stilgoe. 2013.
“Why Solar Radiation Management Geoengineering
and Democracy Won't Mix.” Environment and Planning
A 45 (12): 2809-2816.

UK House of Commons Science and Technology
Committee. 2010. The Regulation of Geoengineering.
London: The Stationary Office.



CIGI PAPERS NO. 50 — NOVEMBER 2014

Vaughan, Naomi and Timothy M. Lenton. 2011. “A
Review of Climate Geoengineering Proposals.”
Climatic Change 109 (3-4): 745-790.

Victor, David, Granger Morgan, Jay Apt, John
Steinbruner and Katherine Ricke. 2013. “The Truth
About Geoengineering.” Foreign Affairs March. www.
foreignaffairs.com/articles /139084 /david-g-victor-
m-granger-morgan-jay-apt-john-steinbruner-kathari/
the-truth-about-geoengineering.

Victor, David. 2008. “On the Regulation of
Geoengineering.” Oxford Review of Economic Policy
24 (2): 322-336.

Virgoe, John. 2009. “International Governance of a
Possible Geoengineering Intervention to Combat
Climate Change.” Climatic Change 95 (1-2): 103-119.

Wallace, Doug, Cliff Law, Philip Boyd, Yves Collos, Peter
Croot, Ken Denman, Phoebe Lam, Ulf Riebesell,
Shigenobu Takeda and Phil Williamson. 2010. Ocean
Fertilization: A Scientific Summary for Policy Makers.
Paris: IOC/UNESCO.

Weil, David, Mary Graham and Archon Fung.
2013. “Targeting Transparency.” Science
340 (6139): 1410-1411.



ABOUT CIGI

The Centre for International Governance Innovation is an independent, non-partisan think tank on international
governance. Led by experienced practitioners and distinguished academics, CIGI supports research, forms networks,
advances policy debate and generates ideas for multilateral governance improvements. Conducting an active agenda
of research, events and publications, CIGI’s interdisciplinary work includes collaboration with policy, business and
academic communities around the world.

CIGI’s current research programs focus on three themes: the global economy; global security & politics; and international
law.

CIGI was founded in 2001 by Jim Balsillie, then co-CEO of Research In Motion (BlackBerry), and collaborates with and
gratefully acknowledges support from a number of strategic partners, in particular the Government of Canada and the
Government of Ontario.

Le CIGI a été fondé en 2001 par Jim Balsillie, qui était alors co-chef de la direction de Research In Motion (BlackBerry). Il
collabore avec de nombreux partenaires stratégiques et exprime sa reconnaissance du soutien requ de ceux-ci, notamment
de l'appui requ du gouvernement du Canada et de celui du gouvernement de 1’Ontario.

For more information, please visit www.cigionline.org.

CIGl MASTHEAD

Managing Editor, Publications Carol Bonnett
Publications Editor Jennifer Goyder
Publications Editor Vivian Moser
Publications Editor Patricia Holmes
Graphic Designer Melodie Wakefield
EXECUTIVE

President Rohinton Medhora
Vice President of Programs David Dewitt

Vice President of Public Affairs Fred Kuntz

Vice President of Finance Mark Menard
COMMUNICATIONS

Communications Manager Tammy Bender tbender@cigionline.org (1 519 885 2444 x 7356)

ABOUT IASS

Founded in 2009, the IASS is an international, interdisciplinary hybrid between a research institute and a think

tank, located in Potsdam, Germany. The publicly funded institute promotes research and dialogue between science,
politics and society on developing pathways to global sustainability. The IASS focuses on topics such as sustainability
governance and economics, new technologies for energy production and resource utilisation, and Earth system
challenges like climate change, air pollution and soil management.



O ®
67 Erb Street West o RECYCLED
Waterloo, Ontario N2L 6C2, Canada Paper made from

tel +1 519 885 2444 fax +1 519 885 5450 FS recycled material
www.cigionline.org wiscog  FSC® C023070




