To the author of One Atmosphere Foreword, Inger Andersen Executive Director, UNEP and responsible officials,

Subject: Strong objection to the treatment of SRM in Forward in One Atmosphere 

I write to register a categorical objection to the approach taken in your independent report. Despite decades of warnings and repeated calls for regulation and public engagement, your report treats solar radiation management (SRM) as a legitimate policy option rather than the hazardous, untested intervention it is. This normalisation is unacceptable.

Key points

· The 2009 and 2010 reviews warned of ethical and governance pitfalls and explicitly called for regulation and public engagement; those calls were not implemented. 

· The 2016 moratorium is already in place - an international call to halt large-scale geoengineering, reflecting concerns over its uncertain risks, ecological impacts, and lack of effective global oversight. 

· In 2022, more than 60 senior climate scientists and governance scholars launched an initiative calling for an International Non Use Agreement on Solar Geoengineering; over 7,000 supporters (including 560 academics) have endorsed this call. 

· In 2025, 160,631 people signed a petition demanding geoengineering that affects the environment be made illegal. Britons for a Clean Atmosphere, with over 2,600 members, opposes all such experiments. 

· Your report echoes government rationales that prioritise technological fixes over democratic legitimacy and presumes consent where no meaningful consultation has occurred. 

Demand: We reject any outdoor geoengineering research or deployment that proceeds without binding regulation, independent oversight, and prior, informed consent from affected communities. We do not consent.

Please provide responses to the following questions:

1. What legal basis do you rely upon to permit outdoor SRM experiments within this jurisdiction? Please cite statutes/regulations. 

2. Have independent environmental, health and social impact assessments been completed for any proposed outdoor trials? If so, provide peer reviewed reports and methodologies. 

3. What specific public consultation processes were carried out prior to recommending SRM as a policy option? Document timelines, participants, and outcomes. 

4. Describe the criteria and threshold that would trigger a move from research to deployment. Who makes that decision and on what evidence? 

5. What statutory enforcement powers and penalties exist to prevent or punish unauthorised atmospheric experiments? 

6. How will affected communities be identified and how will their consent be obtained and verified? 

7. Provide a register of all funding sources, contracts, and partnerships (public and private) related to SRM research, including amounts and recipients. 

8. How will cross border impacts be assessed and addressed, and what international consultation or notification processes are in place? 

9. What independence guarantees exist for any oversight body (funding, appointment processes, conflict of interest rules)? 

10. Harm on a national, international or global scale cannot be fully compensated for; where then does liability lie? 

Sincerely, 
Name

Organisation
