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First EPA Nanoscale Materials Stewardship Program Submission

DuPont recently made the first submission in
the nation under EPA’s new voluntary Nano-
scale Materials Stewardship Program (NMSP).
The company submitted data related to its
“Light Stabilizer 210” product to EPA on Feb-
ruary 1. The NMSP was initiated on January
28.

DuPont stated that it was making its submis-
sion to provide early support to EPA’s NMSP
program. According to Terry Medley, global
regulatory affairs director, “We are fully sup-
portive of the TNMSPT and believe this pro-
gram will give the EPA the information that it
needs to help ensure the responsible use of new
nanomaterials.” In the same statement, Du-
Pont encouraged other companies to make
similar submissions.

Light Stabilizer 210 is a titanium dioxide com-
pound used to protect plastics from sun expo-
sure. The same material was used as a test case
under the Nano Risk Framework.

And, speaking of the Nano Risk Framework,
DuPont’s partner in that effort, Environmental
Defense, was very critical of the NMSP, as re-
cently as January 30--two days before DuPont
submitted the first data set to EPA. Environ-
mental Defense claims that the NMSP will only
delay decision making by regulators without
providing necessary information. Richard
Denison, senior Environmental Defense scien-
tist said, “EPA is simply ‘kicking the can down
the road’ by shunning approaches that could

have delivered needed information faster, and
¥
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by opting instead to pursue an open-ended ap-
proach with no end in sight.” Environmental
Defense is particularly critical of the lack of firm
deadlines in the NMSP and what it considers
the otherwise “loose design” of the program.

Both Mr. Medley and Mr. Denison spoke about
these and other related issues at Porter
Wright's recent Nanogovernance 2008 confer-
ence at The George Washington University
Law School in Washington, D.C.

Although the Nano Risk Framework is a volun-
tary system of “best practices” that does not
involve centralized reporting, we are left to con-
sider whether there will be widespread use of
the program now that DuPont itself has signed
onto the NMSP. Certainly companies can use
both without too much duplication of effort, but
will they? We are similarly left wondering if
there is any long-term damage to the Environ-
mental Defense/DuPont relationship, which
once seemed a promising partnership for re-
sponsible development of nanomaterials be-
tween the private and nonprofit sectors.

Finally, we are encouraged by DuPont’s quick
response supporting the NMSP. We have been
concerned that the NMSP will go the way of a
similar program in the United Kingdom that
garnered only seven submissions in the last 16
months. DuPont’s immediate participation is an
early sign of life for the NMSP. We will have to
wait and see whether other companies follow
suit.
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John Monica recently contributed to Sheri Qualter’s article “EPA’s quest for nano data leads to
concern,” appearing in the February 11, 2008 edition of the National Law Journal.

Federal Nanotechnology ‘Roadmap”

In a strange twist of bureaucratic overkill,

tract with the National Academy of Sci-
ences (NAS) to develop a federal strategy
for researching the purported environ-
mental, health, and safety risks of

nanotechnology.

What makes this direction curious is that it appears to dupli-
cate work being conducted by both EPA and the National
Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI). Congress appropriated
EPA $1.9 million to contract with NAS to “develop and
monitor implementation of a comprehensive, prioritized re-
search roadmap for all federal agencies on environmental,
health, and safety issues for nanotechnology.” Congress
would like the contract to be in place by the end of March
2008.

However, on December 31, 2007, the NNI released its gen-
eral strategic plan, in which it provides the broad research
goals and priorities of the multi-agency conglomerate. Ad-
ditionally, a second strategic plan is expected from NNI by
the end of January that focuses specifically on health and
safety research. Then, sometime in March, EPA is expected
to release its own nanotechnology research priorities as they
relate to health and environmental issues.

The NAS study was called for by a coalition of industry,

member trade groups, and nonprofit organizations, includ-
ing the American Chemistry Council, DuPont, Environ-
mental Defense, Dow, and the Natural Resources Defense
Council. While successfully lobbying Congress for EPA’s
marching orders, one unnamed coalition member defended
the call for NAS involvement by saying that NNI's work is
not as “robust as what we would expect from NAS.”

This last statement may be the most telling--it is not exactly
aringing endorsement of NNI's work. Clearly, various
stakeholders are unhappy with the efforts and answers being
provided by NNI and EPA or they would not have gone
directly to Congress for what will be the fourth study re-
leased on strategic research priorities since December 31,
2007. Our read is that the stakeholders are anxious for di-
rection from federal regulators as the continuing develop-
ment of nanotechnology in the absence of information is
unnerving. We are concerned, however, that NNI was
pushed a little closer to the brink of irrelevance because of
the implicit vote of no confidence from the coalition. Be-
tween that and the duplicative work seemingly being under-
taken by no less than three federal organizations, we are
curious to see where we will be when the dust settles. We
hope the four reports will not conflict with each other,
thereby adding fuel to the fire of nano-related EHS uncer-
tainty.

New York Times Editorial On FDA

A recent New York Times editorial discusses Peter

— including genomics and nanotechnology — relevant

Barton Hutt’s testimony before the House subcom-
mittee responsible for FDA oversight. Mr. Hutt
warned that the FDA was “barely hanging on by its
fingertips.”
tee suggested the agency lacked funds and staffing to
do its job:

Otbhers testifying before the subcommit-

In a hearing before a House Energy and Commerce
subcommattee, members of the agency’s own scientific
advisory board outlined the F.D.A.’s many weaknesses. It
lacks scientists who understand rapidly emerging technologies

- product safety. The agency s further hobbled by a
high turnover rate of scientists, a decrepit information
technology system, a weak organizational structure, and
a shrinking inspection force.

That said, FDA has been researching nanotechnol-
ogy issues for some time -- it formed its Nanotech-
nology Task Force in August 2006. Still, it is inter-
esting that nanotechnology safety issues have even
found their way to the editorial page of the New York
Times.

John Monica is publishing his new article “FDA Labeling of Cosmetics Containing Nanoscale Ma-
terials” in the February 2008 edition of Nanotechnology Law & Business.
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Wisconsin Considering Engineered Nanoscale Material Registry

InsideEPA reported in January that Wisconsin State Assem-
bly Representative Terese Berceau has asked three Wiscon-
sin agencies to institute a state nanoscale materials registry
with several proposed reporting requirements. In her De-
cember 3, 2007 letter to the Wisconsin Departments of
Natural Resources; Health and Family Services; and Agri-
culture, Trade and Consumer Protection, the Madison-based
representative suggested a system requiring the reporting
of:

e  Type, form, and amount of nanoscale materials being
produced by reporting entities;

e  Current environmental monitoring methods for such
materials;

e Toxicological properties of such materials;

e  Best methodology for monitoring, containing, handling,
transporting, and disposing of such materials in/from
the workplace; and

DEFRA Issues Second Nano-EHS Report

Late last month, the U.K.’s De-
partment for Environment, Food
and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) pub-
lished “Characterising the Poten-
g tial Risks Posed by Engineered

A "M Nanoparticles: A Second U.K.
Government Research Report.” The report addresses po-
tential nano-related EHS issues in the context of five DE-
FRA task-forces: (i) Metrology, Characterization, Standardi-
zation and Reference Materials; (i) Exposures: Sources,
Pathways and Technologies; (iii) Human Health Hazard and
Risk Assessment; (iv) Environmental Hazard and Risk As-
sessment; and (v) Social and Economic Dimensions of

Nanotechnologies.

Task Force 1 (Metrology, Characterization, Standardization
and Reference Materials)

DEFRA acknowledges the importance of baseline
nano-related EHS research. The report emphasizes
the need for dose quantification toxicology studies;
quantification and characterization of the differences
between engineered nanoscale materials and incidental
nanoscale materials; surface area and chemistry charac-
terization for nanoscale materials; and inexpensive and
easy workplace monitoring methods. To this end, DE-
FRA proposes several characteristics of nanoscale ma-
terials that it recommends exploring on a material-by-
material basis: (i) aerodynamic equivalent diameter; (ii)

e Information regarding prevention and mitigation of
unintended releases.

While maintaining nanoscale material “measurement” and
“accountability” are key public concerns, Berceau leaves it up
to the various departments to determine whether the regis-
try should be created by “rule or legislation.” Berceau also
notes that any state registry should protect potential confi-
dential business information submitted in the process.

Regular readers may recall that Berkeley, California passed a
local regulation amending its haz-
ardous materials ordinance to in-

clude nanoscale materials in Decem- (

ber 2006. We have also previously / R

reported on Cambridge, Massachu- { 1(, Y/
setts’ potential municipal regulation 4
of engineered nanoscale materials

and on the City’s advisory panel for

the process, which is scheduled to )

absolute length; (iii) specific surface area; (iv) number
of particles per unit mass; (v) concentration of bulk
and/or surface contaminants; and (vi) “polymorphic
composition.”

DEFRA also suggests establishing a reference bank of
nanoparticles that are of prime EHS importance.
Nanoscale materials would be selected using three cri-
teria (i) production and likelihood of exposure; (ii) ex-
pected physio-chemical interaction with living systems;
and (iii) the current existence of standardized compara-
tive studies. Applying these criteria, DEFRA identi-
fies seven priority materials for reference development:
carbon black; Ti02; ZnO; single-walled and multi-
walled carbon nanotubes; polystyrene; metals and
metal oxides; and combustion-derived nanoparticles.
DEFRA has also identified eight (unnamed) lower pri-
ority materials for consideration.

Task Force 1 also recommends additional research
regarding the ignition and explosion propensities of
different nanoscale materials and the development of
new test methods including ways to measure and as-
sess the exposure of nanoparticles in soil and water.

This section concludes with a summary of the U.K.’s
role in various standardization activities being con-
ducted by the British Standards Institute (BSI NTI/1);
European Committee for Standardization (CEN/TC
852); International Standards Organization (ISO/TC
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229); and International Electrotechnical Commission
(IEC/TC 113).

Task Force 2 (Exposures: Sources, Pathways and Technolo-

ies

This DEFRA task-force identifies its current research
priorities as: (1) exploring the exposure differences be-
tween engineered and incidental nanoscale materials;
(i1) determining the proper exposure metric(s) for fu-
ture nano-related EHS researchy; (iii) developing new
nano-specific life-cycle assessment methodology; (iv)
generating nanoscale material exposure data and com-
puter modeling techniques; and (v) developing nano-
specific workplace engineering controls.

Also of importance is the NanoAlert help-desk funded
by HSE, which is essentially an EHS bulletin service.
NanoAlert has already published two bulletins regard-
ing nano-related EHS issues.

Regarding life-cycle analysis, DEFRA briefly explains
the efforts underway at the University College of Lon-
don and future practical case studies it might conduct
using the example of carbon nanotubes in automobile
tires.

Task Force 2 also calls for the development of new
technologies to measure ambient exposure and under-
stand the fate and behavior of nanoparticles in air. As
an example, the task-force points to the DuPont-led
Nanoparticle Occupational Safety and Health (NOSH)
Consortium, which has developed methods for repro-
ducible generation of different types of nanoparticle
aerosols.

This section of the report concludes by briefly touch-
ing upon (i) pilot exposure monitoring studies being
conducted by NANOSH, (ii) HSL funded research
(Nanochallenge) regarding exposure assessment and
control; (iii) fire and explosion issues; (iv) development
of in vitro toxicology assays, and (v) personal protec-
tive equipment and containment research being con-
ducted by NANOSAFE 2. The section ends with a
summary of nanotechnology EHS efforts by OECD;
EU 7th Framework Programme; NIOSH; and U.S.
EPA.

Task Force 3 (Human Health Hazard and Risk Assessment)
This DEFRA task-force identifies several issues need-
ing urgent consideration: (i) developing standard refer-
ence nanoscale materials for testing purposes; (ii) de-
termining the specific characteristics of nanomaterials
that confer toxicity; (iii) conducting inhalation studies;
and (iv) conducting dermal penetration studies. The
task-force recognizes that in vitro studies can be effec-
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tively used as a screening tool for hazard assessment.
However, it believes that in vivo data is needed “before
definite conclusions could be drawn for hazard assess-
ment.” Interestingly, the task-force notes:

A number of recent reports have concluded that current
methods used to assess the health effects of chemicals,
based largely on experimental studies in animals, are
generally appropriate for manufactured [engineered]

nanomaterials.

The task-force also recommends giving special atten-
tion to methodology and dosimetry issues and recog-
nizes the need for more targeted work on human toxi-
cology.

Regarding nanotoxicology, the task-force finds that
two texts provide the best overview of the state of cur-
rent science: (i) K. Donaldson, et al., Particle Toxicol-
ogy, CRC, Taylor & Francis Group (2007) and (ii) N.A.
Monteiro-Riviere, et al., Nanotoxicology: characteriza-
tion, dosage and health effects, Informa Healthcare
(2007). Beyond these two texts, the task-force notes
the need for a systematic appraisal of existing
nanotoxicology literature to identify EHS research
gaps in a coordinated way.

On another nanotoxicology issue, the task-force takes a
position that is sure to be controversial to some advo-
cacy groups:

The idea that nanoparticles have unique properties that
set them apart from all other particles in terms of the
nature and extent of their toxicity, now seems increas-
ingly unlikely to be true: this represents a change in
thinking over the past ten or so years. Work using sur-
JSace area as the dose metric, for example, has allowed
nanosized titanium dioxide particles to be placed on the
same dose-response curve as regards pulmonary inflam-
mation as larger titanium dioxide particles. . . . It seems
to be thought, now, that the reactivity of the particle
surface, expressed in units of reactivity per unit surface
area, 1s unchanged by reducing particle size to nano-
dimensions.

At the same time, Task Force 3 believes current sci-
ence accepts that nanoparticles can (i) gain access to
cell locations and tissues inaccessible to larger particles
(including cell mitochondria and the central nervous
system); (ii) enter lung interstitium easier that larger
particles; and (iii) enter the bloodstream where their
ultimate fate is “imperfectly known.

«

This task-force also explains the importance of nanofi-
ber toxicity research. To this end, DEFRA is currently
funding a project to determine whether and when as-
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pect ratios of certain nanofibers should raise similar
concerns as asbestos fibers.

Finally, this section of the report describes DEFRA
funding of projects studying physio-chemical factors
controlling nanoparticle penetration of respiratory
epithelium, and recognizes the need to develop new in
vitro testing and epidemiological studies.

Task Force 4 (Environmental Hazard and Risk Assessment)

Key priorities for this task-force are the (i) U.K's Envi-
ronmental Nanoscience Initiative; (ii) development of
characterization and other baseline nano-science issues;
(iii) development of standard materials for benchmark
ecotoxicological studies; (iv) creating new ecohazard
case studies; and (v) evaluating the appropriateness of
current environmental hazard assessment methods. In
this section, Task Force 4 explains the U.K.’s Environ-
mental Nanoscience Initiative, which was launched in
September 2006. The program initially considered 37
nano-related EHS research submissions and made ten
grants in April 2007. A second round produced 23 sub-
missions and an additional eight grants. The task-
force concludes this section noting the “critical need to
develop nanomaterials characterisation and analysis
infrastructural support,” and the “need for guidance on
an agreed suite of dose metrics for reporting in ecohaz-

Nanotechnology On The Agenda in

Nanotechnology was among the many hot topics discussed
at this year’s World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzer-

land. Among the five conceptual pillars for this year’s Fo-
rum was “Exploring Nature’s New Frontiers.” Itis a [+ |

nice concept because it highlights the diverse areas -- e

everything from global climate change to disease
eradication -- in which nanotechnology and other

emerging technologies may play a role. i

In addition, as reported by Nanowerk, the World Economic
Forum-founded “Global Risk Network” released its 2008
annual report, which described nanotechnology risk as a
“Core Risk.” Unsurprisingly, the driver for characterizing

Greener Nano 2008

Our friends in Oregon are hosting what should be a very
interesting and timely conference -- Greener Nano 2008 —
on March 10 - 11, 2008 at Hewlett Packard (HP) in Corval-
lis, Oregon. The conference is being co-sponsored by the
the Safer Nanomaterials and Nanomanufacturing Initiative
(SNNI) of the Oregon Nanoscience and Microtechnologies
Institute (ONAMI), HP, the Airforce Research Laboratory,

ard studies.” The report also briefly mentions ongoing
ecohazard studies being conducted at University of
Exeter; Napier University; University of York; and
University of Birmingham.

Task Force 5 (Social and Economic Dimensions of
Nanotechnologies)

This DEFRA task-force identified several nano-related
societal research priorities to which the U.K. govern-
ment is committed: (i) predicting social and economic
impacts of nanotechnology commercialization; (ii) ana-
lyzing the sufficiency of existing regulatory mecha-
nisms; (iii) identifying factors influencing public accep-
tance of nanotechnology; (iv) addressing resource con-
sumption issues specific to nanotechnology; and (v)
establishing methods for effective public engagement
in nanotechnology dialogues. Task Force 5 notes that
two recent studies show that the public in the UK.
currently has the same attitude toward nanotechnology
as toward any other new technology. At the same

time, the studies show developing public EHS concerns
as well as strong existing support for fundamental
nano-science research and development. This section
closes with a brief summary of five past government-
funded public dialogues on societal issues and identifies
several existing U.K. and international nano-related
societal impact projects underway.

nanotechnology as a “Core Risk” appeared to be the still-
preliminary state of research into nanotechnology safety:

The report notes that studies reveal health impairment
due to exposure to widely used nanoparticles (paint,
) cosmetics, healthcare). The primary impacts of a poten-
i‘\ﬁ tial problem would be on public health, with secondary
PAST impacts on investment in a range of nanotechnologies.

It also states that increasing human exposure to
nanotechnology will increase severity should an event
occur, but this has to be balanced against the multiple
opportunities created by nanotechnology.

March 10-11
Hewrlett-Packard
Corvallis, Oregon

Nanotechnology Now, Invitrogen, and Nanowerk. The
two-day conference will focus on designing strategies to
enhance nanoscale material performance while minimizing
risk in the face of putative EHS effects. There will be pres-
entations on cutting edge research in sustainable nanomate-
rials design, the latest developments in nanoscience and
nanotechnology, and the potential biological impacts of
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nanomaterials. Speakers include:

David Chen, Founder -- Equilibrium Capital Group;

Patti Glaza, Executive Director/CEO -- Clean Technol-
ogy and Sustainable Industries Organization;

Robert Hurt, Professor, Division of Engineering --
Brown University;

James Hutchison, Professor and Director of SNNI, De-
partment of Chemistry -- University of Oregon;

Rajesh Naik, Technology Advisor Materials and Manu-

facturing Directorate -- Air Force Research Laboratory;

Robert Tanguay, Associate Professor, Director of the
NIEHS Toxicology Training Grant
Department of Environmental and Molecular Toxicol-

ogy -- Oregon State University;
Mark McCullough;
Vince Remcho -- Oregon State University; and
Mark Lonergan -- University of Oregon.

You can learn more about the conference and register online
at http://oregonstate.edu/conferences/greenernano2008/.
Additionally, our readers will be interested in learning about
how SNNI is working to achieve its three stated goals: [1]
design environmentally-benign nanoparticles designed for
use in electronic and optical applications, such as sensing,
optics, and photovoltaics; [ii] develop greener methods for
large-scale nanoparticle production; and [iii] discover effi-
cient approaches for interfacing nanoparticles with each
other or with other components in functional devices.

Caveat Emptor: All That is Nano May Not Be So

CQ\/G—?O&{—J While on the treadmill at the gym re-

em pt or

cently, a co-worker saw an add for

“nanoSLIM,” the “enormously powerful,

) impossibly small” dietary weight-loss sup-
plement. It is billed as a once-per-day supplement that is
“smaller” than anything else available. However, after pur-
chasing a package of nanoSLIM, we noticed a couple of curi-
ous things.

First, nanoSLIM claims to use nanotechnology in its manu-
facturing process and features the trademarked and patent
pending “Nano-Diftuse” technology. Although nanoSLIM
does not define Nano Diftuse technology, other products
that use this proprietary method describe it as, a high tech
process of micro-pulverizing the amino acid particles to a
range of 2 to 50 microns in size using ultrasonic pneumatic
machinery.” Other products that purport to use Nano-
Diftuse technology include Muscle Tech Nitro-Tech and
SleepMD.

Second, the nanoSLIM box states that “the key ingredients

in nanoSLIM are pulverized into micron-sized particles.”
And the words “Nanotechnology at Work” are prominently

featured.

However, we caution readers about something they probably
already know: “nano” and “micro” are not the same. This
brings to light a growing problem in the nano world--the
use of “nano” as a marketing tool when nano really is not
involved (does everyone remember Magic Nano?). Because
these kinds of supplements are not tightly regulated by the
Food & Drug Administration, just about anything goes.
While we are not familiar with the actual technology being
used in this instance, it sure feels like there is no nanotech-
nology at work here and the “nano” is used merely to draw
attention to the product (which seems to be working since
we purchased the second to last box on the shelf).

Oh, one other thing. The warning on the box reads in part:
“Not intended for use by persons under 18. Do not use if
pregnant or nursing. Consult a medical doctor before use if
you have been treated for, or diagnosed with, or have a fam-
ily history of, any medical condition including (but not lim-
ited to) diabetes, or if you are using any prescription or
over-the-counter drug.” (Emphasis added).

Samsung UK Vacuum Cleaner Incorporates Antimicrobial Nano-Coating

Samsung’s new Silencio SC9540 bagless vacuum
cleaner, sold in the UK, apparently uses a nanosilver
coating on its dust bin, pre-motor filter, and post-motor
filter to kill bacteria accumulated during the cleaning

ers may recall the 2006-2007 controversy surrounding
Samsung’s Silver Nano (now known in the US as Silver-
Care) washing machine, which claimed to emit
nanosilver particles into the wash cycle to kill bacteria.

process. Samsung claims the air emitted from the Silen- E— Certain environmental groups complained about poten-

cio is bacteria and odor free. No word on whether Sam-
sung intends to import the machine to the US or whether it
has applied for a treated article exemption under section 40
CFR 152.25(a) of the Federal Insecticide Fungicide and Ro-
denticide Act (FIFRA) if it intends to do so. Regular read-
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tial adverse environmental effects. EPA eventually ex-
plained its intent to treat silver ion generators making an-
timicrobial claims as pesticides under FIFRA, whether or
not they truly emit nanoparticles. Samsung subsequently
altered its advertising (at least) for the machine in the US.
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New Soil Association Standard Bans Engineered Nanoscale Materials

Formed in 1946, the Soil Association
is the largest and oldest organic food
certification and advocacy organiza-
tion in the UK. The Soil Association
offers product certification to farmers,
packers, retailers, clothing makers,
and health and beauty product manufacturers both in the
UK and internationally. Notably, the Soil Association
claims to certify 2,600 individual products from 80 manufac-

/

Organically G"O‘wn
.é

turers in the health and beauty sector, and claims its stan-
dards are more rigorious than those set by the European
Union. The group recently said it will not certify products
containing nanoparticles:

New Player (sort of)

A new voice is about to be heard in the nanotechnology
chemical industry. Well, sort of. The Synthetic Organic
Chemical Manufacturers Association (SOCMA) has an-
nounced that John DiLoreto will be the new director of its
Nanotechnology SME Coalition. While Mr. DiLoreto is
new to the position, you may find his name familiar. He is
the founder of NanoReg and the former director of the
American Chemistry Society’s Nanotechnology Panel.

The SME Coalition was created to “assist start-ups, small
and medium enterprises (SME) developing, manufacturing,
and using nanoscale materials.” The goal of the Coalition is
to “provide SME perspective regarding the health, safety,
and environmental aspects of nanotechnology to the [EPA,
FDAT and other U.S. Agencies.”

Clearly, the Coalition is setting itself up to be an important
voice in the industry regarding the concerns of small and

The Soil Association is the first organization in the world to
ban nanoparticles. There should be no place for nanoparti-
cles in health and beauty products or food.

As all products certified by the Soil Association are marked
with the organization’s logo, its rejection of products con-
taining nanoparticles thus creates a “reverse” label many
advocacy groups will undoubtedly embrace. Simply put,
products with the Soil Association logo are purportedly
“nano-free.”

The group’s new rules focus on man-made nanoparticles

“whose basic partical size is less than 125nm and whose
mean particle size is less than 200nm.”

medium business which may differ at points from those of
larger companies in the same field.

As reported by SOCMA, Mr. DiLoreto’s goals are to:
e Promote a positive public perception of nanotechnology;

e Advocate the needs and interests of start-ups, small and
medium-sized enterprises before policymakers;

e Establish consistency and accuracy in developing stan-
dards, definitions and nomenclature; and

e  Secure fair treatment in

Brought to you by:
trade.

Good luck, John, and we look

forward to hearing the Coali-

tion’s thoughts and concerns.

SOCMA

Vigions

Velicle for | bndustry Selusions

Conference Announcement: Nanotechnology Law, Regulation and Policy

Our friends at the Food and Drug Law Institute, Woodrow
Wilson International Center for Scholars’ Project on

L
AX
FDLI

Emerging Technology, Arizona
State University, and the Burdock
Group are sponsoring a two-day
nanotechnology conference at the
L’Enfant Plaza Hotel in Washing-
ton, D.C. on February 28-29,
2008. Panel topics include:

e  Making Deductions and
Sense of the Science of Nanotech-

nology;
e  Making Dollars and Sense of

the Business of Nanotechnology;
e Nanotech Regulations: Key Issues;

e DA Regulation of Nanotechnology: What are the
Rules of the Road?;

¢ Risk Management and Legal Issues;

e Nanotech Regulation beyond FDA;

e Academic Projects;

e Nanotechnology: The Public Perspective; and

e International Developments: Spanning the Globe.

Readers can register for the conference at www.fdli.org.

Page 7



1919 Pennsylvania Ave N.W.
Suite 500

Washington, DC 20006-3434
+
41 South High St.
Columbus, OH 43215-6194
+

250 East Fifth St.
Suite 2200
Cincinnati, OH 45202-5118
+

925 Euclid Ave.
Suite 1700
Cleveland, OH 44115-1483
+

One South Main St.
Suite 1600

Dayton, OH 45402-2028
+

5801 Pelican Bay Blvd.
Suite 300

Naples, FL 34108-2709

PORTER
WRIGHT

MORRIS &
ARTHUR ...

Attorneys and
Counselors at Law

This newsletter is provided for informational
purposes. It provides no legal advice nor does it
create an attorney-client or any other type of
relationship.

PLEASE VISIT US ONLINE FOR ADDITIONAL
ARTICLES AND RESOURCES:
www.nanolawreport.com

John C. Monica, Jr., (202) 778-3050
jmonica@porterwright.com
Michael E. Heintz, (614) 227-2100
mheintz@porterwright.com
Patrick T. Lewis, (216) 443-2513
plewis@porterwright.com



