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Congressional Research Service Issues Report on 
Nano-Regulatory Challenges 

4%.’”  This would increase federal 

nano-related EHS funding to approxi-

mately $152 million based on NNI’s 

proposed FY2009 budget. 

• Reallocate existing federal research 

funding.  CRS suggests reevaluating 

how existing nano-EHS research 

funds are divided among federal agen-

cies given research priorities.  CRS 

leaves it to the National Science Foun-

dation and NNI to determine whether 

reallocation is appropriate. 

• Adopt a national or international re-

search strategy.  CRS notes that this 

approach is difficult to implement 

without first conducting comprehen-

sive EHS research.  Additionally, 

when NNI first created its general 

nano-EHS-research framework in 

2007, it identified five research catego-

ries and some specific needs, but it did 

not prioritize its suggestions. 

• Enact legislation and/or restrictions.  

Finally, CRS notes that existing laws 

are probably adequate to govern any 

potential EHS risk posed by nanotech-

nology but that they were not written 

with nanomaterials specifically in 

mind.  As a result, CRS suggests that 

agencies may need to develop new 

policies, produce guidance documents, 

and possibly issue regulations to make 

existing statutes specifically applicable 

to nanomaterials. 

The Congressional Research Ser-

vice (CRS) issued “Engineered 

Nanoscale Particles and Derivative 

Products: Regulatory Challenges” 

late last January.  The document 

suggests several approaches to 

nano-related Environmental, Health, and Safety 

(EHS) regulatory issues. 

At the outset, CRS notes that “enthusiasm and 

investment in nanotechnology are somewhat 

restrained . . . by questions about the possible 

EHS risks associated with this new technology.”   

CRS then identifies numerous challenges facing 

any federal regulatory attempt: (i) lack of data 

characterizing nanomaterials; (ii) lack of stan-

dardization in nomenclature, metrics, and mate-

rials; (iii) proprietary nature of certain informa-

tion; (iv) difficulty in communicating between 

academic disciplines; (v) limited financial re-

sources; and (vi) possibly inadequate statutory 

authority.  

Acknowledging these potential difficulties, CRS 

identifies four possible regulatory approaches: 

• Increase research and standardization 

funding.  CRS reports that  

“[a]ccording to the Chairman of the 

House Subcommittee on Research and 

Science Education of the Committee 

on Science, ‘the basic position of most 

outside observers from industry and 

non-governmental organizations is 

that the funding level should be on the 

order of 10% of the [National 

Nanotechnology I]nitiative’s (NNI) 

total funding, rather than the current 
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Nanosilver -- In Case You Forgot  
A recent article by Barnaby Feder in The New York Times 

raises  a question that, even a year later, is not completely 

resolved.  Readers may remember last year’s discussion re-

garding the emerging antibacterial use of nanosilver, includ-

ing in Samsung Silvercare washing machines.  Well, the 

issue is back or, rather, never really left.  Mr. Feder relates 

the story of an interesting little device called “The Handler.”  

It is a key-chain hook that is coated with nanosilver in order 

to stay microbe-free while tackling germ-covered surfaces, 

like handles in public restrooms.  It is fun to flip open and 

closed, and we even have one (albeit for demonstration pur-

poses only).  The Handler’s manufacturers have run into the 

same problem as Samsung -- marketing a product as 

“antimicrobial” runs afoul of the Federal Insecticide, Fungi-

cide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) without prior registra-

tion.  These are not the only products that have made such 

claims.  For a specific example see the following article on 

the IOGEAR computer keyboard and mouse. 

Mr. Feder astutely focuses on what happens to these prod-

ucts while the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

determines how to regulate them.  In this case, production 

FIFRA and Fines  
On March 5, 2008, the EPA announced that it had fined the 

company IOGEAR “for selling unregistered pesticides and 

making unproven claims about their effectiveness.”  The 

fine, reached via settlement, was $208,000, and IOGEAR has 

since removed its pesticide claims from the offending prod-

ucts. 

IOGEAR marketed two wireless mouses (mice?) and a wire-

less mouse/keyboard combination and claimed that their 

nano-coatings killed germs and pathogens.  While the nano-

coating remains unspecified (although the quote below indi-

cates that it’s nanosilver), the claims resulted in a FIFRA 

violation.  EPA’s representative, Katherine Taylor, Associ-

ate Director of the Communities and Ecosystems Division at 

EPA’s Region 9 was quoted as saying:  

We’re seeing far too many unregistered products that as-

sert unsubstantiated antimicrobial properties . . . Whether 

the claim involves use of an existing material such as sil-

ver, or new nano technology, the EPA takes 

these unverified public health claims very 

seriously. Consumers should always follow 

common-sense hygiene practices, like wash-

ing hands frequently and thoroughly. 

It was really only a matter of time until the 

fines began.  We have seen many examples 

of products claiming antibacterial and mi-

crobial claims go unregistered, and it appears that EPA’s 

patience has finally worn thin.  FIFRA is pretty clear that in 

order to make “pest killing” claims, the product must be reg-

istered so that EPA may be satisfied that the product does 

not pose an “unreasonable risk” to consumers.  Now that 

nanotechnology is getting more of the spotlight, we suspect 

we will begin to see more enforcement actions like this to 

ensure that consumer products comply with applicable legal 

requirements. 

Nanosilver Coated Catheters 
Since 2006, AcryMed, Inc.’s SilvaGard® nanosilver coating 

has been used to treat certain soaker catheters manufactured 

by I-Flow. The SilvaGard® coating is claimed to be an effec-

tive antimicrobial that reduces surgical site infections.  A 

recent article in The Journal of Antimicrobial Chemotherapy, 

“Antimicrobial surface functionalization of 

plastic catheters by silver nanoparticles,” 

confirmed that catheters coated with nanosilver exhibit sig-

nificant antimicrobial properties in in vitro tests.  I-Flow 

recently announced that catheters used with its “ON-Q” 

has been suspended while the owners figure out what is re-

quired of them.  In other cases, the anti-microbial claims 

were dropped altogether.  And Samsung?  Mr. Feder tells us 

that it was allowed to continue sales of the Silvercare ma-

chine while it developed the necessary FIFRA registration 

paperwork. 

It is unclear when The Handler will again be available for 

purchase in the United States, but this will not be the last 

product impacted by such uncertainty.  Is this cause for 

alarm or a rush to regulation?  No, but it shows the need to 

continually evaluate the science and data available in order 

to properly mitigate any potential risks.   

Finally, questions are raised as to whether existing laws and 

regulations are suitable to address the unique realities of 

nanotechnology.  While existing laws seem to be serving as 

a suitable “stop-gap” during this period of uncertainty, it 

remains to be seen whether those measures will be sufficient 

in the long term to properly regulate these new products 

and uses without unnecessarily endangering the public or 

unnecessarily stifling the development of promising technol-

ogy. 
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surgical site pain relief device will also employ SilvaGard® nanosilver coatings. 

Nanogovernance 2008 Proceedings Now Online  
Proceedings from the Nanogovernance 2008 conference 

sponsored by The George Washington University Law 

School, Porter Wright Morris & Arthur LLP, and the Envi-

ronmental Law Institute this past February are now online 

at www.nanogovernance.com. 

Presentation topics included: EPA’s Nanoscale Materials 

Stewardship Program (Jim Alwood -- EPA); Organization 

for Economic Co-Operation and Development (Jim Willis -- 

Chair, OECD Working Party on Manufactured Nanomateri-

als); Responsible Development of Nanoscale Materials: An 

Industry Perspective (Terry Medley -- DuPont); Role of 

Standards Organizations (Peter Hatto -- Chair of the Com-

mittees on nanotechnologies for the British Standards Insti-

tution and the International Organization for Standardiza-

tion); Code of Conduct for Responsible Nanosciences and 

Nanotechnologies Research (Kshitij Singh -- Institute of 

Nanotechnology, Stirling, Scotland); a View From the 

White House (Stan Sokul -- Chief of Staff and General 

Counsel, Director’s Office, Office of Science and Technology 

Policy, Executive Office of the President); and Use of Facili-

tated Stakeholder Dialogues in Resolving Governance Is-

sues (Tim Mealey -- Meridian Institute). 

Additionally, there was a lively afternoon panel discussion 

with audience participation featuring: Leslie Carothers 

(Environmental Law Institute); Terry Davies (Woodrow 

Wilson International Center for Scholars); Richard Denison 

(Environmental Defense); George Kimbrell (International 

Center for Technology Assessment); Sean Murdock 

(NanoBusiness Alliance); Lynn Bergeson (American Bar 

Association Section of Environment, Energy and Re-

sources); and Tom Myers (U.S. Chamber of Commerce). 

The National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health 

(NIOSH) recently published “Safe Nanotechnology in the 

Workplace: An Introduction for Employers, Managers, and 

Safety and Health Professionals,” DHHS (NIOSH) Publica-

tion No. 2008-112.  The document addresses four issues: 

• Whether nanoparticles are potentially hazardous to 

workers.  NIOSH admits that “[l]ittle information is 

available about the hazards of nanoparticles in the 

workplace.”  NIOSH further acknowledges that, al-

though there are some adverse animal studies regarding 

certain types of nanoparticles, significant human expo-

sure studies are currently unavailable.  Accordingly, 

NIOSH recommends a “prudent approach to minimize 

possible worker exposure until more information is 

available.” 

• Possible exposure routes.  NIOSH identifies three possi-

ble workplace exposure routes: (i) inhalation (most com-

mon); (ii) ingestion (hand-to-mouth and/or respiratory 

tract); and (iii) skin (“Some studies mention that 

nanoparticles may penetrate skin.”)  Creative types will 

probably think of others. 

• Measurement techniques.  NIOSH believes that a com-

bination of traditional industrial hygiene measurement 

methods should be effective.  However, NIOSH also 

notes that scientists are currently developing better, 

cheaper, and more sensitive sampling techniques for 

nanomaterials in the workplace. 

• Exposure control.  NIOSH recommends using existing 

engineering controls to reduce possible exposure to 

nanomaterials.  These include source exposure controls, 

local exhaust ventilation, and HEPA filtration.  NIOSH 

also notes that “[r]espirators should be considered if 

engineering and administrative controls do not control 

worker exposure to nanoparticles.”  Finally, NIOSH 

recognizes that good worker training is an important 

part of any exposure-reduction program. 

New NIOSH Nano-Workplace Brochure 

MIT: NanoRadio One Of  The Top Ten Emerging Technologies 
MIT’s Technology Review recently published its list of “Top 

Ten Emerging Technologies for 2008.”  One of the top ten 

items is NanoRadio.  TR’s description of it begins with:  

If you own a sleek iPod Nano, you’ve got nothing on Alex 

Zettl. The physicist at the University of California, Berke-

ley, and his colleagues have come up with a nanoscale radio, 

in which the key circuitry consists of a single carbon nano-

tube. 

Absolutely fascinating -- and especially so since this technol-

ogy could be considered one of the first true “nano-

machines.”  Additionally, nanotechnology-related technolo-

gies have made the “TR10” for each of the past three years -- 

2007 (Nanohealing), 2006 (Nanomedicine and 

Nanobiomechanics), and 2005 (quantum wires). 
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Nanoparticle News recently published a short 

article about a voluntary NIOSH field study 

that took place last year concerning potential 

worker exposure to nanoscale materials at a 

California company.  According to the article, 

the company manufactures nanoscale metals 

and metal oxides for use in the energy, electronics, and de-

fense industries.  Apparently, with NIOSH’s help, the com-

pany was able to reduce potential workplace emissions of 

engineered nanoparticles by 90%.  Based on final test re-

sults, the company “concluded that no further action [was] 

necessary to reduce engineered nanoscale materials emis-

sions, during the manufacture of nanomaterials, in order to 

protect the safety of employees and the environment.”  

The company’s website provides a useful direct link to 

NIOSH’s October 11, 2007 project report: http://

www.qsinano.com/news/NIOSH%20QSI%20Report_Web%

20Nov%2007.pdf. 

The report indicates that the company uses four gas-phase 

condensation reactors to produce approximately one kilo-

gram of nanoparticles per day, and that these manganese, 

silver, and cobalt nanoparticles range from 15-50 nm in di-

ameter. 

The report also explains that NIOSH first conducted a base-

line assessment of the company’s manufacturing facility in 

February 2007 and concluded that its reactor clean-out 

process potentially released nanoparticles into the work-

place.  As a result of NIOSH’s baseline study, the company 

Half-day California Legislative Summit 
For those of you on the West Coast, you may want to look 

into the half-day Summit recently announced to address 

regulatory efforts regarding nanotechnology.  “The Future 

of Nanotechnology: A Legislative Summit” is described a, 

“the first step for stakeholders from industry, government, 

research institutes and environmental groups to discuss re-

sponsible ways to regulate nanotechnology without stifling 

progress.”  It is co-sponsored by Assemblymember Mike 

Feuer (AD 42 - D), UCLA’s Office of 

the Vice Chancellor for Research, the 

State Government Relations, and the 

California Nanosystems Institute.  

Date: Friday, April 25, 2008. Time: 8:00 a.m. - noon.  Loca-

tion: California Nanosystems Institute Auditorium on the 

UCLA campus. 

NIOSH Nanoparticle Field Study 
“purchased a portable fume extractor typically used in the 

welding industry, to control releases during reactor clean-

out procedures.”  The fume extractor was a standard 6 inch 

duct-type attached to a HEPA filtered air-handler with a 

carbon prefilter.  During the NIOSH study, workers also 

continued using existing Personal Protective Equipment 

(PPE) which consisted of full-body Tyvek™ suits, nitrile 

gloves, wrist-to-elbow cotton arm covers, and 3M L-

Series™ full-face positive pressure airline respirators. 

In July 2007, NIOSH went back to the facility and per-

formed a local exhaust ventilation (LEV) effectiveness study. 

The LEV study used both direct sampling and filter-based 

sampling tests to “determine the effectiveness of the imple-

mented [LEV] control technology.” 

NISOH’s filter-based tests showed a percentage reduction in 

ambient nanoparticles from 74% to 96%, with a mean reduc-

tion of 88%.  Direct-reading tests produced reductions in the 

range of 78% to 100%, with a mean reduction of 96%.  Addi-

tionally, transmission electron microscope analysis con-

firmed a notable increase in nanoparticle capture when the 

LEV was used, and researchers observed that “[a]ll TEM 

images, regardless of the use of LEV, indicated that the ma-

jority of ENM’s are emitted as agglomerates.” 

NIOSH concluded its report with a finding that the use of 

LEV and PPE “appears to be an acceptable method of reduc-

ing the potential for worker exposure” and that “[n]o addi-

tional protective measures are necessary.” 

Labor Groups Ask NIOSH for Nanoexposure Medical Screening 
Inside OSHA reports that the AFL-CIO, United Steelwork-

ers, and Center to Protect Workers Rights recently asked 

NIOSH to develop a “basic medical screening protocol for 

nano-sized materials” and to implement a “nanotechnology 

exposure registry and undertake a full-scale national 

nanotechnology health surveillance program.” 

As regular readers may recall, last December NIOSH pub-

lished “Interim Guidance for the Medical Screening of 

Workers Potentially Exposed to Engineered Nanoparticles.”  

That document found “[n]o substantial link…between oc-

cupational exposure to engineered nanoparticles and adverse 

health effects.”  Accordingly, NIOSH stated that “insufficient 

medical evidence exists at this time to recommend the spe-

cific medical screening of workers potentially exposed to 

engineered nanoparticles.”  These three labor groups appar-

ently disagree with NIOSH’s preliminary conclusions. 
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NATO Conference to Examine Potential Environmental Risks 
and Benefits of  Nanomaterials 

• Direct future research in nanomaterial 

and environmental sciences to address 

the emerging issues associated with 

nanotechnology in general and specifi-

cally with emerging nano-enabled 

consumer products. 

• Identify strategies for users in developing countries to 

best manage this emerging technology and any associ-

ated risks. 

Conference sponsors include: NATO, Society for Risk 

Analysis, US Army Engineer Research and Development 

Center, International Copper Association, EPA, Interna-

tional Council on Nanotechnology, European Nanotechnol-

ogy Trade Alliance, and Faculty from the University of Al-

garve. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is spon-

soring a multi-day nanoconference in Faro, Portugal on 

April 27-30, 2008 -- “Nanomaterials: Environmental Risks 

and Benefits and Emerging Consumer Products.”  

According to the conference website, the NATO workshop 

has five primary purposes: 

• Identify and describe what is known about the risks and 

approaches to assess the safety and environmental risks 

of nanomaterials. 

• Outline environmental applications in the context of 

emerging consumer products, pollution prevention, risk 

reduction, and remediation. 

• Assess the suitability of multicriteria decision analysis 

for reconciliation of benefits and risks of nanotechnol-

ogy. 

Nanotechnology Food and Packaging Scare Tactics 
Friends of the Earth Australia, Europe, 

United States, and Germany (FOE) re-

cently published “Out of the Laboratory 

and On To Our Plates: Nanotechnology in 

Food and Agriculture.”  This hyperbolic 

article appears designed to scare consum-

ers into believing that they are unknowingly consuming 

nanoparticles: 

In the absence of mandatory product labelling, public debate 

or laws to ensure their safety, products created using 

nanotechnology have entered the food chain. 

Furthering a grand conspiracy theory, FOE claims that 

“[s]ecrecy surrounds the commercial use of nanotechnology 

and nanomaterials by the food industry.”  

Of apparent primary concern to FOE are nanoscale particles 

of silver, titanium dioxide, zinc, and zinc oxide.  FOE esti-

mates that there are already 150-600 foods containing nano-

materials and 400-500 food packaging/contact applications 

using nanotechnology.  These products purportedly include 

nutritional supplements and drinks, cooking equipment, 

kitchenware, food packaging, food additives, and plant 

growth treatments.  FOE’s article also lists 29 major food 

and agriculture companies involved in “nanotechnology re-

search and development.” 

While we agree that eating metallic and/or metal oxide is 

probably not a good idea, FOE has gone overboard in sug-

gesting that consumers are somehow unknowingly wolfing 

down nanoparticles. 

Nonetheless, FOE calls for: (i) a “moratorium until nano-

specific safety laws are established with public input;” (ii) 

treating engineered nanoscale materials as “new sub-

stances;” (iii) rigorous nano-specific testing before nanoma-

terials are used in “foods, food packaging, food contact mate-

rials, or agricultural products;” (iv) increasing the upper 

size-limit of any regulatory definition of “nano” to 300 nm; 

(v) complete transparency in publishing safety assessment 

data; (vi) clear nano-product labeling; and (vii) public in-

volvement in all nano-decision making processes. 

More on Nanofoods 
The Guardian newspaper recently published an article ex-

amining nanofood issues.  (“Once bitten…”, March 26, 

2008).  The article’s timing is impeccable given the recent 

FOE paper on nanofoods and nanofood contact surfaces cov-

ered above.  The Guardian quotes a recent report from the 

Helmut Kaiser Consultancy stating that “[t]he nanofood 

market (soared) from $2.6 bn in 2003 to $5.3 bn 2005 and is 

expected to reach $20.4 bn in 2010.”  Wow…those numbers 

are hard to believe. 

The Guardian reporter interviewed Kraft, Cadbury 
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Lloyd’s Issues New Nano-Insurance Document  
Lloyd’s of London recently issued 

“Nanotechnology: An insurer’s perspective.”  

Lloyd’s notes that several types of insurance may 

be impacted by potential nano-related EHS risks, 

including professional indemnity, medical mal-

practice, director’s and officer’s liability, general 

liability, employer’s liability, and product liability.   

Lloyd’s identifies several possible coverage options for in-

surers seeking to deal with these potential risks:   

• Monitor and research emerging risks.  Although obvi-

ously necessary, Lloyd’s notes that this approach cannot 

fully account for the danger of unforeseen or unantici-

pated risks.   

• Price adequately and hold additional capital.  Under this 

scenario, an insurer would not treat nanotechnology as 

a separate risk but would increase premium prices to 

encompass all new nanotechnology risks, and increase 

capital reserves accordingly.   

• Exclude.  Lloyd’s notes that insurers could totally ex-

clude coverage for nanotechnology businesses.  In this 

case, exclusions must be well-worded and enforceable to 

be effective.  Lloyd’s also notes that the downside 

to this approach is that it “does not allow the 

insurer to acquire historical data to price for al-

lowing cover in the future.”  

• Exclude and write back with limited cover.  

Under this scenario, an insurer would exclude 

nanotechnology from full coverage and then provide 

separate limited coverage for any nano-related risks.   

• Only accept claims within a fixed period.  This approach 

would protect insurers against latent claims that might 

appear years after a policy is written. 

Finally, Lloyd’s recommends that insurers ask their insureds 

the following questions: what nanotechnologies does the 

company use?; what are the known hazards of those materi-

als?; what are the potential hazards of those materials?; has 

the material’s toxicity been studied?; has its environmental 

impact been studied?; does the company follow any volun-

tary nano-specific EHS guidelines?; has the company per-

formed a life-cycle assessment related to its use of nanoma-

terials?; and does the insured advise its customers about its 

use of nanotechnology? 

Schweppes, Unilever, Nestle, and HJ Heinz to determine 

whether these food giants were using/pursuing nanotech-

nology in their products.  Kraft and Nestle had “no com-

ment.”  Cadbury Schweppes and Unilever said that they are 

“watching” the technology, while Heinz said that it has no 

plans to use nanotechnology.  Finally, a Unilever official 

offered that he has not seen any significant use of nanotech-

nology in food products despite all the recent nanofood 

hype. 

PPG Joins EPA NMSP 
Despite “alphabet soup” syndrome, PPG Industries an-

nounced today that it will participate in EPA’s “basic pro-

gram” for the Nanoscale Materials Stewardship Program 

(NMSP).  PPG will “voluntarily report available information 

on engineered nanoscale materials it manufactures, imports, 

or uses. These data include information on material charac-

terization, hazard, use, potential exposures, and risk-

management practices.” 

In its commitment letter, PPG stated that “early and active 

industry participation in the NMSP can help ensure the re-

sponsible development, use and acceptance of nanoscale ma-

terials in the marketplace.”  PPG uses nanomaterials and 

conducts nanotechnology research as part of its develop-

ment process for glass and composite products, such as films 

and reflective materials. 

PPG is just the latest company to join the NMSP, following 

DuPont’s lead.  If companies continue to join the NMSP, 

then it will likely remain a voluntary program.  However, 

EPA has stated that it will consider making the reporting 

obligations mandatory should the program not develop ade-

quately under the voluntary make-up. 

A recent article in Risk Policy Report also explores early 

NMSP response.  The article indicates two companies have 

registered so far -- Dupont and Office 2PI -- and that six 

others have indicated a desire to participate,  including Dow 

and BASF.  

According to the article, EPA is very encouraged by the 

early participation.  The article goes on to state, however, 

that EPA is “going to run the [voluntary] program for two 

years.  If there is no response, [EPA is] going to look for 

other authority under TSCA.” 
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Check Local Listings  
by the Department of Energy and National Science 

Foundation, the “Power of Small” will air in April 

on public television.  Clips are already available on 

the website, and topics include environmental appli-

cations and impacts, privacy concerns and protec-

tion, and health impacts and uses, all being dis-

cussed in panel format.  

Nanotechnology is coming to a television near you.  

No, not just through some new technology break-

through that will make your HD flat screen razor 

thin, but rather through the upcoming series, “The 

Power of Small.”  

Check back in April for the dates and times of this 

new television program, which will address how 

nanotechnology will “change our world.”  Funded 

Revised EU Nano Cosmetics Risk Assessment? 

The European Union’s Scientific Com-

mittee on Consumer Products (SCCP) 

recently addressed the use of nanoma-

terials in cosmetics in its report, “The 

Safety of Nanomaterials in Cosmetic 

Products.” 

The report differentiates insoluble and biopersistent 

nanoparticles from those that are soluble and/or biodegrad-

able.  SCCP is primarily concerned with the uptake method 

of nanomaterials as they are applied directly to the skin in a 

cosmetic context.  

The report states that  

[a]t present, there is inadequate information on: i) hazard 

identification, ii) exposure assessment, iii) uptake 

(including physiologically normal and compromised human 

skin), iv) the role of physico-chemical parameters of 

nanoparticles determining absorption and transport across 

membranes in the gut and lungs, v) the role of physico-

chemical parameters of nanoparticles in systemic circulation 

determining biokinetics and accumulation in secondary 

target organs, vi) possible health effects (including suscepti-

ble individuals), [and] vii) translocation of nanoparticles 

via the placenta to the foetus. 

SCCP concludes that any likely risk may be associated with 

insoluble nanoparticles and that current risk assessment 

methodologies may not be adequate to safeguard against 

these risks.  Current risk assessment techniques, however, 

appear adequate for soluble nanoparticles according to the 

article. 

The question of risk assessment is coming more and more to 

the forefront, both in Europe and in the United States.  A 

key nanotechnology regulatory question hinges on the 

amount of information available to set reasonable regula-

tions.  This is one of the first 

studies we have seen that at-

tempts to differentiate between 

different types of nanomaterials in 

this regard. 

On March 28, 2008 Senator Mark Pryor, along with ten co-

sponsors, introduced S. 2663, the Consumer Product Safety 

Commission Reform Act.  The goal of the bill (as one can 

infer from the title) is to overhaul portions of the Consumer 

Product Safety Commission.  In addition, the bill carves out 

specific funding for nanotechnology research. 

The bill makes a very specific budgetary assignment to 

CPSC for nanotechnology research.  Specifically, S.2663 

states in section 3(d): 

There are authorized to be appropriated to the Commission 

for research, in cooperation with the National Institute of 

Science and Technology, the Food and Drug Administra-

tion, and other relevant Federal agencies into safety issues 

related to the use of nanotechnology in consumer products, 

$1,000,000 for fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 

The bill has yet to be voted on by the Senate and if passed, 

would still need to clear the House of Representatives.  Al-

though $1 million may seem like a 

relatively small sum for studying 

consumer safety issues relating to 

nanotechnology, it nonetheless 

shows Congress’s increasing 

awareness of potential nanotech-

nology issues and risks.   

Funding for Consumer Nanotechnology Product Safety  
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