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On May 28, 2010, congressional debate 

on H.R. 5116, the America COMPETES 

Reauthorization Act of 2010, resumed.  

A motion to recommit the bill to the 

House Committee on Science and Tech-

nology and the House Committee on 

Education and Labor, had been adopted 

during an earlier debate.  Rep. Bart 

Gordon, the sponsor of the bill, eventu-

ally reported the bill back to the House, 

with amendments.  In a series of votes, 

the majority of the proposed amend-

ments, which would have 

reduced funding and the 

effectiveness of the bill in 

supporting innovative tech-

nologies and their commer-

cialization, were defeated.  

Only two amendments, add-

ing sections 704, “No salaries for view-

ing pornography,” which would prevent 

funds authorized under the bill from 

being used to pay the salaries of Federal 

employees disciplined for “viewing, 

downloading, or exchanging pornogra-

phy, including child pornography, on a 

Federal government computer or while 

performing Federal government duties” 

and section 705, which would prevent 

colleges and universities that have vio-

lated Section 983 of Title X from receiv-

ing any funds authorized by the America 

COMPETES Act for grants or contracts. 

Title I, Subtitle A, the National Nanotech-

nology Initiative Amendments Act was 

not affected by the proposed amend-

ments and survived intact.  The bill 

would, however, change the definition of 

“Nanotechnology” from the current: 

NANOTECHNOLOGY- The term 

‘nanotechnology’ means the science 

and technology that will enable one to 

understand, measure, manipulate, and 

manufacture at the nanoscale, aimed 

at creating materials, devices, and sys-

tems with fundamentally new proper-

ties or functions. 

To a more focused: 

NANOTECHNOLOGY- The term 

‘nanotechnology’ means the 

science and technology that 

will enable one to understand, 

measure, manipulate, and 

manufacture at the nanoscale, 

aimed at creating materials, 

devices, and systems with 

fundamentally new properties 

or functions; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following 

new paragraph: 

(7) NANOSCALE(7) NANOSCALE(7) NANOSCALE(7) NANOSCALE---- The term ‘nanoscale’  The term ‘nanoscale’  The term ‘nanoscale’  The term ‘nanoscale’ 

means one or more dimensions of be-means one or more dimensions of be-means one or more dimensions of be-means one or more dimensions of be-

tween approximately 1 and 100 nano-tween approximately 1 and 100 nano-tween approximately 1 and 100 nano-tween approximately 1 and 100 nano-

meters.meters.meters.meters.    

Having been passed in the House, the bill 

now proceeds to the Senate for debate.  

As many observers have noted, the Senate 

has considerable work ahead of it, ranging 

from Immigration reform to Climate 

Change legislation, and HR 5116 faces the 

possibility of not coming up for a vote prior 

to Congress’ adjournment for the elections 

in November. 

The bill’s focus is on reauthorizing the 

America COMPETES Act passed in 2007.  

America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010America COMPETES Reauthorization Act of 2010    
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The original act provided government support for innova-

tion, research and development, increased funding for 

science, technology, engineering and math (STEM for 

short) in high schools and colleges, and assistance in get-

ting the results of research and development out to the 

private sector, ultimately leading to the emergence of new 

industries and an expansion of the economy.  The Reau-

thorization Act would have expanded on this and would 

have included other areas, such as a reorganization of the 

National Institutes of Standards and Technology. 

Just a few weeks after the U.S. Congress introduced 

S.3117, the Promote  Nanotechnology in the Schools Act 

of 2010, Peter Julian, MP, a member of Canada’s New 

Democratic Party, introduced Bill C-494, which would af-

fect the regulation of nanotechnology in Canada by 

amending the Canadian Environmental Protection Act of 

1999 in several ways.  Among these would be the follow-

ing: 

(1) The Ministers of Health and the Environment would be 

required to “conduct research or studies relating to 

Nanotechnology, including nanomaterials, nanoparticles” 

and “sources of nanomaterials, and nanoparticles, how 

these would be transported, their effect on human health 

and the environment, how to develop and apply risks as-

sessments and tests, and how to develop methods of pre-

venting and mitigating risks” 

(2) “The Ministers shall establish a National Inventory re-

specting nanotechnology, including nanomaterials and 

nanoparticles.”  “This National Inventory would then be 

published “in any manner that the Minister considers ap-

propriate.” 

Similar language may be found in the reports published by 

groups such as Friends of the Earth and also in language 

being considered by the European Parliament. 

(3) Nanomaterials would be added to the Canadian Do-

mestic Substances List if the Minister (which Minister, 

Health or Environment, is not specified in Bill C-494) “is 

satisfied that it 

(a) was manufactured in or imported into Canada by 

any person; and 

(b) entered or was released into the environment 

without being subject to conditions under this or any 

other act of Parliament or of the legislature of a prov-

ince.” 

If a nanomaterial does not appear on the Domestic Sub-

stances List, its use, manufacture, and/or import could be 

restricted. 

(4) Bill C-494 amends “significant new activity” in respect 

to nanomaterials to mean “any activity that results or may 

result in 

(a) the entry or release of the nano-

material into the environment in a 

quantity or concentration that, in the Ministers opin-

ion, is significantly greater than the quantity or con-

centration … that previously entered or was released 

into the environment; or 

(b) the entry or release of the nanomaterial into the 

environment or the exposure or potential exposure of 

the environment to the nanomaterial in a manner 

and circumstances that, in the Ministers opinion, are 

significantly different from the manner and circum-

stances in which the nanomaterial previously en-

tered or was released into the environment or of any 

previous exposure of the environment to the nano-

material.” 

(5) Information regarding nanomaterials would be turned 

over to the Ministers to determine if a nanomaterial “is 

toxic or capable of becoming toxic.” Should the Ministers, 

after reviewing the information, “suspect that a nanomate-

rial is toxic or capable of becoming toxic” they may either 

(a) Permit the manufacture or import of the nanoma-

terial “subject to any conditions that the Ministers 

may specify;” 

(b) Prohibit the manufacture or import of the nano-

materials; or 

(c) Request the submission of additional information 

or test results “that the Ministers consider neces-

sary” to determine if the nanomaterial is toxic or ca-

pable of becoming toxic. 

The prohibition on manufacture or import would expire 

after two years or on publication of a notice of proposed 

regulation in the Canada Gazette; the prohibition would 

then expire when the proposed regulation entered into 

force. 

This bill is a step towards regulation of nanotechnology 

and nanomaterials in Canada.  In a press release, Julian 

noted that “There is a need for public policy governed by 

the parliamentary principle … We need a proper balance 

between protecting Canadians from potential harmful con-

sequences and allowing us to reap the benefits of 

New Canadian Nanotech BillNew Canadian Nanotech BillNew Canadian Nanotech BillNew Canadian Nanotech Bill    
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Members of the European Parlia-

ment’s environment, public health 

and food safety committee have rec-

ommended controlling the use of 

nanotechnologies in foods for hu-

mans.  The proposed measure entirely excluded entry onto 

European Union (“EU”) markets any food derived from 

cloned animals as well as food produced by nanotechnol-

ogy processes, unless such food has undergone a specific 

risk assessment regarding possible impact on health.  

Those risk assessment methods must also have been ap-

proved for use, i.e., not imply the use of vertebrate ani-

mals for testing.  The measure also required all ingredients 

containing nanomaterials to be clearly labeled by listing 

the names of the ingredients followed by the word ‘nano’ 

in brackets.  A definition of nanomaterials was included in 

the proposed text as: “nanomaterial means an intention-

ally manufactured material with one or more external di-

mensions or an internal structure, on the order of 100 nm 

or less.”  The new regulation can only be adopted after co-

decision by both the European Parliament and Member 

States and must be endorsed by the whole parliament.  

The EU Parliament passed the legislation in July 2010 and 

the measure now goes on to the Council of the European 

Union for approval, which is likely. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?
type=TA&language=EN&reference=P6-TA-2009-0171 

European Parliament to Vote on Measure to Regulate European Parliament to Vote on Measure to Regulate European Parliament to Vote on Measure to Regulate European Parliament to Vote on Measure to Regulate     
Food NanotechnologyFood NanotechnologyFood NanotechnologyFood Nanotechnology    

This article originally appeared on the National Nano-

manufacturing Network’s InterNano website on April 30, 

2010.   

The Program on Reproductive Health and the Environment 

(PRHE) at the University of California, San Francisco 

(UCSF) is part of the Department of Obstetrics, Gynecology 

& Reproductive Services located in UCSF’s School of Medi-

cine. PRHE recently published its draft “A Nanotechnology 

Policy Framework: Policy Recommendations for Addressing 

Potential Health Risks from Nanomaterials in California.”1  

The draft nanotechnology policy framework will be pre-

sented to Cal/EPA’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment once finalized to “better inform … risk assess-

ment recommendations for decision makers and risk man-

agers.”  It was designed to provide the State “with an over-

view of nanotechnology materials and their potential expo-

sures and human health risks, and proposes a selection of 

policy options for addressing potential hazards and risks 

from nanotechnology.” 

For those who might wonder about 

PRHE’s focus, its “mission is to cre-

ate a healthier environment for hu-

man reproduction and development through advancing 

scientific inquiry, clinical care and health policies that pre-

vent exposures to harmful chemicals in our environment.”  

While its draft nanotechnology policy framework briefly 

touches upon reproductive issues, it provides a more gen-

eral approach to what its authors see as difficulties pre-

sented by the potential regulation of nanotechnology (or 

lack thereof) in California. 

The draft nanotechnology policy framework was written by 

three PRHE staff members with the assistance of an 

eleven member scientific advisory panel.  Only one busi-

ness – DuPont – had a representative on the scientific 

advisory panel, and there were no representatives from 

the federal government.  In fact, federal efforts to deal 

University of California Publishes Draft Nanotechnology Regulatory University of California Publishes Draft Nanotechnology Regulatory University of California Publishes Draft Nanotechnology Regulatory University of California Publishes Draft Nanotechnology Regulatory 
Policy RecommendationsPolicy RecommendationsPolicy RecommendationsPolicy Recommendations    

nanotechnologies.” 

The bill, however, may be open to arbitrary interpretation.  

Ministers could decide to prohibit the manufacture, import 

or use of a nanomaterial despite all indications that the 

nanomaterial and its use are safe and do not expose the 

environment or humans to any danger. A further problem 

is the use of the phrase “capable of being toxic,” which 

can be interpreted very broadly. A third problem may lie in 

the two year prohibition itself. Many nanotech companies 

are small and precariously funded, a two year prohibition 

on manufacture or import could very well drive them into 

bankruptcy, depriving Canadians of the benefits of 

nanotechnology mentioned in Julian’s press release. 

The bill is still in Committee and has not yet been sched-

uled for debate in Canada’s House of Commons. 
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with nano-related environmental, health, and safety issues 

are summarily dismissed:  “In light of the NRC’s analysis 

that the federal government is inadequately prepared to 

deal with strategic nanotechnology risk research, and 

given the current changing field of chemicals policy in Cali-

fornia, it is an appropriate time to consider new ways of 

regulation in the area of nanotechnology.” 

The first three chapters of PRHE’s draft nanotechnology 

policy framework provide a general introduction to 

nanotechnology, including an overview of some of the sci-

ence regarding nano-material toxicology; potential for ex-

posure and assessing the alleged risks of nanotechnology; 

and fate, transport, and transformation of nanoscale ma-

terials in the environment and biological systems.  It also 

contains several “case studies” covering previous chemi-

cal substances which PRHE believes may have been mis-

handled, and thus could provide some insight to California 

regulators regarding how to address some of the uncer-

tainties presented by certain nanoscale materials.  The 

overview provided by these chapters is unbalanced and 

somewhat skewed, but the general themes have been 

covered in depth by several other organizations.  At the 

very least, these chapters of the draft nanotechnology pol-

icy framework show that PRHE is truly attempting to under-

stand these complex issues. 

Sixteen Policy RecommendationsSixteen Policy RecommendationsSixteen Policy RecommendationsSixteen Policy Recommendations    

The most interesting part of the draft 

nanotechnology policy framework will 

likely be its sixteen specific policy recom-

mendations appearing in Chapter 4:     

1. Develop a description of nanomaterials that can be 

used to identify them. 

2. Identify and define priority properties which could be 

used in risk characterization and collect these proper-

ties for each nanomaterial, including: “traditional” risk 

assessment or hazard identification properties, such 

as molecular formula, density, solubility, vapor pres-

sure, melting point, etc. as applicable; “unique” nano-

material-specific properties, such as size, shape, sur-

face functionality, charge, stability, and reactivity. 

3. Develop characteristics by which to define, describe, 

and group nanomaterials according to conventional or 

unique properties. 

4. Gather information regarding what types of nanomate-

rials are being manufactured and in what products 

they are being used. 

5. Support a publicly accessible clearing house and in-

ventory of products and sources of nanomaterials.  

Require disclosure of where nanomaterials are manu-

factured, in what quantities and for what new or exist-

ing products such as through product labeling. 

6. Collect information on fate and transport of nanoma-

terials, including monitoring in environmental and bio-

logical media.  Require centralized reporting mecha-

nisms, and maintain them in a systematic manner 

(could be incorporated into clearinghouse in recom-

mendation 5 above). 

7. Develop a framework for making policy and regulatory 

decisions based on nanomaterials’ use, exposure po-

tential, and exposure to susceptible subpopulations, 

while weighing public health or societal benefit. 

8. Require testing of release and exposure potential for 

nanomaterials in consumer products that have wide-

spread use, such as titanium dioxide, silver nanoparti-

cles and carbon nanotubes.  Testing must be com-

pleted for products to remain on the market. 

9. Integrate nanomaterial safe handling practices into 

standard lab safety training for academic, industrial 

and other laboratory workers and students. 

10. Use existing hazard traits from other chemicals and 

toxicological and environmental health-related end-

points to assess potential adverse health outcomes 

from nanomaterial exposure. 

11. Risk assessment guidelines should be evaluated to 

determine whether they sufficiently cover nanomateri-

als and if found to be lacking, adjust or incorporate 

accordingly to include them in decisions.  Use existing 

data to evaluate and consider applying an adjustment 

factor to address enhanced risk for those nanomateri-

als that exhibit certain properties such as charge, cer-

tain size and certain surface functionalities. 

12. Targeted research in the area of biological transport 

and distribution of nanomaterials including sources, 

routes of contact, and internal distributions. Integrate 

this with the information gathered on exposure poten-

tial. 

13. Develop and maintain relationships with other govern-

ments (i.e. EU, Canada) and researchers (i.e. Califor-

nia NanoSystems Institute at University of California, 

Los Angeles) who conduct the research, to share rele-

vant data and information. 

14. Require sufficient toxicological testing information to 

assess safety of risks to consumers, including suscep-

tible subpopulations such as infants preferable pre-
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market, and post-market as necessary. 

15. Implement a labeling system that requires labeling 

products that contain nanomaterials.  Evaluate nano-

materials to determine if any should be placed on 

Prop 65 list. 

16. Continue to include provisions for public input and 

comment during decision making processes. 

Should California Reinvent the Wheel?Should California Reinvent the Wheel?Should California Reinvent the Wheel?Should California Reinvent the Wheel?    

Several of these recommendations have been voiced by 

other groups including the federal govern-

ment, ISO, and OECD.  PRHE’s draft 

nanotechnology policy framework could 

benefit from a detailed analysis of the 

effectiveness of existing programs al-

ready in place in the US and globally to 

achieve many of the recommendations 

urged by the authors.  It is difficult to imagine that Califor-

nia has the desire (or funds) to replicate the same re-

search being undertaken by hundreds of top researchers 

already in the field. 

For example, should California develop its own definition 

of “nanomaterials,” or is it better and more effective to rely 

upon definitions promulgated by standard setting bodies 

such as ASTM, ANSI, and ISO?  Similarly, these bodies are 

already developing methods to determine the 

“characteristics by which to define, describe, and group 

nanomaterials according to conventional or unique proper-

ties.”  Should California join their efforts, or pursue its own 

independent path? 

As another example, should California come up with its 

own policy and guidelines to “integrate nanomaterial safe 

handling practices into standard lab safety training for 

academic, industrial and other laboratory workers and 

students,” or should it defer to NIOSH’s excellent existing 

guidelines on this issue?2 - or even the Department of En-

ergy’s?3 

As a third example, there is already a large amount of re-

search ongoing regarding the “biological transport and 

distribution of nanomaterials including sources, routes of 

contact, and internal distributions.”  One need only search 

the International Council on Nanotechnology’s Virtual Jour-

nal of Nanotechnology Environment, Health and Safety4 to 

see what has already been published on these issues. 

OECD also has a nice online database covering these ar-

eas.5  Should California reinvent the wheel in this regard? 

Perhaps the answer to all of the above-questions is “Yes.”  

Maybe California should undertake all of these efforts be-

cause they are not being effectively addressed by others.  

However, before making such recommendations the au-

thors should at least evaluate and critique ongoing efforts 

in these areas so California’s policy makers can better 

prioritize their efforts. 

Disconnect Between Science, Existing Regulation, and Disconnect Between Science, Existing Regulation, and Disconnect Between Science, Existing Regulation, and Disconnect Between Science, Existing Regulation, and 

Policy RecommendationsPolicy RecommendationsPolicy RecommendationsPolicy Recommendations    

Another major issue with PRHE’s draft nanotechnology 

policy framework is the disconnect between the science 

overview set forth in its first three chapters and the 16 

policy recommendations appearing in its fourth chapter. It 

would be interesting for PRHE to develop the linkage, if 

any, between what it sees as the main gaps or deficiencies 

in the existing science and regulation surrounding nano-

scale materials and PRHE’s specific policy recommenda-

tions.  Simply put, how do PRHE’s 16 specific policies work 

towards solving the problems they identify?  Of course, the 

document is only a draft and perhaps PRHE will address 

these issues in its final version. 

Two Most Controversial RecommendationsTwo Most Controversial RecommendationsTwo Most Controversial RecommendationsTwo Most Controversial Recommendations    

Perhaps the two most controversial recommendations in 

PRHE’s draft nanotechnology policy framework are its pro-

posals to require pre-market testing for consumer prod-

ucts containing nanoscale materials and the mandatory 

labeling of such products.  Both approaches have been 

considered and rejected (for the time being) by the federal 

government.  Unfortunately, little effort is taken to develop 

the factual, logical, scientific, or legal support for these 

recommendations.  This is particularly frustrating because 

the two major groups of affected stakeholders -- consum-

ers and consumer product manufacturers/distributors -- 

appear to have had little, if any, input into the draft 

nanotechnology policy framework.  However, quite a bit 

has already been written on these subjects, and authors 

have plenty of source material to assist in their analysis 

before the draft is finalized. 

Public Comments and MeetingPublic Comments and MeetingPublic Comments and MeetingPublic Comments and Meeting    

PRHE has invited public comments regarding the draft 

nanotechnology policy framework and held a conference 

on May 5, 2010 which included presentations from the 

science advisory panel who worked on the document, as 

well as time for public comment.6  Given the scope of the 

report, it will be interesting to see what comments and 

analysis can be pulled together by interested stakeholders 

in the relatively short time allotted by PRHE for review. 

ReferencesReferencesReferencesReferences    

1. A Nanotechnology Policy Framework: Policy Recom-
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Among the bills that were passed during Mary-

land’s General Assembly annual 90 day session 

ending April 12, 2010, was House Bill 795, intro-

duced by Delegate Susan C. Lee.  

As introduced, HB 795 sought to establish a “Task 

Force to Study Nanotechnology and Nanobiotech-

nology,” but was amended to focus solely on Nanobiotech-

nology.  The bill was passed by both the MD State Senate 

and the House of Delegates on April 1, 2010, signed into 

law by Governor Martin O’Malley on April 13, 2010 and 

Chapterized as Chapter 163 Acts of 2010. 

The Task Force is to be composed of members appointed 

by the President of the MD State Senate, the Speaker of 

the House of Delegates - who will serve as co-chairs of the 

task force - the Secretary of Business and Economic Devel-

opment, and Chair of the MD Technology Development 

Corporation or their designees.  The Governor is empow-

ered to appoint three representatives to the task force 

from universities and colleges in Maryland who are in-

volved in research in nanobiotechnology and two CEOs of 

nanobiotech companies.  In addition, the Directors of NIH, 

NIST, FDA and the USPTO or their designees are also to be 

invited to become part of the task force. 

The task force is charged with studying the bene-

fits of the nanobiotech industry, ranging from job 

creation to “the generation of revenues for the 

state,” and the state’s role in supporting nanobio-

tech, including promoting private-public partner-

ships, and offering financial incentives for nanobiotech 

companies to establish themselves in Maryland.  The task 

force is also charged with reporting its recommendations 

to the Governor on or before January 11, 2011, prior to 

the beginning of the next General Assembly session. 

The State of Maryland has been criticized lately as having 

an “unfriendly” business environment for existing busi-

nesses or for companies that might relocate or expand 

into Maryland.  Andrea K. Walker, Maryland Loses Bid for 

Northrop to Va., Baltimore Sun, Apr. 27, 2010, at A1.  

Such criticism may become one of the themes of the 2010 

election season in the state.  Forward looking legislation 

such as Chapter 163, designed to help attract the next 

generation of nanoindustry, may help to prove that criti-

cism wrong. 

Maryland Legislature Establishes Task Force to Study Maryland Legislature Establishes Task Force to Study Maryland Legislature Establishes Task Force to Study Maryland Legislature Establishes Task Force to Study     
NanobiotechnologyNanobiotechnologyNanobiotechnologyNanobiotechnology    

mendations for Addressing Potential Health Risks 

from Nanomaterials in California, http://

prhe.ucsf.edu/prhe/nanoreportDRAFT.pdf (last visited 

Apr. 29, 2010). 

2. Approaches to Safe Nanotechnology: Managing the 

Health and Safety Concerns Associated with Engi-

neered Nanomaterials, http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/

docs/2010-125/pdfs/2010-125.pdf (last visited Apr. 

29, 2010). 

3. Department of Energy, Nanoscale Science Research 

Centers, Approach to Nanomaterial ES&H, http://

orise.orau.gov/ihos/nanotechnology/files/

NSRCMay12.pdf (last visited Apr. 29, 2010). 

4. The International Council on Nanotechnology, Virtual 

Journal of Nanotechnology Environment, Health and 

Safety, http://icon.rice.edu/virtualjournal.cfm (last 

visited Apr. 29, 2010). 

5. OECD Database on Research into Safety of Manufac-

tured Nanomaterials, http://webnet.oecd.org/

NanoMaterials/Pagelet/Front/Default.aspx? (last vis-

ited Apr. 29, 2010). 

6. PRHE Announcement, http://prhe.ucsf.edu/prhe/

nanoannouncement.pdf (last visited Apr. 29, 2010). 

FROM “NANOLAW” ON TWITTER 

AOL: Scientists Oppose Nano-Dispersant for Gulf http://tinyurl.com/35szj96 
Carbon Nanostructures - elixir or poison? http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/03/100331151146.htm 

New Interesting Group: Nanotechnology for Market (Nano4m) http://www.nano4m.eu 
Nanotechnology Manufacturing blog http://tinyurl.com/25oczah 

Nanotechnology set to lead obesity battle http://tinyurl.com/3a5qowk 
Nanotechnology College hosts more than 300 Students for NanoCareer Day 

http://www.nanowerk.com/news/newsid=16284.php 
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To our knowledge, this press release announces the first 

nano-specific liability insurance coverage available in the 

United States.  

Lexington Insurance Company Introduces Lex-

NanoShieldSM  

March 30, 2010 10:15 AM Eastern Daylight Time 

NEW YORK--(EON: Enhanced Online News)--

Lexington Insurance Company, a Chartis com-

pany, today introduced LexNanoShield, an inte-

grated insurance product and array of risk man-

agement services designed for firms whose principal busi-

ness is manufacturing nanoparticles or nanomaterials, or 

using them in their processes. 

“LexNanoShield can help insureds assess and manage 

these new nanotechnology exposures.”  

For the exposures faced by these pioneering companies, 

LexNanoShield includes liability coverage that provides 

protection for general liability, product liability, product 

pollution legal liability and product recall liability expo-

sures. In addition, first party product recall coverage is 

available to reimburse expenses incurred if a product con-

taining nanoparticles or nanomaterials is recalled from the 

market for safety reasons. LexNanoShield also provides 

insureds with legal, technical and loss control consulting 

services to help develop, implement and assess nanotech-

nology-specific risk management programs. 

“The enhanced reactivity of materials on the 

nanoscale has led to sunscreens you can’t see, 

clothes that don’t wrinkle, and paint coatings that 

don’t scratch. Because many of these products 

and others like them are relatively new, they re-

quire unique coverage and service,” said Tom 

McLaughlin, Lexington’s Senior Vice President of Specialty 

Casualty. “LexNanoShield can help insureds assess and 

manage these new nanotechnology exposures.”   

For more information regarding LexNanoShield, contact 

Bob Nevin, Product Line Manager, at 617-772-4546 or 

robert.nevin@chartisinsurance.com, or Tom McLaughlin, 

Senior Vice President of Lexington’s Specialty Casualty 

unit, at 617-330-8555 or tho-

mas.mclaughlin@chartisinsurance.com. You can also visit 

www.lexingtoninsurance.com. 

First NanoFirst NanoFirst NanoFirst Nano----Specific Insurance: Lexington Insurance Company Intro-Specific Insurance: Lexington Insurance Company Intro-Specific Insurance: Lexington Insurance Company Intro-Specific Insurance: Lexington Insurance Company Intro-
duces LexNanoShieldduces LexNanoShieldduces LexNanoShieldduces LexNanoShield    

The 2010 New England Nanomanufacturing Summit took 

place at the University of Massachusetts at Lowell from 

June 22-24, 2010, and highlighted areas of practice in the 

field of nanomanufacturing that are near-term and may 

soon be capable of commercial development and market-

ing.  The challenges facing production of nanoscale sys-

tems and devices make the topic especially relevant to 

those interested in the manufacture of real-world 

nanotechnology products.  The Summit covered themes 

focusing on emerging technolo-

gies, applications, and research 

challenges in the field of nanomanufacturing, including 

environmental health and safety, nanoelectronics, nano-

manufacturing strategies for multiscale nanomanufactur-

ing, and bio-inspired processes, among others.  It was well 

attended and the speakers gave a great set of presenta-

tions over three days. 

New England Nanomanufacturing Summit New England Nanomanufacturing Summit New England Nanomanufacturing Summit New England Nanomanufacturing Summit     

FROM “NANOLAW” ON TWITTER 

UK: Microfluidics & Nanotechnology in Drug Discovery June 23, 2010 http://tinyurl.com/2wxpba8 
Middle East: Experts in UAE to assess risks of nano foods http://tinyurl.com/37uwchj 

Pakistan: Workshop on Nanotechnology http://tinyurl.com/34qhhky 
Israel: Country gets two new nanotech research centers in one day 

http://www.jpost.com/Home/Article.aspx?id=175194 
India: Women are writing the entrepreneurship code in biotech http://tinyurl.com/2886blw 

MD governor announces venture capital initiative 
http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9G2K2TO0.htm  
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Nanotechnology has often been touted as a new and po-

tentially revolutionary way to improve nearly every aspect 

of modern life, but has also faced doubt from skeptics who 

have raised concerns about the downside to incorporating 

such innovative technology in everyday life.  Possible dan-

gers include the unintended consequences of the accumu-

lation of nanoparticles in the human body or the environ-

ment. In response, risk management and insurance com-

panies have begun to develop measures to address these 

concerns, from evaluating and underwriting nanorisks to 

taking risk management ideas to the nanotechnology com-

munity.  One company, Zurich, has developed a web-based 

software product which looks at nanoparticle characteris-

tics to assist nanotechnology users with determining po-

tential hazard levels.  Another company, Lexington Insur-

ance, has created an integrated coverage insurance policy 

specifically for nano clients, especially those who may 

need special assistance in gauging the level of risk man-

agement in the field. 

Companies Develop Solutions to Managing Nanotechnology RiskCompanies Develop Solutions to Managing Nanotechnology RiskCompanies Develop Solutions to Managing Nanotechnology RiskCompanies Develop Solutions to Managing Nanotechnology Risk    

According to a recent Boston 

Globe article, although nanotech-

nology, once lauded as the “next 

big thing,” may have faded 

somewhat from public view, ad-

vances in the field have made 

significant progress in recent 

years.  Robert Gavin, What’s Up 

With Nanotech, Boston Globe, Mar. 29, 2010, available at 

http://www.boston.com/business/technology/

articles/2010/03/29/

nanotechnologys_small_wonders_opening_new_frontiers?

mode=PF.  Nanotechnology products—those created on a 

scale that is one-thousandth of a human hair—have begun 

to enter commercial markets and are now being incorpo-

rated into the products of other industries.  For example, 

nanoparticles and carbon nanotubes are being standard-

ized and mass produced.  Researchers at the University of 

Massachusetts at Lowell are building sensors containing 

nanocomponents that will be able to detect chemical and 

biological weapons as well as previously undetectable 

cracks that could be present in soldiers’ ceramic body ar-

mor.  Despite these advances, nanotechnology’s profile 

remains relatively under the radar because, unlike other 

technologies, the field does not necessary produce a final 

consumer product.  Instead, nanotechnology’s most inno-

vative advances improve existing products or help make 

new products possible.  

Achieving EverydaynessAchieving EverydaynessAchieving EverydaynessAchieving Everydayness    

EPA Releases Draft Nanomaterial Case Study: Nanoscale Silver in EPA Releases Draft Nanomaterial Case Study: Nanoscale Silver in EPA Releases Draft Nanomaterial Case Study: Nanoscale Silver in EPA Releases Draft Nanomaterial Case Study: Nanoscale Silver in 
Disinfectant SprayDisinfectant SprayDisinfectant SprayDisinfectant Spray    

The EPA recently released a draft of its "Nanomaterial 

Case Study: Nanoscale Silver in Disinfectant Spray" which 

you can download at http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/

recordisplay.cfm?deid=226723#Download.  The docu-

ment is 323 pages long and has 6 chapters: (i) Introduc-

tion; (ii) Introduction to Silver and Nanoscale Silver; (iii) 

Life-Cycle Stages; (iv) Fate and Transport in Environmental 

Media; (v) Exposure, Uptake, and Dose; and 

(vi) Characterization of Effects. 

In two chapters most pertinent to our readers, the docu-

ment discusses the possible EHS ramifications of 

the manufacturing and use of nanoscale silver disinfec-

tants over a wide-range of issues.  Regarding Life-Cycle 

Stages, the document covers five primary product stages: 

feedstocks; manufacturing; distribution and storage; use; 

and disposal.  Similarly, regarding fate and transport in the 

environment, the document discusses air, terrestrial, and 

aquatic systems and factors that effect transport and fate 

in each media. 

Overall , the document appears to mirror the approach 

used in EPA's prior draft case study on nanoscale titanium 

dioxide used in drinking water systems and in sunscreens 

which was published in 2009.  

Written comments on the draft are due to EPA by Septem-

ber 27, 2010. 
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Executive Order 13539, issued by President Obama on 

April 21, 2010, is the latest in a series of Executive Orders 

establishing a new Presidential Council of Advisors on Sci-

ence and Technology (PCAST).  The first PCAST was estab-

lished by Executive Order 12700, issued by President 

George H.W. Bush on January 19, 1990. E.O. 13539 re-

vokes E.O. 13226, issued by President George W. Bush on 

September 30, 2001.  With each Executive Order, the 

membership and duties of the PCAST have changed and 

E.O. 13539 continues the changes. 

PCAST will be composed of 20 members drawn from non-

governmental sectors, with the Assistant to the President 

for Science and Technology (aka “The Science Advisor”) 

serving as co-chair, and the President designating one of 

the non-governmental members as the other co-chair. 

The PCAST will have a very broad mandate, giving advice 

to the President on matters: 

involving science, technology, and 

innovation policy.  This advice shall 

include, but not be limited to, pol-

icy that affects science, technol-

ogy, and innovation, as well as scientific and technical 

information that is needed to inform public policy re-

lating to the economy, energy, environment, public 

health, national and homeland security, and other 

topics.   

Via the PCAST, the nanotechnology field will have a direct 

line to the President’s ear. This may also be seen as fur-

ther federal recognition of the growing importance of 

nanotechnology and nanoindustries in the US economy 

and society. 

A list of the principal members of PCAST is available at 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/ostp/

pcast/about/members. 

The President’s Council of Advisors on Science and TechnologyThe President’s Council of Advisors on Science and TechnologyThe President’s Council of Advisors on Science and TechnologyThe President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology    

In the March 24, 2010 Federal Register, the Center for 

Nanoscale Science and Technology (CNST), part of the 

National Institute of Standards & Technology (NIST), an-

nounced the establishment of a financial assistance pro-

gram to develop and implement a post doctoral/visiting 

fellowship program to “promot[e] research, training and 

practical experience in nanoscale science and technology 

and to advance CNST’s mission to support the develop-

ment of nanotechnology through research on measure-

ment and fabrication methods, standards and technology, 

and by operating a state of the art nanofabrication facility, 

the Nanofab.” 

The primary objectives of the post doctoral and visiting 

fellows programs are: 

1) to advance, through cooperative efforts with universi-

ties, the NIST/CNST mission; 

2) to provide future nanotechnologists with real experi-

ence in performing research at CNST under a mentorship 

with one of CNST’s project leaders; 

3) to give scientists and engineers in the private sector a 

chance to gain advanced training and expertise via per-

forming research at CNST in collaboration with project 

leaders; 

4) to give post doctoral researchers and visiting fellows 

professional development opportunities; and 

5) to encourage scientists in industry, government and 

academia to participate in research at CNST. 

Applications for the Postdoc/Visiting fellows programs will 

be evaluated on the following criteria: 

1) technical merit; 

2) the overall qualifications of the applicants; 

3) “[q]uality of the plan for providing support for travel and 

local expenses for students and scientists to participate in 

research at the CNST;” and 

4) cost of the proposed project. 

The establishment of this program represents a recogni-

tion by the Obama administration of a need to support 

post docs in gaining a practical knowledge that will com-

plement the theoretical knowledge gained in the class-

room.  For scientists and nanotechnologists already in the 

workforce, the program offers a chance to add to their 

skills and the body of existing research.  The program 

should be seen as an investment in the future prosperity 

of the United States. 

NIST/CNST Announces Funding for Post NIST/CNST Announces Funding for Post NIST/CNST Announces Funding for Post NIST/CNST Announces Funding for Post     
Doctoral/Visiting Fellowship ProgramsDoctoral/Visiting Fellowship ProgramsDoctoral/Visiting Fellowship ProgramsDoctoral/Visiting Fellowship Programs    
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The Nano Excel Corporation is in the process of building a 

different type of hotel, the Nanotel Hotel and Resort, to be 

located in Hyderabad, India’s HITEC City. 

The Nanotel Hotel hopes to make its mark by being a 

“healthcare hotel and resort,” using paint that incorpo-

rates nano photo catalysts to prevent dust from collecting 

on walls, nanotech based antibacterial towels and bed-

sheets and water purifying showers. 

Nano Excel Corp. hoped to have the first of a chain of 

Nanotels open by the middle of 

April, 2010.  If the first one goes 

over well, Nano Excel plans to 

open two more Nanotel resorts 

in the Indian city of Goa later this 

year. 

http://www.nanoexcel.net 

http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/2010/03/30/

stories/2010033052531900.htm 

Welcome to the Hotel NanotelWelcome to the Hotel NanotelWelcome to the Hotel NanotelWelcome to the Hotel Nanotel    

The Silver NanoTechnology Working 

Group (“SNWG”) of the Silver Research 

Consortium LLC recently sent a letter to 

the Environmental Protection Agency 

(“EPA”) expressing concern about a pro-

posed interpretation issued by the EPA’s 

Office of Pesticide Programs (“OPP”) of a nanoscale pesti-

cide products regulation under the Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (“FIFRA”), 7 U.S.C. § 136 

et seq. (1996).  SNWG contended that the pending Fed-

eral Register policy applicable to nanotechnology consti-

tuted a damaging change which could threaten all nano-

related industries.  Specifically, SNWG argued that the 

OPP’s new interpretation would: (1) establish a definition 

of “nanomaterial” that arbitrarily provides a size limit of 

100 nm, “focus[ing] too heavily on size rather than the 

underlying properties of the…material;  (2) consider the 

presence of any nanoscale material in any registered pes-

ticide to be reportable as having an unreasonable adverse 

effect, a proposition which contradicts the articulated pur-

pose of FIFRA §6(a)(2); and (3) erroneously declares 

nanosilver and all other products containing nanomateri-

als to be “new” materials, even though, as SNWG con-

tends, nanosilver materials allegedly have “decades of 

historical records of safe use.”  SNWG further noted that 

these policy changes could stifle innovation and progress 

in the nanotechnology field, as well as create an unjustifi-

able and negative public perception of the technology.  

Silver Research Consortium LLC Objects to the Environmental Pro-Silver Research Consortium LLC Objects to the Environmental Pro-Silver Research Consortium LLC Objects to the Environmental Pro-Silver Research Consortium LLC Objects to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency's Proposed Interpretation of Nanomaterials Under tection Agency's Proposed Interpretation of Nanomaterials Under tection Agency's Proposed Interpretation of Nanomaterials Under tection Agency's Proposed Interpretation of Nanomaterials Under 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Actthe Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Actthe Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Actthe Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act    

FROM “NANOLAW” ON TWITTER 

Gemory diamonds come with nanoscale grading reports inside http://tinyurl.com/2v4rwoo 
Diamond nanotechnology http://spie.org/x40194.xml?highlight=x2400&ArticleID=x40194 

Nanotechnology: An Audi that repairs itself http://tinyurl.com/2wxyzd6 
CNT membranes improve filtering, catalysis http://tinyurl.com/28w37fd 

Aerogel nanotechnology insulation makes it to top of Mount Everest http://tinyurl.com/28wub7e 
    

NanoJobOpp: Director, Birck Nanotechnology Center, Purdue http://tinyurl.com/38ad3jo 
NanoJobOpp: Quality Control Supervisor, Nanosphere Inc. - Northbrook, IL http://tinyurl.com/2f9yaq9 

NanoJobOpp: Group Leader - Elec. & Magnetic Materials & Devices, Argonne National Laboratory 
http://tinyurl.com/2argygx 

NanoJobOpp: Harvard - Center for Nanoscale Systems, Biological Imaging Scientist http://tinyurl.com/2alcmp4 
NanoJobOpp: Niskayuna, NY, GE Nano Material Scientist Researcher http://tinyurl.com/2ddxeuo 

NanoJobOpp: Lexington, KY - Topasol LLC, Research Scientist - Coatings Chemist http://tinyurl.com/274wuvm 
NanoJobOpp: Ohio State - Aux. Nano Prof. http://tinyurl.com/237zwek 

NanoJobOpp: FEI Company - Hillsboro, OR, Manufacturing Supervisor http://tinyurl.com/29x6f44 
NanoJobOpp: Zyvex, Compliance and Environmental, Health and Safety (EHS) Lab Manager http://tinyurl.com/29yvqt6 
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The Members of the European Union’s (“EU”) Environment 

Committee (“MEPs”) recently voted in favor of proposed 

amendments to the EU’s Restriction of Hazardous Sub-

stances Directive, first passed in 2002, banning the use of 

nanosilver and long multi-walled carbon nanotubes in elec-

trical and electronic products.  The legislators also ap-

proved language requiring that any electrical or electronic 

materials containing nanomaterials should be labeled as 

such and that manufacturers who use nanomaterials 

would be required to provide the 

European Commission with safety 

data on any materials used.  Com-

mentators have noted that the 

MEPs’ definition of nanomaterials 

is unclear and the current interpre-

tation could require labeling for every electronic product, 

such as every transistor in a computer chip.  A vote on the 

proposal is expected in October. 

European Parliament Members Vote for Ban on Nanomaterials, In-European Parliament Members Vote for Ban on Nanomaterials, In-European Parliament Members Vote for Ban on Nanomaterials, In-European Parliament Members Vote for Ban on Nanomaterials, In-
cluding Nanosilver and Carbon Nanotubescluding Nanosilver and Carbon Nanotubescluding Nanosilver and Carbon Nanotubescluding Nanosilver and Carbon Nanotubes    

The Working Party on Manufactured Nanomaterials 

(“WPMN”) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (“OECD”) has revised its nanomaterial 

testing guidance document, first published in 2009 to sup-

port nanotechnology safety in the industry. 

The guidance manual was conceived primarily to assist 

sponsors of the OECD Sponsorship Programme for the 

Testing of Manufactured Nanomaterials, who conduct test-

ing in support of the WPMN's exploratory testing program.  

The manual includes general and common issues in nano-

materials safety as well as specific consideration on sam-

ple preparation and dosimetry for the safety testing of 

manufactured nanomaterials.  Specific consideration in-

cludes  i) physic-chemical properties; ii) ecotoxicity studies; 

iii) degradation, transformation and accumulation; and iv) 

health effects. 

OECD Revises Guidance on Testing of Manufactured NanomaterialsOECD Revises Guidance on Testing of Manufactured NanomaterialsOECD Revises Guidance on Testing of Manufactured NanomaterialsOECD Revises Guidance on Testing of Manufactured Nanomaterials    

In March 2010, twelve lead-

ing innovators in the manu-

facturing and distribution of 

nanoscale carbon joined 

together to form the Nano-

Safety Consortium for Car-

bon (NCC) which focuses on global environmental, health, 

and safety (EHS) and regulatory issues related to the com-

mercialization of their products.  Porter Wright has been 

retained as counsel to NCC and Intertox, from Seattle, 

Washington, is working as its toxicology consultant.  While 

NCC is designed to address world-wide EHS and regulatory 

issues, its first tangible project is to work with the U.S. EPA 

to develop a toxicity testing protocol for its members’ 

nanoscale materials which will satisfy EPA’s regulatory 

requirements under the Toxic Substances Control Act 

(TSCA).  NCC’s members hope to create a comprehensive 

system which allows the testing of a representative set of 

nanoscale materials, rather than requiring the testing of 

each individual substance manufactured or distributed by 

each company.  EPA has expressed interest in the concept 

and has agreed to work with NCC to determine whether 

such an approach is feasible.  NCC has also enlisted the 

help of top scientists from across the country to serve on 

its scientific advisory board and provide NCC with inde-

pendent state-of-the-art guidance and scientific advice 

regarding how to best accomplish its objectives.  Readers 

can learn more about NCC and its members, advisory 

board, target materials, purpose, and objectives at 

www.nanosafetyconsortium.com.  NCC’s website also con-

tains copies of important correspondence between the 

consortium and EPA.  Membership in NCC is open to all 

companies involved in the commercialization of nanoscale 

carbon.  www.nanosafetyconsortium.com 

NanoSafety Consortium for CarbonNanoSafety Consortium for CarbonNanoSafety Consortium for CarbonNanoSafety Consortium for Carbon    

FROM “NANOLAW” ON TWITTER 

Lehigh University symposium on nanotechnology http://tinyurl.com/3xzcq5o  
Tension brewing: Sematech moving operations from Austin to Albany http://tinyurl.com/28po95f  
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Nano science images provided by UT-Battelle, which manages Oak Ridge National Laboratory for the Department of Energy. 
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