
CST Nano Review Subgroup 2nd Meeting, 27 June, 2006

Minutes

Venue: One Whitehall Place, London

Attending: John Beringer (convener), Geoffrey Boulton, Hermann Hauser, Sue Ion

Apologies: Andrew Gould, Ken Donaldson, Mark Welland

CST Secretariat: Peter Brooke, Jonathan Radcliffe

For parts of the meeting: 

Christopher Snary and John Roberts, Chemicals and Nanotechnology Division, Defra

Doug Parr, Chief Scientist, Greenpeace

Michael Pitkethly, CEO, Cenamps

Minutes of the last meeting

1. The minutes were agreed with minor amendments. Members were happy for them to appear on the website. 

Subgroup membership

2. The subgroup was informed that Professor Ken Donaldson, from the  Edinburgh Lung and the Environment Group Initiative (ELEGI) Colt Laboratory, and Professor Mark Welland, head of the University of Cambridge Nanoscale Science Laboratory, had been co-opted onto the subgroup as nominees of the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering respectively. 

3. The subgroup agreed to invite Professor Jacquie Burgess, a social scientist at University College London, to join the subgroup. [Note that Professor Burgess has now taken up an appointment in the School of Environmental Sciences at the University of East Anglia.]

Draft Call for Evidence

4. The subgroup agreed the main text of the Call for Evidence with minor changes. The Secretariat was asked to investigate wording related to Freedom of Information issues and the use of personal information supplied with evidence. It was agreed to issue a press release on publication of the Call for Evidence. Subgroup members were asked to disseminate the Call when it was published.

Action: Secretariat [Completed – Call for Evidence issued with press release on 6 July.]

5. The input of some FCO S&T attachés on how nanotechnology is being handled elsewhere, to allow a broader international comparison, would also be helpful. 

Action: Secretariat [S&T attachés in US, Germany, Japan and China have been asked for contributions.]

6. The Secretariat was asked to collate responses received and send on to subgroup members in batches rather than singly. Submissions would also be available to download from the CST website. 

Future meetings

7. A seminar is being planned for 4 September, covering developments in nanotechnology and nanoscience which are affecting how the issue should be handled. The Secretariat will work with the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering to establish a programme and list of invitees. 

Action: Secretariat

8. The seminar will focus on

· What is novel in terms of potential risks posed by nano?

· Specific developments since the Royal Society/Royal Academy of Engineering report.

· Foresight issues, how the Government should be preparing for further advances.

· Public benefits that nanotechnology could offer. 

9. Meetings to follow-up the written submissions should be arranged approximately monthly from October to February. Possible guests at the meetings could include representatives from the European Commission, OECD, Research Councils, Health and Safety Executive, and users of nanoparticles in consumer products. 

Action: Secretariat 

10. JB noted that the German Federal Institute of Risk Assessment (BfR) has commissioned the University of Stuttgart to study the potential health effects of nanotechnologies used in products. It would be useful to visit Germany to compare how the issue is being handled there. 

Action: Secretariat [Programme for a visit to Germany is being drawn-up in consultation with FCO.]

The subgroup then met with invited guests:

Chris Snary, Defra

11. JB began by asking CS how risk assessment for new products is managed for new products containing nanoparticles. In response to this and other questions, he made the following points:

a) New chemicals consisting of engineered nanomaterials are currently subject to the same risk assessment procedures as chemicals consisting of particles in their bulk form.  
b) There are gaps in our understanding of the risks associated with nanoparticles. Further research is needed to fill these gaps. 

c) Industry has a responsibility (through standard product liability), and it is in their interest, not to introduce products to the market which could be harmful. 

d) Defra’s Voluntary Reporting Scheme (VRS
) will enable industry to submit data on the potential risks posed by engineered nanoscale materials.  This will contribute to an evidence base on which Government will determine the nature of any appropriate controls for the potential risks posed by these new materials. The scheme will be launched in September 2006.  A similar scheme is being progressed by the US Government.
e) Governmentis to research the appropriateness of existing risk assessment models for engineered nanomaterials. Industry has a responsibility to assess the risks posed by its products. 

f) The International Risk Governance Council (IRGC) has recently published a White Paper on Nanotechnology Risk Governance which divides the governance of nanotechnologies into two ‘frames’, covering short and long term issues.

g) Defra is working very closely with other Government departments through the Nanotechnology Issues Dialogue Group (NIDG) and the Nanotechnology Research Coordination Group (NRCG). NRCG has five research ‘task forces’ whose members include external experts. 

h) The European Commission is looking to fund a potentially significant amount of research on the risks posed by engineered nanomaterials through Framework Programme 7. A nanosciences and nanotechnologies action plan had been published by the Commission in 2005
, setting out their intentions more generally. Among member states, Germany is very active.. 

i) Nineteen research objectives have been identified by NRCG, and there is an appreciation of urgency in moving them forward. Defra has allocated £500k p.a. initially for two years, for research on environmental risks, covered by 3.5 staff in the department.

j) There are cases where a manufacturer claims to have a good understanding of the properties of nanoparticles in their product, but we still need more research to validate these conclusions. 

12. Subgroup members made the following comments:

a) There appeared to be a lack of urgency in delivering research. 

b) The funding available for research seemed trivial set against the outcomes expected of it and the potential nanotechnology market. 

c) Funding for research on human health risks is via responsive mode grants. However, being a relatively new field of research, this would be a risky area for scientists to start working in as they would have little certainty of future funding. 

d) Though the public engagement process may be working well now, could it cope with a crisis situation?

e) Industry has a significant role in undertaking research – there were concerns that too much was being expected of them.  

Doug Parr, Greenpeace

13. DP explained that in the short term he did not regard risks from nanomaterials as major compared the burden from persistent organic chemicals at present. However, manufacturing of nanoparticles was ramping-up and it could be a real issue in a couple of years. He saw four key issues for government: toxicity of nanoparticles; stakeholder engagement and public dialogue; social and ethical issues; and regulation. In discussion he made the following points:

a) The publication of the RS/RAEng report was seen as a turning point at the time, but it appeared not to have been taken on-board by the Government. The lessons of e.g. GM had not been learnt – with about 100 products with nanoparticles available there was no risk assessment framework in place, and regulation was weaker than it had been for GM.

b) There were uncertainties which could be resolved, but this had not happened, leading to a growing disquiet at Government’s inaction. 

c) The Government should have taken more of a lead: 

· It could have put in place regulations to ensure that releases of nanoparticles were authorised by, for example, the Environment Agency (EA), with the EA seeking to minimise discharges. 

· It should have been more dynamic in the EU, which may well be awaiting a lead form a large member state.

· More policy-targeted research should have been undertaken to develop a robust risk assessment framework.

d) Defra’s VRS does not go far enough – the Government is too worried about adverse effect of regulation on industry. 

e) A clearer regulatory framework, underpinned by directed research, would help business. Industry is concerned that too much will fall on its shoulders.

f) The IRGC has shown some innovative thinking in its report.

There was an open discussion with Doug Parr, Chris Snary, John Roberts and Mike Pitkethly, during which the following points were made:

14. MP: Industry is conscious that it needs to take a responsible attitude. Whilst large companies may undertake their own research, SMEs would be more reliant on Government funded research. Large companies had a good relationship with Government, the Nanotechnologies Industry Association (NIA) was set up to be a conduit for all sizes of company.

JR: Government has a responsibility to address potential risks, and in doing so we will consider the views of industry, including SMEs. 

15. DP: Field trials of nanoremediation (about 50 had taken place internationally) could lead to inadvertent releases. 

CS: Government has stated that nanoparticles should not be used to remediate land contamination until we have a better understanding of any potential risks to the environment. 

MP:  Industry is concerned about the release of nanoparticles into the environment, but there are relatively few current examples of products where nanoparticles are ‘free’. 

DP: It is possible to buy cosmetics with fullerenes now, and 30 nm TiO2 particles are routinely used in sunscreens. 

16. DP: Public and stakeholder engagement is not having much impact, the Nanotechnology Engagement Group
 is struggling to reach conclusions. 

CS: Government is committed to engagement processes (including NanoJury UK
), which are starting to report back. We are also working to understand the social and ethical implications of nanotechnologies through one of the NRCG task force groups. 

DP: Sufficient engagement has take place for some conclusions to be drawn, the Government now needs to ask ‘what does it all mean?’.

17. There was a question over whether liabilities would be covered by current insurance. The Swiss Re report on nanotechnology was highlighted
.

CST Secretariat 
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� � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/nanotech-vrs/index.htm" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/nanotech-vrs/index.htm� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.irgc.org/irgc/projects/nanotechnology/" ��http://www.irgc.org/irgc/projects/nanotechnology/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://cordis.europa.eu/nanotechnology/" ��http://cordis.europa.eu/nanotechnology/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/nanotech/research/pdf/nanoparticles-riskreport.pdf" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/nanotech/research/pdf/nanoparticles-riskreport.pdf� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.involving.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=main.viewSection&intSectionID=213&intParentID=2" ��http://www.involving.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=main.viewSection&intSectionID=213&intParentID=2� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nanojury.org/" ��http://www.nanojury.org/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.swissre.com/INTERNET/pwswpspr.nsf/alldocbyidkeylu/SROS-6GUHGC?OpenDocument" ��http://www.swissre.com/INTERNET/pwswpspr.nsf/alldocbyidkeylu/SROS-6GUHGC?OpenDocument�





