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Background 
 

European Commission, DG Research, Belgium staff invited the reviewers to examine the recent 

activities of the NanoSafety Cluster (NSC) and to provide comments on its new organizational 

structure. The reviewers studied the NSC Horizon 2020 (H2020) mid-term self-evaluation 

documents, attended the  March 2018 NSC scientific and review meeting, and consulted the NSC 

Action Plan 2017-2021 and the NSC Compendium 2017. The reviewers acknowledge that the 

NSC reorganization only occurred one year ago and that that timeline influences the progress and 

products that were reported to them. This report combines the perspectives of both reviewers and 

is organized to reflect the meeting agenda. Overall, the reviewers are highly enthusiastic about 

the new structure and activities of the NSC and offer their comments as external advice in support 

of NSC efforts. 

 

NSC Vision, Governance, and Structure 
 

The NanoSafety Cluster (NSC) coordinates nanomaterials safety research in Europe by enhancing 

research synergies among the work packages and by translating research data into useful 

knowledge for a diversity of stakeholders. Building on the work performed over more than 10 

years and incorporating the current EU focus on innovation and regulation, the NSC began the 

transition from a science-driven platform to an innovation governance platform in 2017. 

 

The new leadership’s first measure for this transition was to identify successes and bottlenecks in 

achieving the NSC objectives and restructure the NSC to ensure more effective decision-making, 

execution, and accountability as it achieves its new vision. Part of the intent in the reorganization 

was to decrease the number of Working Groups (WGs); create more facile, ad hoc sub groups; 

and increase the communication and collaboration between WGs. The revised NSC structure has 

five components that the reviewers understand as: 

 

The Coordination Team is the main executive body that is responsible for the day-to-day 

activities of the NSC. The team is composed of a coordinator and a cross-functional team, and it 

addresses the NSC science, regulatory, and business objectives through core tasks funded out of 

the work packages and stretch tasks that require additional funding.  

 

The Steering Group, consisting of the project coordinators of all current EU nanosafety projects 

and the Coordination Team, defines and oversees the activities of the NSC, especially workshops 

and development of new Task Forces. Under the new leadership, more regular meetings have 

been reported as an achievement.  

 

Given the critical need to increase internal communication and outreach capacity of the NSC, 

notably to key stakeholders that are still far from the NSC work (e.g., policy-makers, regulatory 

agencies and industry), a Communication Group was created at the level of the Coordination 
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Team. This group will be a cross-cutting activity and develop an annual communications plan. At 

the NSC review, it was reported to be very vibrant, and the webinars were presented as evidence 

of this vibrancy.    

 

Working Groups (WGs) remain the structure responsible for the implementation of most NSC 

activities; however, they were subject to a reorganisation due to the need to change direction 

and/or re-invigorate their performance. The topics of these groups are determined primarily by 

the active work packages and focus primarily on research needs and activities. Feedback on the 

current 6 WGs will be addressed below.  

 

Task Forces (TFs) are also a novelty introduced by the new leadership as a mechanism to solve 

a specific problem in a short amount of time. TFs are stood up by the Steering Group to respond 

to key challenges from stakeholders (including the EC), formed by NSC members on a voluntary 

basis, and given specific deadlines (normally not exceeding more than 6 months) and a budget. 

Three TFs have been established to address challenges for Safer by Design, titanium dioxide 

safety, and a public exposure database. These topics meet the definition of a TF, and the TFs have 

recently been approved by the Steering Committee. The reviewers felt it was premature to 

comment on TFs as an organizational structure other than to note that the topics are important to 

the NSC’s agenda. 

 

International activities are also addressed directly through a proposed liaison activity and 

delegations to partner countries, and indirectly through the US-EU Communities of Research. 

The reviewers share the view that the NSC is a powerful platform to drive cooperation and impact 

of nanosafety and nanotechnology research. Numerous international activities have been 

conducted, and topics for ongoing international engagement are being proposed. Given the 

importance of international activities for enhancing the impact of the cluster beyond Europe, the 

reviewers agree with the EC’s suggestion of setting up a WG dedicated specifically to 

international cooperation. The new WG would centralize and coordinate contacts with new 

country partners, such as the current outreach to South Africa, Korea, Iran, Mexico, Brazil, among 

others. 

 

Overall, the reviewers believe that the restructuring of the NSC is consistent with the ambitious 

vision of the new leadership; however, it is too early to assess the effectiveness of the revised 

structure in addressing the issues it seeks to address and the challenges of the transition from a 

science-driven platform to an innovation-driven platform. It was also noticed that this transition 

may not be fully supported by some of the NSC members. The reviewers are of the opinion that 

the NSC has to first agree on a shared vision for the future and then to define the strategy and plan 

that will enable the NSC to turn the vision into reality. An internal debate on the long-term NSC 

strategy might be needed to align on a shared view that brings motivation and commitment.  

 

The reviewers suggest that the NSC consider developing proactively a concise set of metrics 

and/or check points against which to track and evaluate their progress in achieving the goals of 

the reorganization, and that they identify an appropriate balance between international 

engagement and internal NSC responsibilities. Additionally, the Coordination team should be 

mindful of the potential need to modify the new roles and responsibilities of each of the new or 

continuing components of the reorganized NSC. This is an important step for evolving 

organizations and should be woven into the NSC business plan to ensure timely and regular 
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internal reviews, more frequently in the first 24 months and at least annually thereafter, which is 

consistent with their current schedule.  

 

The reviewers particularly note that the description of the Coordinator and Coordination Team 

duties suggests that the Coordinator could become embroiled in the details of daily activities. 

Delegation of appropriate responsibilities from the Coordinator to Coordination Team Deputies 

and the Secretariat members of the team would allow the Coordinator to focus on longer term 

strategies and activities. 

 

The reviewers also note in the NSC Action Plan 2017-2021 the assignment of 2% time and the 

budget considerations. This demonstrates an understanding of that the NSC activities require time 

over and above the research responsibilities and a commitment to the NSC’s success. The 

transition might be further facilitated by a governance advisory body composed of high-level 

representatives of the key stakeholders, such as regulators and industries, who could provide 

critical inputs to further align the strategy and activities of the NSC with current and future needs. 

 

WG Presentations 
The following WG presentations are listed in alphabetical order. Unless otherwise noted, the 

presentations followed the format of: 

 State of the topic, 

 Progress from 2014-2017, 

 New items in the current work period, and 

 Self evaluation. 

Additional technical/research presentations are noted throughout the review meeting for each 

WG, and when content was related to the NSC structure and function, that information was 

included in our review. 

 

Working Group A – Training and Education 

 
It is the reviewers understanding that this WG had two components prior to the reorganization: 

the Dissemination Group and the Training and Education Group. Under the new NSC plan the 

Dissemination Groups has become the Communication Group and the Training and Education 

Group has become WG A. They are reviewed together here to reflect the order of their 

presentations at the meeting. 

 

Training and Education 

Eleven NSC work packages reported training and education activities in the H2020 mid-term self 

assessment, and the NSC Action Plan details the reorganization of these activities into a cross-

cutting and independent WG in 2017. From the presentation, the reviewers learned that WG A, 

in its previous form, was established in 2015 to serve as a single hub of information derived from 

across NSC work packages. The goals of WG A are to coordinate nanosafety training at NSC 

level; foster skills development across NSC projects; transfer generated knowledge to external 

stakeholders; and enhance the training offer through collaboration and sharing of experiences.   

 

Building on its success in 2015 – 2017 developing training agendas and training events, WG A 

described university studies; training sessions within a conference or project; and continuous, life-

long learning courses. The group reported progress in developing reference lists of graduate 

students and Postdoctoral Fellows, available training courses, online training materials, and 
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courses relevant to industry. The next 12 months will be spent completing these tasks and 

expanding online materials and tagging them for industry. 

 

The reviewers found this list of activities appropriate to the WG goals and to represent the 

translation of data into useful knowledge for researchers and industry—a goal of the NSC. 

We also recognize that these are time-consuming activities that require continuous updating to 

remain relevant; however, no process or funding beyond the current work packages that would 

maintain the lists was shared. The reviewers strongly recommend analytics to verify the usage of 

their previous and current products and a plan to update the lists and continue them past the H2020 

framework. Additionally, the WG might consider using the results from the analytics to shape its 

future training sessions, courses, and online materials. 

In contrast to the list of WG accomplishments in the review portion of the meeting, during the 

initial talk on day 1, the list of current and future activities was limited. That may be because the 

WG co-chair was not able to attend the meeting, and the presentation primarily discussed the 

survey being conducted to seek NSC member direction on WG A’s focus and activities. This 

situation left the reviewers feeling that WG A could be off to a slow and somewhat disorganized 

start. We recommend that the Coordination Team assess this situation in order to provide the WG 

more accurate guidance than is possible from the reviewer’s summary of the meeting notes. 

 

Communication Group                    

The Communication Group is a novelty under the new leadership, as it is no longer a WG but part 

of the management structure. The reviewers support this change as communication (internal and 

external) is considered a strategic core task of the NSC as it pursues its mission and vision.  

 

The group recognizes that visibility of the NSC outside the community continues to be one of the 

main challenges. The main stakeholders and geographies to be targeted were presented, as well 

as the purposes and mechanisms of the communication actions. A survey to NSC members was 

one of the first actions of the group to collect views on communication priorities and needs, and 

to identify preferences for communication tools. The newsletter and the compendium were 

considered the most effective tools, but improvements are needed nonetheless. Social media is 

gaining importance despite not being matched in terms of importance perceived by the survey 

respondents. 

The group follows a co-leadership model, and at an operational level, responsible members were 

assigned to the main communication tools used: website, newsletters, LinkedIn and Twitter. A 

review of the communication activities was presented, highlighting the current traction of social 

networks (which is expected to grow), and the improvements to be introduced to the website (to 

be modernised), the newsletters (shorter and more frequent issues) and the compendium (effort 

versus impact). Furthermore, the group reviewed potential dissemination activities across projects 

and 3 webinars on Safe by Design were organised. 

 

The vision for communication and dissemination was said to be dependent on resources and 

priorities, but a few simple ideas were presented, including the creation of a common NSC identity 

to be used by all projects, the building of a centralised online community (with 10,000 followers 

as the target), the use of the website as a central communication focal point to be magnified with 

social media, and continuous contribution from project members.  

 

An annual communication plan was expected to be developed and approved by the Steering 

Group, but this document is not available yet.  
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The reviewers share the opinion that a communication strategy and plan are key elements to define 

and implement effective communication and dissemination actions and to commit the critical 

resources needed. Furthermore, communication actions should be more focused on external 

stakeholders. Currently, both the website and compendium, for example, are mostly targeting 

internal stakeholders, and the information that is displayed is rather technical for external target 

groups. 

 

Working Group B - Materials and Standards 

 

Eight work packages contributed to the written interim NSC self assessment and to the slides 

detailing the WG activities and provided to the reviewers after the meeting. WG B’s focus is the 

characterization of nanomaterial properties and the development of methods, monitoring 

approaches, and standards. In 2014-2017, the WG evaluated the applicability of OECD Technical 

Guidance (TG) documents to NSC research and regulation, developed functional tools for 

nanomaterial characterization, made progress on standards and reference materials, and saw two 

products reach the market. Two nanomaterials libraries were discussed, and both are significant 

resources for public and private nanosafety research. Over the next several years, the WG plans 

to promote its NanoSafety Knowledge Base to stakeholders, calling out the EU member states as 

a primary constituency. The group also proposes regional nanosafety platforms as a mechanism 

for international cooperation and a focus on medical and biotechnology applications. 

 

WG B also provided a technical presentation on Nanomaterials for Biomedical Research. The 

reviewer’s deemed the research presented in the talk outside of their mandate; however, 

integration of risk management for the NSC community and the nanomedicine research 

community was explored in the closing slides. Roadblocks to the integration of NSC risk 

management with nanomedicine safety assessment, essentially risk management for 

nanomedicines, have been identified, and the reviewers support the WG’s interest in promoting 

dialogue on and integration of risk assessment research between these two communities. 

 

Nanomaterials characterization and standards development have been prioritized since the 

initiation of nanomaterials safety research and are critical to NSC research. The activities reported 

here are consistent with the WG agenda and the NSC goals, especially the interest in expanding 

the NSC impact in the international arena. These goals for 2018-19 build on and expand the 

previous results appropriately. The reviewers recommend that WG B consider the relationship of 

ISO standards, OECD, and other European standards bodies to each other and the impact of these 

multiple entities on their recommendations for standardized protocols and methods. 

 

Working Group C - Exposure & Hazard Assessment 
 
The previous NSC WGs 2 (Hazard) and 3 (Exposure) were combined in the reorganization to 

form WG C. Nine work packages contributed to the WG C self-assessment. The objectives of the 

new WG include information sharing on methods, data, and best practices for exposure and hazard 

assessments; correlation of in vitro and in vivo results; correlation of nanomaterial properties and 

exposures with biological effects, all of which will be done across the material/product life cycle 

and for human health and the environment. The WG is central to the NSC activities as it receives 

inputs from WG B on materials characterization, and delivers its results to WG A for training and 

education, WG D for risk assessments, and WG F for data management. WG C reported 2014-

2017 progress on measuring release of nanomaterials from processes and products, increased 
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understanding of environmental fate and transport, as well as human exposure, human hazard, 

and ecotoxicology. Future plans will focus on matching NSC exposure and hazard research to 

stakeholder needs, especially industry; harmonizing data collection and databases; making data 

publicly available; and developing innovative methods for hazard testing. 

 

The WG also gave a more detailed technical talk on the scope and challenges of each objective, 

thus demonstrating the complexity of the research and the scope of the WG. Approximately 24 

work packages have contributed to the exposure and hazard science that falls within this WG 

remit. A careful analysis of research gaps across all of these work packages, if not recently 

performed, seems like an appropriate starting point for this WG. Additionally, “stakeholders” 

were mentioned repeatedly. Is the assumption that this means industry stakeholders? The 

reviewers understand the EC emphasis on science for industrial innovation; however, an over-

emphasis on industrial needs might leave knowledge gaps that will inhibit the success of the NSC 

agenda. The WG might assess and monitor the impact of an industry focus as their activities 

progress.    

 

At this stage of the NSC, integration of data and methods is an appropriate theme to pursue. The 

reviewers understand the rationale for combining human and environmental exposure and hazard 

assessment—the overlap between the areas and the need for close communication and the sharing 

of data—and applaud the NSC for its ambition. The reviewers would, however, be remiss if we 

did not note the potential for an unmanageable WG due to both the size and complexity of the 

scientific scope and the very large number of work packages and laboratories involved in the 

research. All of these factors make coordination challenging, and we recommend consideration 

of a substructure and substructure leadership that will assist the WG in achieving its objectives. 

It would be reasonable to anticipate that the time investment of the WG leadership would be 

proportional to the complexity of the scope and membership. We also recommend that the 

Coordination Team should check in regularly with the WG C leadership to evaluate this work 

load and the progress in achieving the WG scientific and organizational objectives. Finally, the 

reviewers concur with the EC management’s suggestion of a state-of-science publication on the 

work and achievements of this WG. 

 

Working Group D – Models and Tools for Risk Assessment 
 
The previous NSC WGs 5 (Risk) and 6 (Modelling) were combined in the NSC reorganization to 

form WG D. Nine work packages contributed to the WG D self-assessment. The scope of the new 

WG includes human and environmental risk assessment; and risk assessment as related to 

regulation, models and tools, life cycle assessment; impact assessment; and information sharing 

and risk communication. In the 2014 – 2017 work period, the WG cites accomplishments in tool, 

protocol, and model development to characterize and test nanomaterials; risk assessment for 

regulatory frameworks; linkage of nanomaterial properties to toxicity; and toxicology data 

management. Future directions include reference materials, definition of standardized 

characterization and testing methods, consensus on strategies for grouping and testing materials 

and perform testing, and consensus on realistic exposure scenarios. The European Union 

Observatory for Nanomaterials (EUON), hosted at the European Chemicals Agency (ECHA), was 

discussed as a central repository for nanomaterials information. 

 

Three talks were also provided on subsections of the WG D scope and objectives. They focused 

on the integration of information into risk assessment models through a process that includes 
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stakeholders; low toxicity dusts and CLP regulation, which addressed the outlook of titanium 

dioxide in the future EU chemical regulation; and a potential process to understand how the NCS 

could provide scientific input to regulation and nanoinformatics-based predictive models. 

 

It should be noted that the talk on the titanium dioxide and EU regulation is actually the scope of 

a Task Force (TF) entitled “Nano-TiO2 Safety.” This TF is exploring how scientific data might 

be contributed to regulators who could find it useful for the CLP criteria. In this regard, the EC 

officer clarified that the role of the NSC to provide solid and neutral scientific data only. This 

perspective is important as the NSC considers collaboration with regulatory activities. 

 

With WG D, the NSC continues the data and methods integration theme with human and 

environmental risk assessment and risk communication. The reviewers understand and 

conceptually agree with the drivers behind this integration but again note the wide scope of the 

research and objectives. As recommended for WG C, we suggest consideration of a substructure 

organization that will help the WG achieve its goals. With respect to the future research needs 

outlined in the presentation, overlap with other WGs is noted. For example, reference materials 

for toxicity endpoints, definitions of standardized methods for characterization and testing, and 

definitions of “real-world” exposure levels appear to have overlap with WGs B and C. Careful 

delineation of responsibilities will assist all WGs in focusing their scopes and objectives. It was 

also unclear if risk communication activities will be centered within the EUON or if independent 

WG activities will be developed. 

 

Working Group E – Safe by Design, Innovation and Regulation  
 

WG E integrates the previous WG 9 and WG 10 into a single WG. The WG is divided into a sub-

group dedicated to Innovation and a sub-group dedicated to Regulation. Safe by Design (SbD) is 

a tool that underpins both subgroups. The WG is co-chaired according to its division in the two 

sub-groups presented. Furthermore, an Industrial Innovation Liaison (i2L) was created to 

facilitate the information flow between H2020 nanosafety projects and H2020 pilot projects and 

to promote the industrial implementation of solutions developed by the NSC. i2L also wants to 

promote connections among relevant platforms, such as the EPPN and the ETPN, to address 

common goals.  

  

In terms of Regulation, an update on the NSC and OECD coordinated actions was presented. As 

background information, a presentation was delivered on the complexity and  timeframe to go 

from an idea to a TG (Technical Guidance). The Malta project is underway to support OECD 

nanosafety standardisation, including the Annex on nanomaterials to be introduced in REACH. 

The Malta project will try to fill in the gaps until 2020. In this context, a few standard project 

submission forms (SPSF) were already approved, and the NSC is expected to contribute to 9 

OECD TGs. However, there is still a big gap between science and regulation due, at least in part, 

to the need to use GLP-compliant methods and tests when generating data for regulation. The 

reviewers agree that NSC scientists should continue to produce research data, not GLP-compliant 

data. 

 

On this subject, the EC considers that the regulatory dimension of the cluster is still weak, and 

encourages the NSC to reflect on how to tackle this situation. The creation of a specific cluster 

focused on regulation only was one of the solutions presented, but it is also possible to invest 

more effort and activities in the NSC directed to this subject. The reviewers consider that an 
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alternative option could also be the creation of a group focused on Regulation, which could be 

positioned at a central management level (similar to the new Communication Group), if 

Regulation is to be considered a critical dimension under the future direction of the NSC. 

 

Along the previous lines, and depending on the vision for the future of the NSC, it could make 

sense for Innovation to be a horizontal WG or even a structure at the management level. 

Nevertheless, it is the reviewers’ opinion that Innovation and Regulation should be independent 

because the goals, activities and stakeholders will be different. 

 

The idea of promoting a training program consisting of webinars focused on translational research 

is considered by the reviewers to be a good idea to foster innovation within the NSC. 

 

Lastly, the current and future activities on SbD were presented. The strengths, weaknesses, 

drivers, and barriers of SbD approaches were identified by the WG, and a set of recommendations 

emerged from this work. The main conclusion is that SbD is still at its early phase, and translation 

from concept to practice is just starting. This situation makes the approach fairly novel to industry. 

The focus of the WG will be to collect SbD good practices within the work packages to drive 

adoption and implementation by industry, policy makers and standardisation bodies. The 

reviewers also commend the NSC for the creation of the SbD Task Force whose objective is to 

develop a definition or context for the SbD term. This action could be a good starting point for 

putting SbD in industry’s agenda. 

 

Although industry outreach and engagement is considered central to foster the innovation capacity 

and impact of the NSC, the reviewers share the opinion that more strategic thinking on industry 

liaison will be required to bring the NSC strategy and activities closer to industry needs. 

 

Working Group F – Data Management 

 

NSC WG 4 changes its name to WG F and shifts its focus from databases to data management as 

it become the second cross-cutting working group in the NSC reorganization. Eight work 

packages contributed to the WG F self-assessment. The scope of the new WG includes discussion 

of databases and ontologies in the context of work performed in the NSC, such as ontology 

releases and data analysis tools; collaboration on projects of mutual benefit, such as data surveys 

and linking data; and regular project updates through monthly conference calls. In the 2014 – 

2017 work period, the WG notes progress in all three areas and cites its contributions to Chapter 

5 of the US-EU NanoInformatics Roadmap 2030 on data collection and curation, the database 

survey published in the NSC Compendium 2017, and creation of  configuration files for the 

NanoREG-released Excel-based “ISA-Tab-logic” data entry templates. As WG F is transitioning 

its focus from databases to data management, it plans to emphasize specific, rather than generic, 

challenges and goals. Examples of this emphasis include linking the eNanoMapper database and 

the scenario library of GUIDEnano and, with WG A, developing courses and training on essential 

aspects of data collection, curation, and management.  

Five presentations were given on various aspects of WG F’s projects: non-standard and emerging 

characterization methods, data curation, exposure ontology, project data accessibility, and project 

data sharing. 

 

A specific TF to create public accessible exposure database emerged from this WG. The reviewers 

agree that exposure data is needed by regulators, industry, and academics; and that the TF may 
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prove useful to integrate data from different repositories and to harmonize formats for a  better 

access.  

 

The reviewers appreciate the difficulty in launching several of the cutting edge concepts that were 

presented. While all aspects of the management of large, diverse data sets is complicated yet 

essential to a smoothly performing data ecosystem, applying the FAIR concept (findable, 

accessible, interoperable, and re-usable), developing the Instance organizational structure to 

provide context to data and trace the life cycle transformation of nanomaterials, and linking 

electronic lab notebooks to databases to capture raw data are particularly novel and ambitious. 

They are also resource intensive to develop and maintain, and they may require culture change as 

well as a work flow change. With the goal of knowledge sharing in mind, the reviewers 

recommend that the EC management team provide the support necessary to develop and maintain 

these resources. We also recommend that WG F work closely with WG A (Training and 

Education) and the Communication Team to increase the likelihood of success. The complexity 

and breadth of activities in WG F will require careful scoping of tasks and alignment of the WG 

sub-structure with the scope and tasks. Milestones to assess progress and/or modify direction will 

be critical these evolving activities. 

 

The reviewers also acknowledged the challenges in data sharing between projects, which seems 

to be particularly favoured by confidentiality, intellectual property and data protection clauses 

included in projects’ Consortium Agreements. It is well understood that this reality could be 

prejudicial for the goals of this WG, and that sensible measures need to be taken to overcome this 

bottleneck.    

   

General Comments 
 
In addition to comments specific to the presentations at the NSC meeting, the reviewers also 

provide several overarching observations. 

 

First, we congratulate the NSC in understanding the impact of organizational structure on their 

ability to achieve their goals and on their ambitious plan for internal and international knowledge 

sharing. The reorganization shows careful identification of bottlenecks (see NSC Action Plan 

2017 - 2021) that developed as the previous structure grew in response to data needs and the 

desire to expand research impact to develop a cohesive knowledge base and translate data to 

useful information. The reorganization also demonstrates a more stream-lined structure with the 

flexibility to size problems and solutions at the right level of engagement.  

 

The reviewers want to underscore their recommendation for a more pro-active development of 

milestones and metrics for the new NSC structure and also for each of the WGs. Milestones and 

metrics will allow the NSC to chart its progress against its own goals and also demonstrate its 

worth to the EC. A process that can be applied flexibly at intervals will allow the NSC leadership 

to re-direct and modify the NSC structure, functions, and activities to best achieve its goals. 

 

The Coordinator and Coordination Team play a critical role in the new NSC structure. As part of 

the Coordination Team role and in cooperation with the SG and WG leadership, we recommend 

that the Coordinator monitor the overlap of objectives among the WGs as WGs interpret and 

operationalize their objectives. This overlap is noted in several of the WG summaries above and 

reinforced by the self assessment reports in which work packages provide information for two or 
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more WGs simultaneously or the same information is repeated in two or more self assessments. 

Several of the WGs noted the flow of information to or from their group to one or more other 

WGs. The Coordinator and Coordination Team might also monitor the flow of information 

between WGs as described by their objectives. These responsibilities for the Coordinator also 

suggest that clear delegation of responsibilities to deputy coordinators and others is essential for 

the success of the new NSC and the Coordinator role. The reviewers recommend that the 

Coordinator and Coordination Team identify and assign management tasks to the deputy 

coordinators and the secretariat so that the Coordinator and rest of the Steering Group can focus 

on guiding the NSC through its transition.  

 

While a minor point, the reviewers were confused by the organisation of the meeting agenda for 

the purpose of a review. Ideally the agenda might be as follows: 1) high-level view (mission, 

vision and strategy of the NSC; coordination self-assessment of previous period; plan for the next 

period); 2) WG review (structure and goals; progress in the last period; outlook and activities for 

the next period); 3) TF reviews (structure and goals; progress in the last period; outlook and 

activities for the next period); and 4) WG activities or project presentations as presented in Day 

1 of this meeting. 

 

The reviewers also note that the EC recognizes that NSC activities occur in addition to research 

responsibilities and have allotted 2% of each work package contract for NSC activities. The scope 

of activities outlined for the reorganized NSC seems to exceed that percentage, and while we are 

not able to offer solutions for this tension, we recommend that the EC management remain 

cognizant of the competing realities of research, NSC activities, and funding and that they 

maintain realistic expectations. The NSC is a valuable resource for the EC, not only for 

nanotechnology, but also as a paradigm of best practices for other key and emerging technologies. 

 

In closing, the reviewers considered the NSC in light of the H2020 approach to key enabling 

technologies and innovation. The calls for research in H2020 have, more and more frequently, 

shifted from an emphasis on nanomaterials and nanotechnology solutions to nanotechnology as 

one possible solution to a critical research problem. The reviewers believe that, moving forward, 

nanotechnology and advanced materials research are best served by an integration of 

nanomaterials into advanced materials as nanomaterials represent one specific section of the 

advanced materials scale. We recommend that the EC management team and the NSC leadership 

consider how to extrapolate and share the NSC best practices and lessons learned with advanced 

materials research community. This approach would provide a clear path forward to expand 

nanosafety into advanced materials safety, thus building on the rich foundation of the NSC and 

unifying two elements in the same field of science.  


