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First and foremost, congratulations. This is an important document. 

By the way, I took data I received from M. Holman at Lux and have begun to examine which particles are currently being researched (based on the WWC database and others). Some students and I are determining whether we are researching the particles which may be most prevalent in products in the near future. I hope to share this correlative data in the near future. While it is incredibly simplistic it does give you a thumbnail sense of what is happening in funded research. It might behoove us to do the same in the characterization and monitoring areas as well but I am not sure who has the time and resources to do this.
Most important from my perspective – 

General comments and identification of areas which might be especially challenging –

1. Life cycle analysis is highly problematic (pp. 6 & 7) given the high level of uncertainty associated with health and safety research of nanoparticles. The speculation and supposition built into this model when dealing with high levels of uncertainty demand some form of discounting wild speculation from more grounded speculation and the research community has not determined how to do this.

2. Short-term vs. long term/applied vs. fundamental research (p. 2) is a bugaboo. While short-term research appears to generate more useful data sets, there are too many examples where long-term data redefined the variables for short-term research methodologies and rewrote the whole design methodologies. The same observation can be made about applied vs. fundamental research. Determining this balance is an enormous challenge. We are still severely impeded by the current technologies for characterizing the particles and monitoring the hazards. There is an enormous amount of fundamental research remaining to be done. 
Specific comments –

Though it was heartening to see risk communication (pp. 6-7) mentioned in the document, I would like to underline a few things.

1. We have a lack of models to determine how to communicate to the public under conditions of high uncertainty. The phenomenon of probability neglect challenges risk communicators. In addition, the bias of availability suggests that merely discussing a hazard might stoke unreasonable fear among the public regardless how low the probabilities associated with the hazard may happen to be. Public apprehension and fear is a cost and there are collateral costs associated with the phenomenon as well. Policies and communication strategies which aim to reduce public fear while not sufficient to reduce public hazards are justifiable under some conditions. Deciding what those conditions may be remains another challenge and worth some serious study.

2. We need to design communication models appropriate to the audiences. We have many stakeholders involved in this debate and we may need some specific strategies for the media, civil society groups (advocacy and NGOs), researchers, trade associations, investment communities, and industry (MNCs to start-ups). These different stakeholders have different motives and needs though there is some cross-over. For example, take researchers for a moment. It is naïve to assume there will be a time in the near or even distant future when toxicologists will admit there is enough information. There is simply too much positive reinforcement to continuing research for these stakeholders. Another example, some civil society groups prosper in climates of public fear. The incentives to stoke trepidation and panic, such as prestige, influence, and financial support, are too powerful. What desperately needs to be done is to develop communication strategies which engage issues of precaution but at the same time establish meaningful thresholds at which point there may be sufficient certainty to establish protocols for screening or standards. The public is being overwhelmed with often contradictory testimony and has no way to ferret through this mass of information to determine how to respond as a citizen.
3. We need to engage the media. More than any other agency, media offers incredible opportunities to attenuate and to amplify risk perception. In addition, it can help cut through the hypology. For example, false claims by advertisers and marketers are legion and it has made the study of alleged nanoproducts incredibly difficult. In addition, the media has diversified substantially. The public does not read newspapers for news by and large and has deferred to television and the World Wide Web for this information. The Web has added many different types of media to the mix, from blogs to videos, and a risk communication project in science communication needs to address the media which the public accesses. Content analyses of major newspapers tell us very little these days. A project on public perception of toxicological information with which I am associated has been reported favorably for NSF funding, we anticipate some data sets to improve how we deal with the new media in communication strategies over health and safety over the next few years. However, that is only one project. Moreover, while efforts to include the public in the process of nanoscience decision making is commendable, we must decide what outreach means and what engagement means, then we must design the communication models coherent with the prevailing media forms which the public uses to act like citizens.
Thanks. These are my remarks as a citizen and academic and do not necessarily reflect the National Science Foundation, the University of South Carolina, and North Carolina State University. 
