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Appendix 3 

Venice Workshop1 : Break out groups discussion questions 

The set of indicative questions used for steering the discussion are reported below: 

 

GROUP 1: RISK GOVERNANCE ISSUES RELEVANT FOR INSURANCE 

 Who should be involved in risk identification-assessment-management-monitoring chain? How can 

we ensure that we do not have a gap in this chain? 

 How can the limit values of the “nano-risks” be established due to “chronical” lack of data especially 

on long-term effects/impacts? 

 How the “nano-risks” should be mapped on the Renn’s “participation map”? Which of these are to 

be considered as simple, complex, uncertain and ambiguous? 

 Who is in-charge of a new (nano or other) risk? In a company, in the society, in insurance sector? 

 

GROUP 2: RISK GOVERNANCE ISSUES RELEVANT FOR INDUSTRY 

 Which are the actual bottlenecks and barriers to use/diffusion of web-tools to support industry in 

decision-making processes for safe production/use/disposal of nanomaterials ? 

 Which features should a new support web-tool possess to be effectively integrated by industry in 

decision-making processes for safe production/use/disposal of nanomaterials (functionalities, data 

base, certifications, etc.)? 

 Which type of decisions-making processes within a company could most benefit most from a web-

based tool? (management/strategy, research, safety and quality, legal, etc).  

 
GROUP 3: RISK GOVERNANCE ISSUES RELEVANT FOR USERS/CSOs 

 For end-users and consumers it is important to get clear information about products containing 

nanotechnology. How can consumers and citizens find consistency in the information on the use of 

nanomaterials in products available on the market? 

 How can they sustainably contribute to innovation choices by bringing societal concerns into the 

decision-making metabolism?  

 How can CSOs benefit from a decision support system giving an overview of available knowledge in 

one place and which features for safe use and disposal NM products can it contain? 

 
GROUP 4: RISK GOVERNANCE ISSUES RELEVANT FOR REGULATORS  

 What role can the safe-by-design concept and tools play in helping enforcing regulation? How do 

you envisage the role of safe-by-design in the future regulatory governance? 

 How can EU NanoSafety Cluster project-data support the EU regulatory framework applicable to 

nanomaterials? 

 How can cross-border collaboration on regulatory frameworks help support efficient governance 

and create a favourable environment for innovation to thrive? 

 In your view how should nanotechnology governance evolve to better address nanosafety while 

maintaining a favourable environment for European innovation? 
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ADDENDUM TO GROUP 1 
How the “nano-risks” should be mapped on the Renn’s “participation map”? Which of these are to be 
considered as simple, complex, uncertain and ambiguous? 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Instrumental
Solution

Find the most cost-
effective way to make 
the risk acceptable or 

tolerable

Epistemic

Use experts to find 
valid, reliable and 

relevant knowledge 
about the risk

Reflective

Involve all affected 
stakeholders to 

collectively decide 
best way forward

Participative

Include all actors so 
as to expose, accept, 
discuss and resolve 

differences

Simple Complex Uncertain Ambiguous

Agency Staff Agency Staff Agency Staff Agency Staff

Civil Society

Scientists / 
Researchers

Affected StakeholdersAffected Stakeholders

Scientists / 
Researchers

Scientists / 
Researchers

As the level of knowledge changes, so also will the 
type of participation need to changes

Type of participation

Dominant risk 
characteristic


	Cover_3
	cESM_3

