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Review Seminar and Training 
workshop Oslo 2014
The third review seminar of projects funded under EuroNanomed I&II (ENMI&II) was 

held in Oslo on 2.12.2014. The project review was followed by a training workshop 

on ethical issues in nanomedicine. The seminar was hosted by the Research Council 

Norway (RCN) and organized by Veneto Nanotech, Italy. The projects funded under the 

ENM 2010, 2011 and 2013 joint transnational calls presented their scientific progress. 

An award for best poster by young scientist was given to Dr. Vlad Porumb, a 31 years 

old PhD student, a general surgeon at the University of Iasi, Romania. Dr. Porumb  is 

part of the CheTherDel project, coordinated by Gabriel Dimofte.
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A Workshop on Ethical 
issues in Nanomedicine
Dr. Alexandra Brennscheidt from VDI (Germany) kicked off the discussion with an 

introduction to regulatory issues pertaining to nanomedicine. This was followed by a 

report delivered by Dr. Iona Ispas, advisor on bioethics, genomics and health at the National 

Authority for Scientific Research (Romania) and leader of the EuroNanoMed II project 

mapping European activities on ethical issues in nanomedicine. Her presentation summarized 

the myriad issues arising from nanomedical research and discussed stakeholder attitudes on 

the EU Nanotech Code of Conduct,  voicing, inter alia, the EC’s concern regarding the potential 

impact of nanotechnological innovation on human health and the environment.  

Dr. Raz Dekel, Head of Occupational Medicine, Meuhedet HMO (Israel) addressed a 

number of unresolved employment and worker safety and health issues arising from the 

handling of nanoparticles in research, production and transport. Nanotech researchers 

must navigate uncharted waters, and existing standards and criteria are not necessarily 

suitable to address the health and safety challenges encountered in nanotechnology 

research. New standards must be developed to evaluate and regulate work conditions and 

protocols to minimize nanoparticle- induced illnesses and other threats to worker safety. 

Prof. Jan Helge Solbakk, Head of the Research Centre for Medical Ethics, Faculty 

of Medicine, University of Oslo (Norway) analyzed the epistemological and ethical 

challenges raised by nanotech and other technologies within the framework of the ‘art’ 

of medical practice. The art dimension of medicine was the focus of attention, in the 

sense that the technological conception of art in medicine – i.e. medicine conceived of as 

a techne, used as a conceptual and normative framework to address the epistemological 

and ethical challenges raised by different technologies of human enhancement

An ethical road map for nanotechnology was presented by Dr. Gil Siegel, surgeon 

and chairman of the Center for Health Law and Bioethics at Ono College (Israel). In 

Siegel’s view, the field of nanotechnology poses an interesting challenge, given its 

heterogeneous and transdisciplinary nature.  Current principles developed for bio-

medicine may not necessarily apply or suffice for nanotechnology. The development of 

ethical guidelines and their implementation must involve all stakeholders, both in and 

outside of academia. The roles of practitioners, regulators, investors and the general 

public must be assessed as an integral part of the development process. 
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Dr. Catherina de Lange Davis, Department of Physics, NTNU (Norway) presented her 

project on the use of nanoparticles for drug delivery across the blood-brain barrier as 

a case study in which several ethical issues were evaluated. Studying nanoparticles 

that cross the Blood Brain barrier and the promising particles for ultrasound-mediated 

delivery were the basis of discussion about ethical issues that might be the concern of 

the researchers.

Workshop chair, Dr. Klaus-Michael Weltring (Germany), Chairman of the Ethics 

working group of the European Technology Platform Nanomedicine, wrapped up the 

session by summarizing the conclusions articulated in the presentations and offering 

his views on the role of funding agencies in promoting ethical considerations in 

scientific research. 

The workshop closed with a practical exercise conducted by Dr. Ioana Ispas, advisor 

Bioethics Genomics & Health, EuroNanoMed II partner MEN, Romania. The ethical 

matrix exercise was introduced and presented by the analysis of 2 EuroNanoMed II 
funded projects: Gadolymph and Nanoasit. The audience was then divided into working 

groups analyzing the ethical questions and potential stakeholder of each project.

Pictures from the Ethical Matrix Exercise
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Interview with Dr. Sc. Nat. Karin Totland

Special Communication Advisor, Division for Innovation, the Research Council of Norway (RCN)

What brought you to the field of science communication?

My formal education includes a PhD in physics which focused on the magnetic 

properties of thin metallic films. This was followed by two post-doctoral fellowships, 

during which I realized I wanted to reorient my career. I realized that the tasks I liked 

most were writing and communicating science. At that time I was living in Paris and 

became aware of a one-year master’s programme in science communication. After 

graduation I applied for a job at RCN, my working place for the last 14 years.

Why is science communication important?

I think science communication is important for a number of reasons. If research goals are 

to solve problems and create value for society, this demands communication between 

researchers and potential users in society and industry. The scientific community also 

has a responsibility when it comes to communicating research results back to the public, 

given the public funds that are invested in scientific research. In addition, I think that it is 

important to make research relevant to the general public, and to engage the public in 

meaningful scientific dialogue, for example on ethical issues, in order to raise the level 

of public discussion on research topics and processes. In turn, both society and research 

itself can benefit from this kind of dialogue. Another aspect of science communication is 

providing timely, research-based information to policy makers to enable them to make 

informed decisions, based on relevant and reliable information.

What is RCN doing to communicate science?

The RCN is involved in several initiatives promoting science communication. 

First and foremost, funded scientists have the responsibility to disclose and 

disseminate their findings. Their annual and final reports include popular summaries 

that are published in the project bank on the RCN website.

One of our primary roles is to organize meetings between the different actors in 

research. One important example from my own division is a major annual conference 

for our industrial projects (around 700-800 attendees), with the aim of imparting 

knowledge and inspiration on a relevant topic (such as internationalization, or 

sustainable development), and providing a venue for meeting new partners.

“ It is important 

to make research 

relevant to the 

general public, 

and to engage 

the public in 

meaningful 

scientific 

dialogue “
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When it comes to the general public, a national science festival, designed as a public 

showcase of current scientific activities is coordinated by the RCN. Universities 

and academic centers from all over Norway are the major participants, presenting 

their research to the public at large. This event takes place each fall and consists of 

more than 1000 single communication activities including a variety of debates and 

meetings, some of which are organized by the RCN. The biggest events take place in 

the major cities, where “market places” with tents are open to the public. 

The RCN is the founder and a member of the forskning.no  organization and 

newsletter. Its Nordic counterpart is Science Nordic (http://sciencenordic.co). We publish 

quite a few science communications articles here. In addition to reporting findings from 

individual projects, we also write stories presenting the bigger picture. The RCN has a 

unique bird’s eye view of Norwegian scientific research activities, and we aim to lever 

this to increase coverage of various fields of inquiry rather than simply summarize 

individual projects. 

We also have activities targeted at recruiting young people to science. Among other 

things, we have a programme that funds relevant dissemination and communication 

activities, and we run a project called “Nysgjerrigper” – or “Curious George” – for 

children in primary school. The project is designed to entice children to become 

interested in scientific issues, and to put scientific working methods on the agenda in 

schools.  Nysgjerrigper offers a variety of tools to stimulate children’s curiosity, interest 

and imagination.  One main activity is school projects educating children to use the 

same methods employed in science, i.e., asking a question, building an experiment, 

writing a report summarizing the findings. Projects are evaluated by a jury, and regional 

and national thematic awards are given to the best projects. More information can be 

found at the following website: 

https://nysgjerrigper.no/Artikler_Engelske/in-english0

What do you like best in your work?

I enjoy the variety of my work, engaging with different target groups aiming at 

making science and research relevant to them. In particular, I like working with 

the young generation, and recruiting people to work in science. I still like writing 

and communicating science, and I enjoy the challenge of finding new ways of 

communication which appeal to the young generation.

“ The project 

is designed to 

entice children 

to become 

interested 

in scientific 

issues, and to 
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working 

methods on 

the agenda in 

schools  "
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Interview with Dr. Vlad Porumb 

Recipient of the 2014 ENM II best poster award for young scientists

Can you say a few words about yourself?

I am a medical doctor specializing in general surgery, at the Regional Institute of Oncology and an 

assistant professor of Surgery at the University of Medicine and Pharmacy, Iasi, Romania. I am 

a researcher at ‘’Gr. T. Popa ’’ Biomedical Center, a second-year PhD student and 31 years old.

What is your doctorate about?

My thesis is about developing a treatment for burns and skin squamous cell carcinoma (SCC). I 

intend to use the cold plasma at atmospheric pressure and monitor its effect on these lesions. 

I will use chemotherapy carried in liposomes to localize treatment of the skin tumors which I 

will develop on the rats. I am advised by Dragos Pieptu, professor of plastic and reconstructive 

surgery and Prof. Gabriel Dimofte,  from whom I’ve learned the secrets of oncological surgery.

What does a regular day of yours look like?

The working day starts around 7:00 with rounds in the surgery department where I have 

my patients. Around 7:30 we have a staff meeting after which I teach students. Almost 

every day we visit the operating room and around 16:00 I leave the hospital to start my 

“day” in the lab. I work there evenings and on weekends.

What can EuroNanoMed do to help young scientists in the future?

First, I would like to thank EuroNanoMed for the best poster award and the opportunity 

to present my work and network with many new people in the field of nanomedicine. 

This kind of activity should be continued. Second, EuroNanoMed can support the mobility 

of young scientists through short-term lab visitations of up to one month. Another 

option would be to establish follow-on mini-grants for young scientists within the “big” 

grants.  In this way, the young scientists that performed the work in the framework of the 

larger grant can take their work a step forward.

“ My thesis 

is about 

developing a 

treatment for 

burns and skin 

squamous 

cell carcinoma 

(SCC) “ 

Find us on:   
http://www.euronanomed.net/

EuroNanoMed

Linkedin: https://www.linkedin.com/groups/EuroNanoMedicine-

8138337?home=&gid=8138337&trk=my_groups-tile-grp


