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The table below contains specific comments on the above.

As a general comment, and partial rider to the comments below, I note that several of the
proposals could raise community expectations of NICNAS and/or would require considerable
additional resources to be implemented. The review itself has probably already raised
expectations among some stakeholders. It is therefore critical that when the review is
complete, the extent to which NICNAS will implement the final recommended changes, within
its resource capacity, is properly communicated.
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Proposal Comment

1 Supported,notingthat the detailsof whatwouldhappenare yet tobe determinedand
would be designedto fit the circumstances.

2 It was notedin the reviewthatthe listof chemicalsrequiringreviewalreadyexceeds
NICNAS's abilityto process. In thatcontext,morefrequentcallwillmostlikelyonly
lengthenthe listfurther. Furthermore,formalcallsare of themselveslabour-intensive
exercises. It isalso notedthat nominationsmay be madeat any time. I wouldtherefore
supportmorefrequentcallsthan at present,butwouldsuggesta fixedfrequencyoffour-
yearly.

3,4,5 Supportedas a combinedpriority-settingprocess.
6 Supportedinprinciple,butthisideawould need carefuldesignand be subjectto proper

cost-benefitanalysisto ensurethat informationwasworth collectingand contributed
usefullyto well definedobjectives.

7 Supported.
8 Supported. It is importanttl"latcommunitystakeho,ldersunderstandand acceptthat

NICNAS assessmentsare done usingobjectivescientificand riskassessmentprinciples,
and are notsocialacceptabilityassessments.

9 Supported.
10 Supportedwithsomereservations.See noteto Proposal6.
11 Supported.
12 Supported.



Yours sincerely

Philip Hine
Manager Environmental Regulation

17 May 2006

Proposal Comment

13 Strongly supported. This is a critical area of communication that has not functioned at al
well inWA.

14 Supported.
15 Supported.
16 Supported.
17 Supported, but this approach should not be confined at this stage to the three options

listed.

18 Strongly supported. This proposal matches recommendations from the EPHC Chemicals
Working Group.

19 As for proposal 18.
20 Supported, noting that greater input from implementing regulatory agencies is required to

ensure that NICNAS recommendations are reasonable, practical, and consistent with the
risk-based controls imposed through other regulatory approaches.


