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Bioactivity: exposure ratios derived from a systemic NAM-toolbox distinguish between low and high-risk chemical-exposure scenarios
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STEP 1: DEFINE TOOLBOX COMPONENTS AND PERFORM PROOF OF PRINCIPLE STUDY STEP 3: EVALUATE THE TOOLBOX

A critical question for risk assessors and regulators is whether safety assessments based on non-animal data can be
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JEstimation of internal exposure using different levels of input parameters to build the physiologically-based kinetic for 11 chemicals, CSP gave the lowest PoD for 5 chemicals and HTTr (gene level) gave the Rutviated H nggim;ﬁfg;‘g i e ..:
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(Estimation of a bioactivity point of departure (PoD) was done across 3 different assays set ups consisting of the shows the resulting BER plot when L2 PBK estimates are used and compared to the 2-Amino-6-chloro-4-nitrophenol - = = =
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effects on the transcriptome of 3 cell lines (HepG2, HepaRG, MCF7). Bayesian statistical models were built to analyse the respectively?. senzocaine 1 19N risk oo
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Conceptually a BER > 1 indicates a low risk of adverse effects in consumers if the following assumptions are true: Fig. 4 Summary plot of the external exposure estimates with the
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