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Overview

1. broader societal & regulatory context for using innovative safety

science approaches to replace animal tests
- translating our investigative research tools into regulatory application

2. how we apply NAMs in a tiered and integrated way to make
decisions on ingredient safety for consumer products
- introducing a conceptual approach and specific focus

3. why as scientists we need to champion policy & regulatory changes
- how we can influence broader use of our advanced scientific tools & knowledge
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Unilever's Approach
Safe & Sustainable Ingredients & Products
without Animal Testing

« Every Unilever product must be safe

for people and our environment
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Advocate for Regulatory Change

We work to end the animal testing of
consumer products worldwide.

We are recognised by PETA as a company
working for regulatory change.
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Consumer perspective on animal testing

Top 5 Global Issues

Reducing
Waste &
Pollution

MOST CONSUMERS OPPOSE ANIMAL TESTING

Only two markets - China and Japan - have a majority of consumers who support animal testing for personal care and cosmetic products. In
all other markets, a majority oppose animal testing, with Mexico, France and UK having the greatest proportion of opposers
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Ethical concerns from many sectors of society

PEOPLE FOR THE ETHICAL TREATMENT OF ANIMALS f L 4

Cruelty-free

In the animal rights movement, cruelty-free is a label for products or
activities that do not harm or kill animals anywhere in the world.

Products tested on animals or made from animals are not considered \alllel\il-ll\?lEs
cruelty-free, since these tests are often painful and cause the P’ o\ el
suffering and death of millions of animals every year. W R, .

AND MORE

W Wikipedia ¢
; ; Search for a company or product... p
Explore ethical ratings of 40,000+ brands and pr|

e'l'hICC“ since | E

Welcome to the searchable database of companies that do and that don’t test their products on animals!
There are more than 6,000 companies in our database that don't test on animals, including Dove, e.Lf., Herbal Essences, 100% PURE, Dr. Bronner’s, Aveda, and Seventh Generation!
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Friday 1st of June 2018

Tags: Animal Testing, Animal Welfare, Ethical Investment, ISS ESG, Values
Our research on animal rights is divided into three main areas:

¢ animal testing

The ethical complexity of the

» factory farming topic of animal testing

¢ animalrights constitutes a challenge in

. . formulating relevant ESG

Animal rights investment strategies -
numerous ethical nuances can REPORT

Animal Testing (-] translate into very different

fﬁg Q’% screening approaches. C rue lty- Free POI”thlIOS'
%@ In the 1980s, animal experimentation became a "hot topic' as cosmetics companies testing their products on o HOW TO ApproaCh Anlmal

animals suddenly became a big 'no no'. Even nowadays, the testing of products and ingredients on animals
U 'Q o continues, despite the fact that it's outlawed (for cosmetics and cosmetic ingredients) in this country.

Testing In Investments?




Laboratory animal protection legislation

The guiding principles for ethical treatment of animals in testing and experimentation Introduction: Global Laws. Reculations. and
were first introduced by Russell and Burch in 1959 and are known as the three Rs: ’ . . ¢ & )
Replacement, Reduction and Refinement. Standards for Animals in Research @

Mary Ann Vasbinder ™, Paul Locke

ILAR Journal, Volume 57, Issue 3, 2016, Pages 261-265,
https://doi.org/10.1093/ilar/ilw039

20.10.2010 Official Journal of the European Union L 276/33 Published: 04 May 2017 Article hiStory v

DIRECTIVE 2010/63/EU OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL

of 22 September 2010 Animal Welfare Act

on the protection of animals used for scientific purposes

. Last Modified: Jan 12, 2022 i
(Text with EEA relevance) ARENOCHED. Al = Print

THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION,

Having regard to the Treaty on the Functioning of the Furopean Union, and in particular Article 114 thereof,
USDA Animal Care, a unit within the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, administers the Animal Welfare Act (AWA).
This federal law establishes requirements concerning the
transportation, sale, and handling of certain animals and includes
restrictions on the importation of live dogs for purposes of resale,
prohibitions on animal fighting ventures, and provisions intended
to prevent the theft of personal pets.

Having regard to the proposal from the European Commission,

Having regard to the opinion of the European Economic and Social Committee b,

After consulting the Committee of the Regions,

Acting in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure (°),

Whereas:

(1) on 24 November 1986 the Council adopted Directive 86/609/EEC () in order to eliminate disparities between laws,
regulations and administrative provisions of the Member States regarding the protection of animals used for experimental and
other scientific purposes. Since the adoption of that Directive, further disparities between Member States have emerged.




Regulatory context - cosmetics & chemicals
- some regulations ban animal testing, others require it

METI
: C(.)S CS. CHEMICALS
Animaltestingbanssince 1998

&
-
, AT ban in place
’ Exemption for common cosmetics
AT draft ban in discussion
Unileverdriving discussion to create a ban Canada & Australia registrations may require AT

No ban under discussion No current requirements for AT
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Chemicals Regulations
- based on animal testing for characterising chemical hazards

The EU has enforced REACH (Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of
Chemicals), a comprehensive legal framework that address all chemicals in use, requiring
companies marketing chemicals to present a set of test data.

The US equivalent, TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act), set some basic requirements but is
more limited in scope.

EU REACH

China Publishes Amended New Chemical Regulation
EU REACH (Registration, Evaluation, Authorization and Restrictions

of Chemicals) = - ‘ Wednesday, May 13, 2020

Korean REACH: The Act on the On April 29, 2020, China's Ministry of Ecology and Environment (MEE)

Reoi . d Eval \ £Ch ical published the Measures on Environmental Management Registration of New
(f%légcaﬂ;)n an valuation o emicals Chemical Substances (hereinafter "MEE Order 12"),[1] to amend its new

chemical regulation. This is the second revision of China's regulation on

European Union REACH

= = - = =
REACH is the EU regulation governing the manufacture and import of chemical substances. REACH is an acronym for the “registration, evaluation and authorization U K re g I Stratl 0 n , eva I u atl o n , a u th o r I S at I o n a n d
of chemicals” and has been in force in all EU Member States since June 1, 2007. It also applies in Iceland, Lichtenstein, and Norway. = - H

restriction of chemicals (REACH)

The Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (TSCA) is a federal regulation that allows the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to comprehensively manage chemicals in U.S. commerce. TCSA Compliance can require companies to restrict and remove
%&% substances from products to maintain U.S. market access.
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Applying innovative science not animal tests for safety decisions
- translating our investigative safety science for regulatory use

Traditional’ Risk Assessment ‘Next Generation’ Risk Assessment

~'\)° | = based on advances in human biology
I | 1 and in vitro/computational modelling
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In vitro

Fig. 2. SARA Model schematic representing the relationships between SARA components, \wbl:s.nﬂdnn-pcs Model utputs (oD and exposurerck mecric
are shown in purple. Technical details for the SARA Model can be found in the supplementary material 1 subeitted, this issue). For the
coumarin ab intio case risk assessment conclusion, only the following data were used in the medel: DPRA, mm HCLAT, SN (e, Unever NAM
ata). (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)
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Legal context - European Court of Justice cases
- upholding the principle of “animal testing as a last resort”

B o e LTS A RS ¢
. o n ry into compiain agains e
s C-471/18 P - 21 January 2021 Federal Republic of Germany v Esso Raffinage Europdan Chemitals Agency (ECHA) gal

Esso Raffinage (Esso) registered its chemical with the European Chemicals Agency (ECHA), an Decision
Case 1568/2012/AN - Opened on 19/09/2012 - Decision on 11/12/2014 - Institution

EU agency, as it was required to do before it could sell it in the EU. This was under Regulation
concerned European Chemicals Agency ( Settled by the institution) |

(EC) No 1907/2006, known as REACH.

Under & Decision The case, lodged by the PETA Foundation, concerned the scope of the European Chemicals
about (a Agency's (ECHA's) powers and duties under the REACH Regulation. The complainant
animal1 The CJ considered that ECHA does not do enough to ensure that registrants of chemical substances
hod : Commentary refrain from performing unnecessary animal tests in order to demonstrate their substances'
method  Esso's safety.
‘adaptat
recognic 0 el This is an important decision because it underlines the importance of the REACH principle that
oweve ?V‘:‘ al animal tests should only be carried out as a last resort. Companies and ECHA itself had to apply Decisionlin case 1606/%013/AN on how the Europefn
it thou S i . i i i i
of rabbi weing | that principle at all stages, even after ECHA had decided that an animal test was needed. E:setmga s Agency applies rules concerning anima
‘statems L . . . .
ceuing  Wheth The last resort principle is no panacea for animals because in many cases companies are unable -
ecision
whichh Aswell  to show that there is an alternative approach. Millions of animal tests have taken place under Case 1606/2013/AN - Opened on 20/11/2013 - Decision on 11/09/2015 - Institution
Essoap onintr . . . . . o . L concerned European Chemicals Agency ( Friendly solution) |
The cas » REACH. Animal protection organisations complain that the principle is honoured more in its
provi
The GC' 4pima breach than the observance. The Ombudsman's inquiry concluded that ECHA's interpretation of its role was too strict and
Justice necesd did not take into account the fact that the avoidance of animal testing was, together with the
(ECEAE) i protection of human health and the environment, one of the guiding principles of the
support But the CJEU's decision puts the principle firmly at the centre of decision-making. The Advocate- Regulation. The Ombudsman thus proposed to ECHA (i) that it require all registrants to show
The us . . . . . . . that they have tried to avoid animal testing and (ii) that it provide registrants with all the
objectif  General, who advises the Court, said that it would be a ‘devastating result’ if animal tests were information at its disposal which could allow them to avoid animal testing.
carried out in these circumstances when there was an available adaptation. In fact, ECHA did
eventually accept Esso’s weight of evidence approach, underlining just how important the
company's persistence was.
F
@g@ Federal Republic of Germany v Esso Raffinage and Others (advocates-for-animals.com)
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Assuring consumer safety without animal testing
- maximising use of existing information and animal-free approaches

Donor Compound

All our risk assessments are exposure-led

2 e le 2:  Estim: ly exposure levels for different cosmetic product types according
£ i to Cosmetics Europe data (SCCNFP/032L/00; Hall et al., 2007, 2011).

Compound and
—Fﬂeng?ormmul
O  forAnalysis

Use all available safety data on the ingredient
clinical, epidemiological, animal (if dates permit), in vitro, etc.

Exposure-based waiving approaches (e.g. toxicological threshold of concern)
In silico predictions
History of safe use
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Key Event 1 (KE1)

Developing cell-based
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measure activation of
*  different parts of the
biological pathway ...
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KE3

Dermis

Figure 1. Thy

KE4

s
Gwcse

Adverse Outcome (AO)

Determining the biological pathway behind
the adverse skin allergy reaction ...

SARA probability exposure is "low risk”
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Developing a
risk assessment
framework ...

Non-Animal Methods for Skin Allergy Risk Assessment (SARA)

Unilever's SARA Model -
developed as a computational
approach to integrate
information from the historical
data and various cell-based

*|  experiments...

SARA Model published
and collaboration with
US Gov. group (NICEATM)
to adapt the model for
regulatory use.
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A hypothetical skin sensitisation next generation risk assessment for

coumarin in cosmetic products

G. Reynolds , J. Reynolds, N. Gilmour, R. Cubberley, S. Spriggs, A. Aptula, K. Przybylak,

S. Windebank, G. Maxwell, M.T. Baltazar

Unilever Sefety end Bnviconmental Asaurance Centre, Cobworth Science Park. Sharabrook, Bedfordshive, MKS4 1LQ, UK

Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology

Volume 131, June 2022, 105159

N

Next generation risk assessment for skin allergy:
Decision making using new approach
methodologies

N. Gilmour 2 B, |. Reynolds, K. Przybylak, M. Aleksic, N. Aptula, M.T. Baltazar, R. Cubberley, R. Rajagopal, 6.

Reynolds, S. Spriggs, C. Thorpe, 5. Windebank, G. Ma>
Show more

+ Add to Mendeley of Share 39 Cite

https://dol.org/10.1016/]yrtph. 2022.105159 Get rights and content

Highlights

-« Application of new approach methodologies in a next generation risk
assessment framework for skin allergy.

+ Use of the skin allergy risk assessment (SARA) model, a defined approach
for potency and risk assessment of skin sensitisers.

- Skin sensitisation risk assessment case studies using new approach
methodologies.
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A large toolbox of modern scientific methods (NAMs) is used

Face Cream

Derivation of in vitro PoD across multiple cell models (HepG2, NHEK and
MCF7) & refinement with HepaRG 2D and 3D & metabolism studies
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Hatherell et al (2020) Toxicological Sciences, 176, 11-33

Moxon et al (2020) Toxicology in Vitro, 63 104746
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Unilever Frameworks for using NAMs to make Human Safety Decisions
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Use of NAMs in assessing safety risks of cosmetics ingredients
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Use of NAMs in evaluating food ingredients Expected Operational Result 2.1.3
EFSA investing in NAMSs for regulatory assessments | i e i

improved to address future challenges

mb210624-a2

P> Ensure forward looking engagement with
partners and stakeholders to achieve synergies
Finally, the development of scientific methodologies on RisicAssessment topics of mutual imerest anc
facilitate the development and implementation of
harmonised risk assessment methodologies

and tools, and the opportunity to refine existing ones,

will offer new approaches for risk assessment in line  Prepare to address risk assessment challenges
with the 3Rs principle {R.ELIC;.L-,].;:Em.e«ntlr Reﬁnement’ and associated with food and feed system innovations
Reduction) to animal testing. EFSA must continue » Develop risk benefit approaches for chemical and

. . . . . bioclogical hazards in human and environmental
to invest in harvesting data and information to stay risk assessment

abreast of evolving scientific methodologies and » Develop and implement systems-based

research and develop adequate methodologies to approaches for regulatory environmental risk
s ® assessment
assess new sources of potential food/feed risks such as

. . P Establish criteria and scientific assessment options
new production technologies. I :
to support the application of tiered approaches

of methodological complexity to deliver fit for

EFSA Strategy 2027

) P Develop and integrate new approach
Science methodologies (NAMs) and omics for regulatory
risk assessment

- 7 5
Safe food , ,
P Develop risk assessment of combined exposure to
S ustaina b i l !W multiple chemicals, across regulatory domains

P Integrate, bioinformatic and cheminformatics
approaches, technologies and data into next
generation risk assessment

P Consider how microbiomes could be included in

% risk assessment, and develop tools to enable this
A -

T -l efS a P Keep EFSA's risk assessment processes updated in
B line with evolving regulatory, policy and quality
drivers (TR)

European Food Safety Authority




US EPA is leading on application of NAMs for chemicals safety

0/X-21/209"| December 2021 | www.epa.govi/research

New Approach
Methods WorkPlan

Evaluate
regulatory
flexibility for

accommodating

NAMSs

Develop
baselines and
meltrics for
assessing
progress

Establish
scientific
confidence and
demonstrate
application

Develop NAMs
that fill critical
information

gaps

communicate
with
stakeholders

LS. Environmental Protéetion Agency
Office of Research and Development
Office of Chemical Safety'and Pollution Prevention

December 2021

\ APCRA

', ACCELERATING THE PACE OF
" CHEMICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

TOXICOLOGICAL SCIENCES, 173(1), 2020, 202-225

OXFORD

NI L= C o —

academic.oup.com/toxsci Remarch Articl

H

! ytility of In Vitro Bioactivity as a Lower Bound Estimate
of In Vivo Adverse Effect Levels and in Risk-Based
Prioritization
Katie Paul Friedman @ ," Matthew Gagne,' Lit-Hsin Loo, Panagiotis
Karamertzanis,® Tatiana Netzeva,’ Tomasz Sobanski,® Jill A. Franzosa," Ann
M. Richard,* Ryan R. Lougee," Andrea Gissi,® Jia-Ying Joey Lee,* Michelle
Angrish,'| Jean Lou Dorne, Stiven Foster," Kathleen Raffaele," Tina

Bahadori,' Maureen R. Gwinn," Jason Lambert," Maurice Whelan,* Mike
Rasenberg,® Tara Barton-Maclaren,' and Russell S. Thomas @ *

“The primary objective of this work was to compare PODs
based on high-throughput predictions of bioactivity,
* exposure predictions, and traditional hazard information
for 448 chemicals”
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Overview

1. broader societal & regulatory context for using innovative safety

science approaches to replace animal tests
- translating our investigative research tools into regulatory application

2. how we apply NAMs in a tiered and integrated way to make
decisions on ingredient safety for consumer products
- introducing a conceptual approach and specific focus

3. why as scientists we need to champion policy & regulatory changes
- how we can influence broader use of our advanced scientific tools & knowledge

y

Unilever



Advocating for regulatory change around the world

Unilever supports calls for a globalban on animal testing for cosmetics by 2023

Producttestin Ingredient testing Ingredient testing
; - existing ingredients - newingredients

Hygiene (, E C H

products & EUROPEAN CHEMICALS AGENC
disinfectants

EU cm-nc Is Strategy
P ferSustainability

The EU’s ban on animal testing for
cosmetics helped change the world.

Now all that progress is at risk.
We say use science.
Home care :
products (p “~ Partner
T ) WithPurpose

ol
"’".s)
Unilaw




Working to change regulatory requirements for cosmetics testing

Product testing requirements are evolving in China The EU and UK animal testing bans on cosmetics are at risk
- promoting use of non-animal safety science & assessments - regulators requesting new animal tests on hundreds of chemicals

ECHArequesting more animal testing of .
Unilever played a lead role in helping modernise China's cosmetics safety approach existing inaredients Taking astand...
. . . . . . + EU ban on selling cosmetics including + Along with animal protection NGOs,
Non-animal safety approachesin China 2021 animal-testing exemptions ingredients tested on animals was Unilever and other companies / brands

2011: Unilever-hosted symposium at our implemented in 2013 - ingredients have taken a very public stand against
Shan'ghai laboratory cannot be used if they have been tested animal testing for cosmetic ingredients
on animals anywhere in the world.
2014:Mandatory animal testing forlocally commen Casmetics vest
Imported R .
manufactured Common cosmetics removed special Cosmatics . + Today, ECHA mandating new animal
) ) tests in the EU on hundreds of chemical

2019: ngh level UK-China government Common Cosmetics Yes* ingredients in consumer products that
collaboration Made in China Special Cosmetics o have been used and manufactured

. . . safely for years - including those used
2021:No mandatory animal tesmj'g for AT exemption requires a Good Manufacturing Practice (GMP) solely in cosmetics
imported Common cosmetics, Unilever - certificate and a Cosmetic Product Safety Report (CPSR). :
Shanghui government lab collaboration on * AT still required for some preducts e.g. anti-wrinkle and anti- Open Lettar: Cosmatics Ainimal Tasting Ban Effectivaly Shradded

f acne rinse off products, baby products or products with new

safety of hygiene/disinfectant products Ingredientsn 2 year menitoring period
without animal testing

B Unlever Global Change location

News v

Ourcompany v Planet & Society v suppliers v Careers

EUROPE
STAND |
WITH US

TOEND
ANIMAL

Supporting a future globalban
on animal testing for cosmetics

Published: 03/05/2022 @ Average read time: 8 minute

We say use science, not animals, to ensure consumer products and their

ingredients are safe. Read more on our commitments, our work and the
challenges.

2R
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Transformational change requires activism & public engagement
- scientists advocating with the animal protection NGOs & brands

We stand together against new

ANIMAL ACTIVISTS -
Which beauty brands W | animal testing of cosmetics

are campaigning '-o OurCompany + News v OurBrands v  Planet & Society :
‘protect the ban’? worldwide

From letters to government to ] ,
eye-catching activist murals, beauty’s j: The European Chemicals Agency is calling for some ingredients that have been widely - and
biggest names are mobilising against

a perceived threat to the integrity
of Europe’s animal testing bans.
Gy But who's doing what? &

safely - used for years to undergo new animal testing. We say use science, not animals,

The Drum

No animal testing, Unilever brands

and the EU’s chemicals regulations
NEWS

New European Chemicals Agency proposals contradict the EU’s ban on animal testing for

cosmetics. We don't agree that ingredients with a history of safe use and manufacture need L3 . L3 ° L3

further testing on animals. Here Julia Fentem, who leads product safety at Unilever, explains why. Lea d l n g leg Is latl o n ° h ow m aj o r b ra nd s a re
taking on the EU over animal testing

By Ellen Ormesher
October 18, 2021

e— d

November 2021 51
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Our company v Our brands Planet & Society

How you can help
save cruelty free
cosmetics

Help end animal testing for i
872021 road time: S minutes

cosmetics forgood

Theissue Europe’s ban on animal testing for cosmetics is at

risk. But Dove and The Body Shop are joining the

world’s leading animal protection groups to

defend it. Here’s h help.
What we can do about it Share this initiative efend it. Here’s how you can help




NAMs and REACH / EU Chemicals Strategy for Sustainability

Anierads

« Whilst NAMs are increasingly used for safety e
assessment purposes, their application in chemicals | oo e s et Revore Under B8

i i i imi REACH Requires a Paradigm Shift in How f*j:':;zi'ﬁfwm:
registration remains limited e R e oY T
Gap Between Regulatory Testing and
Modern Safety Science

« Failure of ECHA to implement ‘animal testing as a
last resort’ Jula Fentem, tan Malcomb

Abstrac

. . . Animal ustefur testing chemicals under REACH continues to increase, despite advances in non-animal safety science during
the I5 Thi lication of mode i d techmology, and the of ion’ weight-of-eviden

 New animal testing requested for widely used Nt oo oot s oo o v
ingredients used in these products. However, this is still not the case for the regulation of chemicals. Under the new

. . . Chemicals Strategy fo inability, ] ) 5 )

existing chemicals under REACH Euvopean Commision @ ikl smbrace he s af maderand nncvaie now sl ety oo, n ot of

outdated animal testing, if the EU is to be a leader in safe and sustainable innovation under the European Green Deal

transformational change ambitions. The European Commission also needs to enable companies to meet their legal
obligation to only conduct animal testing as a last resort. by providing @ more flexible, science-based and consistent

, Gavin M Il and Carl Westmoreland

regulatory framework for assuring chemical safety, which supports the integration of data from different sources. Weare at
a tipping peint for closing the gap berween regulatory chemicals testing and modern safety science. Itis tme to join forces,

* Inconsistency in EU approaches for establishing R oy s Tt et o s 0 i s oS o e
product and ingredient (chemical) safety

European
Union

European Citizens’ Initiative

Re'thinking the EU’S apprOGCh to Chemical Safety We call on the European Commission to do the following:

1. Protect and strengthen the cosmetics animal testing ban.

Chemicals Strategy for Sustainability

Initiate legislative change to achieve consumer, worker, and environmental protection for all

The European Commission adopted its Chemicals cosmetics ingredients without testing on animals for any purpose at any time.
= Strategy for Sustainability on 14 October 2020. The
r‘ E H A Mg strategy is part of the EU’s zero pollution ambition - a 2T f EU ch ical |ati
B key commitment of the European Green Deal - and - Iranstorm chemicals regu ation.
EUROPEAN CHEMICALS AGENCY aims to better protect citizens and the environment
from harmful chemicals, and boost innavation by Ensure human health and the environment are protected by managing chemicals without the
promoting the use of safer and more sustainable " i i .
chemicals. addition of new animal testing requirements.
s DY 3. Modernise science in the EU.
in:%s 2
?% & Commit to a legislative proposal plotting a roadmap to phase-out all animal testing in the EU before

Unilover the end of the current legislative term.
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Closing the Science - Regulatory Use Gap

Lo

Upholding the EU's Commitment to iyt
*Animal Testing as a Last Resort’ Under = .
REACH Requires a Paradigm Shift in How sl

We Assess Chemical Safety to Close the FEAGE
Gap Between Regulatory Testing and
Modern Safety Science

Julia Fentem, lan Malcomber, Gavin Maxwell and Carl Westmoreland

Safety scientists are calling for paradigm shift & regulatory change
- safe & sustainable ingredients without animal testing

Cosmetics
frap e o 8

Unilever: EU needs ‘paradigm shift” in chemical safety
assessment methods

TRIL Al g il g afeesive. sorameral g . ¥ "
rRta, REACH (P, Rkl abed [ a0, ity WAL,

AT ATy BT " “ .

Archiwes of Tasoohogy
Itpreiidiol oegy DO MO OO0 1031 5:8

REGULATORY TOXICOLOGY

A framework for chemical safety assessment incorporating new
approach methodoelogles within REACH

Michalas Ball' . Remi Bars® - Philip A, Botham® - Andresa Cuclureanu® . Mark T. [ Cranin® . John E. Dae®0 .

Tatsiana Disdzing® - Timathy W, Gant” - Marcel Leist® - Bennard van Ravenzwaay”

Rapaked 11 Octobsr )31 7 Accepad: 21 Dacamber 2001
& Tha Aurhas) 2003

Cosmetics
[ L]

R P
The future of animal-free chemical testing? There's a ‘big

frustration’ in the scientific community, say Unilever
ExXecs

By Bagey Cubiey
LA A il Wing, Ardmal DAL SEETUIVEL CuHnp AR In e, i
Brgpulscan TR, BTAT Aramal sating aan, Chericsh
i
14
S

Time to re-think & modernise
our approach ...

1. Conducting an animal test
because it's a (perceived)
regulatory requirementisn’t
adequate scientific justification

2. Current laws and reqgulations,
not science, are impeding the
paradigm shift to using modern
animal-free safety science

3. Change regulatory approach to
chemical safety to strengthen
the protection of people
(workers & consumers) and our
environment, without that being
anchored in predicting the
apical toxicity effects seen in
high-dose animal studies




Using advanced science to assess chemical (ingredient) safety
- action needed to accelerate changes to chemicals regulatory frameworks

Scientifically justify ~ Regulatory get creative using relevant
‘animal testing compliance NAMs* / scientific data

as a last resort — D modernise Legal &

+ _o o
Paradigm shift in Bigt;rgﬁenccte Regulatory requirements

_how we assess people & our develop NAM-based
ingredient safety  environment D regulatory frameworks

*NAM = New Approach Methodology

Comment

———— || Law—Not Science-Impedes Shift to Non-Animal Safety Cosmetics
Upholding the EU’s Commitment to “,’,’,‘;,. Testin g design-europe.com

‘Animal Testing as a Last Resort’ Under I e

REACH Requires a Paradigm Shift in How ﬁﬂ...‘y&% June 18, 2021, 9:01 AM &= ooy THE LONG READ: IN CONVERSATION WITH UNILEVER SAFETY & ENVIRONMENTAL ASSURANCE CENTRE (SEAC) EXECUTIVES
e O3 We Assess Chemical Safety to Close the  ssace The future of animal-free chemical testing? There's a ‘big
s 2% Gap Between Regulatory Testing and ion' i ienti H
Mod Saf Sci Testing products on animals is slowly ending, but there are still some obstacles to =y Marth.‘ant frUStrat'on n the SCIQntlﬁc Communlty, say Unilever
55 odern Sal ety cience ) ) ) Sandra Day O'Connor College of
% completely ending the practice, explains Gary E. Marchant, a professor at the Law execs
U .Q o Sandra Day O'Connor College of Law at Arizona State University. He discusses three By Kacey Culliney (7
Julia Fentem, lan Malcomber, Gavin Maxwell and Carl Westmoreland impediments, including legal barriers from federal regulatory agencies. 20-0ct-2021 - Last updated on 20-0ct-2021 3t 09:54 GMT




Some closing thoughts ...

1. the NAMs scientific community continues to grow, producing some excellent scientific

outputs - new methods, testing strategies, case studies, publications ... innovative
research & innovation

2. NAMs-based ingredient risk assessments enable decisions on safety, integrating relevant
scientific data in weight-of-evidence approaches ... leading scientists & influential
scientific committees are promoting the use of NAMs & including in their guidance

3. most regulatory decision-makers & chemicals safety policy leaders are considerably less
familiar with advanced safety science / NAMs ... and are increasingly resistant to
changing from traditional animal testing

» if we want our safety science / NAMs to have impact in better protecting
people & our environment and enabling safer use of chemicals, we need to
play our part in closing the gap, building confidence in the use of NAMs and
helping drive regulatory / policy change - outreach, training, guidance ...
activist NAMs scientists advocating for change
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