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Fig. 1: Risk assessment framework demonstrating where a Tier 1 assessment would be performed after an initial problem formulation tier that could not reach a safety decision with the I
available information. It also shows where higher tier testing might be implemented to increase confidence in a decision or if a safety decision can’t be reached after Tier 1 data generation. I
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Conclusions

Using NAM-based bioactivity data in a risk assessment workflow results in full separation of low and high-risk benchmark chemical use scenarios in accordance
with safety opinions published by authorities. The UV filter and preservative test chemicals are all active in vitro with BERs as low as 0.4 calculated, where a BER
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Fig. 3 BER plots for all chemical use scenarios at all PBK levels. Blue dots represent low risk scenarios, orange dots represent high risk
scenarios and the dotted line is plotted at BER = 1. Conceptually a BER < 1 could indicate low risk, although more detail on an evaluation

activity to benchmark this can be found in the Middleton et al., poster.
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