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JRAIE LT, BMD EIZBET 2R CRIE SN D 2 CORBREICHEA S D, TORAEZE T, =
D% NOAEL i—3 7o b, bRV BMDL Z /R 3 BB EIE— L AR DO HFIETIEIRS L, S 57257
TS, £ ST NOAEL VEDGA L RIERIZ, 1T s,

NOAEL {£ClL, T —Z ONTF Y R KREV, EROTEEOKR I3 E O AR N S W
EDOT —ZIEEWNOAELEZ A U5 DT, AIREMED & 5 FEHES & LT NOAEL # BT D BRI Y 7% T
— 2ty NERATONEIDORBITEETH L, 7 — ¥ OHEILETND X HEMEDOHWICER LN
%, REEHIIZ, BMDIEIZZNER, Ui%T — X ORREE2EEB T LItk - T, T—HMEE —EIC
RofoE E TERMICFHET 2, 7 — X BHBHETH 20 LIFRMEO 2 WA, 07 —2tEy hnb
AU % BMDL &L 7 BN 55, LiovL, @ BMDLEOERIZER S N-ROEETHY | BE
TOHRBEDOKE X (effectsize) 1IMEHTHBMR LV HREL ARV ZHTARVARELLEBLHT,

WZH0bbT, T2 0NHEVICE T, "R L LTZ0 BMDL 27 513720
ENHZEIEHVIDL, FDOL I Ty MIETLOIRNERDH L0 LR, Ziud BMD OfF
XD ED, FETNVEEZ DEIZBMDL RRE LS EDLRFICRBIEN D724 5, ZOREIZEET
%¥E#HT 5.5 EITRT,

&b L<E BT BMD @ Y 7 MIKEEBRELIR#E)T CTHZE S 4172 Benchmark Dose Software (BMDS) &
RIVM 723Bi% L 7= PROAST T& 5,

3.3 NOAEL & BMD DR & 451t

NOAEL [FlH Ny 7 770 v FROG & AN TRISICHEHFRIABEZED RO N2 VWHEL L TH D,
ZAUE NOAEL 73, ¥HEMEDOF THEDRHE TE RNV HVWNSWHETHAZ L&KL TEBY ., £
npz NOAEL fE CORBORE SIFRAL RKMOEETH D, ZHUTOWTOIREE S D EHED Ik
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P HEEE & NOAEL A EREO M TRl SN SO EHEKE 23 E T 52 L Th 5,

NOAEL 1T/ L b “BENZN FAETIIARWA, KiaxZo X5 IRansd, L, 3.5 =T
SN DB ERNP RS L 912, NOAEL HOEBEORE SiE, < OO FE L LT, Ik 2l
% & DR TIE 10%, F 7 i r 722l % & 5 EOG Tlk 5%I2iTVy, & 2T, JEEGENRMES & D RISDR
BORE ZTEFIY 27 (extrarisk) EFREL S D, @FY A7 1%, ROGHEE GEINY A 7 additional risk)
ZRIE OO /23 (100—[Ny 7 7T 9 RIS, %) TE- izt LTE#RSh
5@M,\LMUX?ﬁ&WﬁﬂyﬁfﬁﬁyFﬁmﬁE%T%ﬂﬁ%ﬁwxﬁm&ammﬁﬁm%
ERD), EEIRMEL & DRI T, EORE SIERSEEIEO N S— o MELE LTRESNS (i
ZAE, FBREDY 100 g 705 95 g Il o lme . WEORE ST 5% E2D), filx D NOAEL TiE, #
AR CRVWEBOREZIIIINLDMEE D /AEW (HEWVITKREWV) b Lty Riliafl S
AVIZEICE 1T D5 NOAEL fE TORED EIRENFHRE S, R1IRESNTND, LirL, DX D 2eff
BERY 7215 L NOAEL VD H FOBEMIZH W THE STV Ry, BMDIETIL, TORREREEDOKE
Z (DFED, BMR) FZDEHKR ELKROZLELTHLNLTND

Table 1: Hlustrations of upper bounds™ of effect at NOAELs related to 10 compounds evaluated previously by JMPR or EFSA.

(sf:m::r) Endpoint Quantal data Continuons data T
Crperbom | SO Pt
extra rizk (25)° [%)p
Thiedicarb (JMPE. 2000) splemic extramedullary haematopolesis 21 www.mchem org/documents jmprjmomone v lprl? him
Carbaryl (TMPR 2001) vaseular fumours 15 www.mchem org/documents jmprjmpmono/ 2001 prd2 him
Spinosad (JMPE. 2001) thyroud epathelal cell vacuclation 27 www.mchem org/documents/jmprjmpmeone/ 2001 prl 2 hitm
Flutolanil {TMPE 2002) erythrocyte volume fraction 9 www.mchem org/documentsjmprjmpmono/ 2002 pr0 7 him
haemoglobin concentration 9.7
mean corposcular haemoglobm 3
decreased cellular elements i the spleen 30
Metalaxyl (IMPE. 2002) serum alkaline phosphatase actraty 260 www mehem org/documentsjmprjmpmeons 2002 pe09 hiv
serum AST 100
Cyprodoul (JMPR 2003) spongests hepatitis 51 www mchem org/documentsjmprjmomona v 2003 pr03 htm
Famoxadone (TMPR 2003) cataracts 29 www.mchem org/documentsjmprjmpmeone w203 pr05 htm
microscopic lenticular degeneration 29
—_ - - www.efza ewropa enEFSAlefsa locale-
Tributyltin (EFSA2004) | testis weight 51 1178620753812 _1178620762916 hitm
g - 2 www.efzaewropa euEFSAlefsa_locale-
= (e &L 1178620753812 1178620807204 htm
Deoxymrvalenol (EFSA - a www.efza.ewropa enEFSAefsa locale-
2004) Dody sl 1 1178620753812_1178620763160 htm
Etlyl lauroy] arginate (EFSA " www.efsa ewropa e EFSAlefsz_locale-
3007) white blood cell counts 3 1178620753812_1178622334379 htm

" As calculated by the Scientific Committes

% Two-sided 90%-conSdence interval for extra risk was calculated by the likelihood profile method

* Two-sided 90%%-confidence interval was calculased for the difference on loz-scale, and then transformed back, resulting in the confidence interval fior percent change (see Slob 2002 for farthar
statistical assumptions).

BONOILEDIIH LT, BFZERIRITICENL TV LEEORE SO LIRMEA#HE L7z, FE
fER 7R A & D R BHRAE Tl mE U A 7 1IZBfRT 5 EIRIEIZK 3725 30% D TE DS, H LA
NWEL@K*Hé@%Ux&ﬁm%(:nm#@ﬁ%~&ﬁﬁﬁén1wéBMR?%%)%%zé:
EbdVH5 (5.4 BESH), RIS, ®1ORONIALED TIL, HEiE0 R f4 & 2 E8REICBT
% NOAEL EDOEBEDKE IR 3% /NS VW EREDO Z L b H 5, LinL, < O%A. TiUL 10%E T
%@\@ﬁ?~ﬁ%@8MR@@%hﬁ%(54$%£%)E%NT%M R10O—o0F, BEHOKXWN
FERAL SR T A =2 —TH Y FBO LIREIL 260% & Eh o 7=,

BMD % b & B st # FEZ DD TH LR, 7 — &@#%%%wfzﬁﬁww&%ﬁﬁﬁbw
T—2%y h—ROEHREZ AN D, F72. NOAEL EIFFANIHE LIZHRICE S5, BMD 151E
Eéht%%@ﬁ%ﬁﬁ?é’&%ﬂ ECTHD, ZD=H, NOAEL IZBEXOHEDAFK L, 1 DOZ D%t
IS DR B O R E SITEE R SN2V, BMDL X, BMDL & L CHESNAED T
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HDEBORES LWObXnT 5, Le2i-> T, BMDLAEIZBMRIZE > TERINLLHEIZBIT S
WEO FREZWAREIRTZ LIk > T, NOAEL k0 2L oiF# 2RI+ 2 itk D,

BMD IEDRAK E - TV D ERIFFHE Sz BMD OAREFEMEOFTTH D (Z4E BMD O Fbh Y O
FHERXMEZRT LI o TRBEND), Z ORMEINEOFNILIER NOAEL V£ TIEfTbhen, i
E, T2 BHIREN TOAHARKRE L ONTWVAEAIC, BICEERMIES TH 5, NOAEL I
ZOEHIRGAETH LIXUITEH SN2, 5O TEO AN HEFEMEIT@E R IR0,

U R 73l 24T 9 72D NOAEL 1EDT — & BRI T A v DEBEIICERO b TA K74
(B 21X, ALFWERBE D=8 OECD A K74 V) IZAANLN TS, LrL, T—F¥DHH
PEIXZN DTV A (BlxE, AEHOECHOKRE I) ICBT 22K flim72 1 ©e <, FEE
SIS D &SI SN D GO LS 78 EOMEOBEOHEIZ HIKIFT 5, NOAEL IEIZBIT 57 —
X O PRI T A 70 EOERGHRE 22072 ) OFREKRTFT 553, BMDIEIZ I E Ti#lam L C
XL ISR TFIFREME SN, TD L, ST —4y NORREEZEZEZ RN LT —4
DEZEFT D2 LT BIZIE, T—FORTYFRLBE-MSOFER), SOICHTEIT, 20k,
T2y NPEESOEHICHAONDENE I NI L T, LVERICESIRENREE 2D,
BMDL & (FIRMEAHEET HZ &I2k->TC) YT — 4y FOBEIZETHAEEL TWDHDT, 77—
2 DE D NOAEL D5 & LN THEHRZMBEIZZR B RWEA 9,

WFET VA N T DBUTOEFEAI T A R T A %, NOAEL i E L TE X T EiF sz,
BMD AT 25 Z L iox L TUITEREAE 2 Ty, L LR, BfToH A K74 1% BMD
EIZH U TRl & I35 2720, DA R4 0%, #l21X OECD Test Guideline Programme DA
THETSNDHDOT, BMDIEICH LT — X 2t 2 LM E L 70 5,

3.4 NOAEL & BMD &, WK DDl

AR — MUSRHB O 7212 NOAEL & BMD EDFHHEFI 273, 1% A & 2 & B OBIEIL, HIEHF%E
(ZBT D REO R — LT — & Mkl L OIEEEOSE TH . %~ NOAEL ¥£ L BMD L% #H 42
DTS, 3FHOBEIZE MBI E-MIGT —4 Th b,

Table 2: Pair-wise comparison of dose groups, data from Fig. 2

Doze (N | Geometric ES (%) | Lower 35%-confidence | Upper 95%-confidence | t-statistic | p-value
mean bound (one sided) of ES | bound (one sided) of ES
(Tg)Ex (a)Es
0 5 | 716
75 5 | 735 26 20 T4 0.99 017
300 5 | 7.72 78 30 129 288 0.006
600 4= [ 319 144 90 20.1 485 =0.001

M = zeometric mean

E5 = effect size (in percent chanpe compared to response at dose zano)

* = pne animal died at the top dose

** Two-sided 90%-confidence interval was calculated for the difference on log-scale, and then ransformed back, resulting in the

confidence interval for percent change (see Slob 2002 for further statistical assumptions)

BI1. b e dd— il — 4
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ZOBNIFEXIEEREICET 2O T, #EMST — X Th D, HiET — ¥ TiEEx OXRTHEFTE L
TRINDENWPE S D, HEIED BMR ITREICK T D FRE 2V LEEEOWE & R S5 53,
FHET — # O BMR ITRIERO L E KT 5 (B2 28)

NOAEL V£ & BMD {EDROFIE R Z /R T 72D, Zhb 2 HEENHET — Xty MIEA L TAH LI,
NOAEL BB W T~ DHER A X REEO i & i35 & (KA & 75 mg/kg #EOREITAETRW

. JHH: 300 mg/kg £ & 600 mg/kg BEDOEE () 1X, K2 ORES] (PH) (R Li-XHic, HEtH
(2 P<0.05 THEIZHRR D, HaIANIARRMROBEICH S L 75 mg/kg 73 NOAEL & 7S 572
Ao, bbb bT, ZOMETEIZHE (KUK) O 95%EE ERME (F1A) 3B ERET 7.4%
oENchHs (R2) .

RUT—%ty NCBMDIEZMHT A0, £20OT7 — X & —KIHET /L (y=a-exp (b+x)) (Z&H T
E, FE EED 5%OMEMNAZ R T BMR 2 H\Wz (B258), Z0ET VOMITHE S IE BMR=5%T
BMDgs 2% 221 mg/kg & 72 ¥ . BMDLgs 1% 171 mg/kg & 722 (KB 2 OFHCHR)

y = a“explbx)

Proasti7T.E
war- 4.00137
& T.138

=} b 0.DJ02207
= loghk  3I5EE

M2 /FXORAEHICHYSTZE . | Bmr: cas
AW ZDHEMEEE (mgkg = ““;Mi‘-:HJ
BW) — AELAEEHOBAE o ot
WERT. BRGEASLELE— o

RIEETINZERL., B#RIE BMR -
=5%M & &M BMD #7579 . XE
EEET B A TIE BMDS TlE =
COREMERTELGLI ST,

2
w T T T T T T T
0 100 200 300 400 500 600

dose
ZDOTF—H% v hTiE BMDLgs 1Z NOAEL L 0 W (%4, 171 mg/kg & 75 mg/kg) . (28 303 53,

BMDLgs [Z31F 2 BEDO K E Z 1% (95%DEHEET) 5% L W /SN ERRDL Z ENTE D8, 28T —
2O (FR2Z2M) TIE NOAEL fEOBORZ XX (ZH5H B5%NDEHET) 74% L0/
LIS 2720, 535 L, BMDL THEIH SN 5L OEHEE X NOAEL THHIN 2D XV H K
T [RED: KEHEE QRPN EVIZ S, FEHEEENERREND], T72D5H, NOAELIETARYy 7 750w
R &l 2 O EREE OB THET S L0 L, BMDETET —X Yy NEITT 5 0T — 2 W%
FUERESIERAL TS Z EERT,

P12 - SIS T — 5
3FL®TJ§FS7*~5"C‘“¢ BMR I/ 7 75 02 RBIEFENS D H HFFEMENN (specified increase) & &
#INbH, BISITRTHITIE, 10%D BMR GHEIV 27) BAHWHN S,
ZIT, PEHELEMEDORIERIT Ny 7 7T 0 FRIGOFIER L AR BEZPRD bl
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Molz, T72bbH, 450 mg/lkg O HEEFH &N Z OO SRR D NOAEL L7205, ZO%A., N
oI TSy R O 2 BER B A1T 9 & . NOAEL fHICEBITARED KX Xkt L TIEFICREx 72
B%lEHE LR (A #£ETU 2 (Fbbh, BV 27 OEIT 47%FH% & 72 5),

Log-Logistc Mode! with 0.85 Confidence Leve!

j _o-g-Lo;;is:c

y = aH 1-ali 1 +exp{cInibi))

=8 Wi Preastiy 2 BMDS
| model - A 18

@ D5 E | ]
PROAST o : =

m
=L
=
=4

LR
N
™,

il OB

0 200 400 800 . : EMDL ) ; EMD

dose (mg'kg) o 100 200 00 400 500 800 T
dose

937 10028 2008
B 3. PROAST & BMDS V7 FTHLNI-FEERT — 2 DEHT — EAOHAEHT 10 LOFYIAMER SN -FHRRIC
BT EHEEIN-BWOEE. T—HIE—REETALNHTTHLN (ER) . BRITLOAEO KRG & LT 10%0D
BRI RO BMR £R9. PROAST & BMDS £ELRBACR T vV ETAAHTEH LNz (R3BR) . REh
RIZV I bERLEZTST7THS.

e AT 4 VTN EHWCE-NIGT — X 2T MET 5L, BI3D L HIZ BMDy 7 399
mg/kg. BMDLyo 7% 171 mg/kg & 72 W . NOAEL L ¥ & 2372 0 &L,

BMDL i CORIE S 2 2T (95%DEHEE T) 10%LL L2257 235 Z & 2 BMD O ik
TR A, ZAUE, NOAEL HERE L Ny 7 77T 7 2 REOGD 2 BEFHRIC K - TEHR &35 (NOAEL
fECo) EO LIRE 47%h1% & 0 2272 VRV, ZAUEBMD IERT =2 b AFTELHERE LY BF
SIEHLTWSD WS ZEEZHURLTWD,

A3 : B FDE— I BFT—H

b OB FIGT — X OFNTIE, AR T OFIECREREEMIC IS T D REMI NS 57201, L
f@%%%f%%ﬂéﬁ@%@%—ﬁmf~&;D@%f%éo:::%#Wfi%@ii@@%ﬁ%
DIFHHT, IV 55 hT—FO—fl, TROLIFFIT/NIRBFEEAOH Z7Rd, T 2Tk, B
§VNwﬁ%ﬁ@ﬂ%%fmﬁénfwéo%@ﬁ WREE A RO NI NBO BRI T 2 —{bd
%72 51X NOAEL LTI C& 5743, IXTEHROERICEN 5, XHRAIIZ, BMD EIZB 41277 L9
W2, 7Y —bEFICEAT S Z <‘:ﬁ>fé‘50 ZOBITIE, 2 TOXNSENH — FIRFEEBNHZSOWT
EH (=0) HH2WVIEERE (=1) L2xaT(badnTnb, ZO LI e A 7OBEICBRITE—KIEBIFR
ERHETZEEFHLOS, BE—REETLEINLT =X IZHTUEH, HERICHEET 5 ISR FEET 5
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ZEHRIHTE S, ZOMTIEZ. HTIEDTET N L BIET S ST S OREE L~ L RS T A E R
DWeRZFT, HTUIHOTZET VL, HTUID BNTZAKERR E X, HEICAE RS EE R L, #at
BN BB B D (EE 2R L7~ BMDEIZZ O/ 2 8E U 2 7 2310% & 72 HIREE L~ L A HEE
ToHEOEHAENE B.TEEZEMR),

one-stage model_ y=a # (1-a) (1 - expl-a'b])

=S4 1221 23 1 3 1 TZE&TM
4. EMIBEHI2BE2OBREELNE ."'f;:gl;"““
—RIET—50 BVD B — a0t S %%f%
£% (F0v bShi-BFELUZBEL O s
RLIEBTBHEERERT) LHVT  E 51 e
BEIN-BE-FAREDNBREBHLE E
LTHELEEND (=E¥. 1=8%) . & 7
E-REETILHINALDT—RIZHT %
FHHATND. BMDy, () 1% 173 o
THY. BMDLy & 92 THD., 10%D '
BMR AER S Nt S{msdm a2 w 2 1

Erl EI;II} 4-.';II] EI;III EI;:I 1 :IrI]EI f."';rIZI:I
exposure (CRO)

ZOBITIE, 52 BMD ERXIREEOGFA LRV THLEHATESZ 2R LTS, T72bb,
Ny T30 REIGELUEH i i-E—otifRic > THEI NS,

3.5 BMR D#EiR

BMD L% W CHEMER ZF T 57 DIZIEBMRICHEDMZ2RIRT 240 E R’ H5H, 22T, BMROD
WIHER EE OBPU PR L T % 75>@Eéﬁ75>ﬂ<&>%ﬂ5

HARMIZIZ, BMRIIIEH TE 5, 2 WVITAETRVWEEORE I ZXMT 57255, L, EiE
ol E LT, BIRSN D& BMR 1%, BIEEOHFAZ B2 2/MFICL > TBMD Z#ET 52 &2
RNEIE, HEV/NELITRETRY, EF DX, BMDL IEEHT 2 ET M RKRWITIEKFT 5005
Th b,

W, BMD EIFFEICIE#EGET — 212 S, 1%, 5%, 72\ L 10%0iEE U 2 7 o BMR E23 &
FERT — X THA SN D X HE STz (Crump 1984; EPA 1995), 5% BMR #fiH42% Z L iddh
LT —HIITERNTH LD, RTOEET —Z 28T LHERE WV IFRTRY, ZhiZ, BMDL X
F VARV BMR i A W2 BR D & — ROGSE 7 /L OBPUCEEKAET 5 DT (Sand et al, 2002) . FEHfET —
Z DEGAEIZIE BMR=10%D 5 X L VEG Th D L HICE x5, EHT 5 &, BMDLy (3BT —F D
NOAEL (Zifv & & Tuv % (Fowles et al, 1999), HH% . FEEmME R O IR T — 2 Ik D
BMDL IZ, “FEHIZ, 5%<° 1% BMR XV % 10%? BMR @ NOAEL “E¥EIZITVZ ERbnodz, L
L, Z0D ﬁaBMMMHNQELLi@$ﬁLTIQ&ET%ot(NMWMLNMLI%EQ@BMR
NE MERICERINTEY ., b LAREEDPIEFICRE VR LITES b d b Lty (EEE,
1% BMR 78 & MFFFRICE 1T 5 Aflatoxin @ BMD/BMDL O % HIZ vy &4 7-—EFSA 2007)
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BT — 2 TlE, 5% D SR LUL iy LT LIFBIEEOFFHNICH Y . 2D BMR 1TFE T /UAKIFMEN &
1F E5EL 720 BMD & BMDL OH#EEE A #2325 L 9 TH 2 (Woutersen et al, 2001; Piersma et al, 2000;
Sand et al, 2006) , KE[EZE#MT 7 7 Z L (NTP)  HF
7% (Bokkers & Solb 2007) D% < & HEHT+ 5 & |
BMDLgs 23[F] U7 — 4t > MIH¥T 5 NOAEL (2 )

LLaonZedmsh (R52H) | 3ealoT s
— &ty FTHILUADENTH 7=, REEOBEZN o
fe R E B O T HE8D b7z (Kavlock et al, 1995), =
®M5. v rSIVIIVRAHARICETHIRLE-—RIET— N III I

AMSEH L= 395 D NOAEL/BMDLys LLDSEE S S5 7 =

Fraquency

ratio (MOAEL/BMDLS) on log-scale
BHER BRI, M e LT, B 3EBm ko BMR OFIHIER EMEIXIEERT — & Tl 10%, #HifT — %
TIESWAM AT D2 L2 RET D, INETITERRTEZLS1Z, 2O BMR OFIMIHREMIHFHH
HVTFMEFB RISV TEBIESNS G L7,

4. BBRAENTF/ VA2 ORNELDOFREVYAZAI a= - a Yy

AITE £ TIo, BUESOEH H1EZ AT 29 TBMD B2/ L CE 7z, falaERNTORELDORD
BERE X, BREE L BB AMEOW T OMWE Z b OMEITH T HBHE~ — Y U ORRKE, ZAUTRMIRINY
B X ORI D ADILTEYE D TDI 3 5 WX TWI D X 9 A B lE & RS AL S 72V E D et
FHEOREZTHZ & Th D,

4.1 EEEHHEDHRTE

FEMES D ADITDI 238 3 2, A FE4R%0h NOAEL 12 = hvd (WHO 1987), BMDL % SL¥E
RELTHERT IR, KOVRERHDLWVITE ORI RMEERBIHEL VDD LW ERIBINTE
oo T TEDLR TV Dikmix. NOAEL & %720 | BMDL X “ER2 HEZKML TR0 &N
I ETHD, ZOFEMIE INOAEL (X RENRRN & EBET 5 LV I /EIZHE ST
%, 3.5 ETHHF LKL 212, BMR OFIRREMIT “F¥4 5 & BMDL 78 NOAEL & —#9 5" L~
Thd, SHICZIIFETHRLIZL DT, NOAEL i THN L HEO I HE/R R E S 1% BMD/BMDL (2 B
L0HLREFBORES BMR) LV b RE< ARV ID, ZhboaBZxAabEs e, BEEAINL T
% Pl _E OB 72 R AR BT BTV, BMDL 7 538 H S 4 B FR# M. NOAEL 7 B H & h
ZHDLELL HBWNICRENTHD & THREND, e LT, NOAEL I[ZHEHEH S 41T 2 R %E
BB DOYINER EMIL BMDL (23 L CHREICHHFRETH A 9,

& HMFFETIL, KRBEDOUL & #FH & 2 WITAEW FHINCA BICR R 2RV HE (LOAEL) THRZEN
Ronsint L2, NOAEL {#EOHTiX, LOAEL MBI EBINM 2 AR ThRans, i
126 LC, BMDETIEFTSOFT — 21 Hb ¥ E LWBMR 2 W T BMDL B8 H S TEY, 2D X 57
BN 72 NSRRI B WIZEA D, b LE—IGT — 2 BHEL L~ TO BMR Z AL LW 5
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X B5EEZZM), LV EWKISEZHAET S BMR ZiEIRT 575, & 25\ X BMDL (ZENNH 70 A fife F24%
BT BENPTTL D,

4.2 EBEEUESLUERILPAENHZMED ') XY 5Hi

B ERES (EFSA2005) X, B2 L& NG, BFE~— YV IENBEBEES ORI AMEEZ
OMED Y AT FMOF TR LMY FETH DL EORmAEH Lz, UEESITEAES L LT BMDLy
AT AL S, ThbbiggE~— D41 & LT BMDLy M MEA SNLHNE, LREL,

4.3 Affi (potency) DB

HIpDWE D VIR DEERITTICBT 2E—WEO iz T 58, FUKRE IDORE /K
IG5 MEICEAT 2 RELE LT 5, BMD LI, J# Hﬂémkﬁﬂ%@lﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ“é ENRTE
HDT, TOLDREHTITHIE LVIER L F 25, HL@ET‘BMD& WBOEMEER Z b ORE
Iz T B 2 OWE O EMEEMIK T (toxic equivalency factors) ZE X HIT DIZH#E LTV 5D, FEEE,
BRI DAY ACEOER Il EM 2SR T 2729012 BMD IEAE & T& 72, £72. BMD %
FW T B DA DM HE B34 T8 #4528 (mode of action analysis) #9425 NOAEL XV i)
T& % (Boobis et al, 2006) , Plant Protection products and their Residues Z= B £ 1%, A% HfiHE EE 2 kD 5
722X BMDL £ W BMD OG5 M iFEN D & T 5B AEZ ¥ L7z (EFSA2008),

BMD&ig—ﬁm RGO, BREEHINE, oL EWE ORKREE R & LR (EEE) O
BENTT D50 LTS, FIZIEX, “M” WFaxE— RSO E&E LTEDD, £97
WX BT EehTFPARICER D E—PUSHRBREZRTNE I DI TELDTH D, —ITOMERMIT X
D HALTFWEICK LTSRS E W FTRIZY R 7 FHIIC & > THRZRERE 2 D00 Lty
Zo b, B-FOSERNE T LT HDOWITMMO/NMEFM THEEU L TWD Z X Zhb 28
®%*ﬁﬁﬁ?~§’ ERLEDEDZELARRE R D, ZAUTRN O RIEAS Z D FANTHE 3 2 L IR
LU, ®OGAITITEA SN HEORBD NI Z 2 Z LIZER 5, FERIC, Pl 7258 b
Oiﬁéﬁnﬁg@gfﬁm7~ﬁi\%ﬁ AIREBEL LT, BETLHIIENTE, ZhHE2TOT
— X ERIEHT 5 EAEEL 725 (Murata et al, 2002) .

MRHEHTIC R T DA BROMEMIL, & FOT — X Tl — MR FIETH L0, BIMEROMRNT T
IFEDLIARENTND, HBEIXL TETELITHET 5,

4.4 FERJ{EIE ) X T

U A7 M3 T D MeESRamn 7k, ERREE (B 21X, Gibney & van der Voet 2003; Fryer et al, 2006;
Tressou et al, 2004) ¥ L OMa A FH K+ OFrE . (121X, Baird et al, 1996; Swartout et al, 1998) D&

LT, RWRDERZRO TS, BMD OREFEVEII M OIARO T TERILS LD DT (Slob &
Pieters 1998) . BMD I3 fl Km0 e LA FER F R ElL L 68 5, &6, £D BMD EOHRICSH
L8 UGREROET MbIL, HLFEOIRE L~V (B 21X, HEEMICRT 5 BUEDORTE &) 753{&/33
IN5b, b MEHICKIT DEERRIEEEEORE SZHET HFERERY 95, Ziud, FlX
Mycotoxin Deoxynivalenol DfEATIZ AV B 07~ (Pieters et al, 2004),
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45 BMD & NOAEL, &M DR

BMD (T L ~UL LR SN TS =010, BMD MEDME ALY 27 8 Y BAR. MEEHIL,
—ERRE OBEBEOT CHEEZI SR ZT2b Lhviene ShbhvT&, —J, NOAEL (X#HEN
RN AL A REMEICEfRE SN TS, L, 41 ETHBLELSiC, VAZFEMICEKIT S
BMDL Offi FITFEARM FIECRTHR A ARARINCE 2 D 6 D TR,

BMD VL% XFf 3 2 O — 21X BMDL X7 — % OMWE % NOAEL KV & EFL > TW\W5H DT BMD
FEIXEORTRICKT L, W 25AI2h, K EWEEEZRET 20 28 ThD, ZiFaeTo
WEOT —FOHFFIALETHDL LN ZEEZEKIL TV, il s, 4.1 BETIHRARZL DI,
NOAEL & BMDL X P95 L~ TCWD EEBEZ LN TH D, #E 1 HIBEEE & /AR EHE (B
Z X, ADI) DORIIRERBRTZV 238 IRV TIX, FRER SI30F L b HE TRV, EEOHEE 1 HE
BCEDMEEREHME TV 2 D K 0 W%t LTk, BMD EZH W=7 — X OFFHc X 0 . BElE
SNV AT FHMAFIRE L 72 D00 LAty

U AT GO CARMEEREEZRBET 2L OFERRH L Z LR banl, &G
BROET IMMUIZZDORKRO—2 L 722, FiG0 Y A7 FHZ BMD (5% M3 2 1M LWFLR 2]
IKE, RREFEMEORK, TOKRE X, ZOFAMIAHR LWEEICK LTI ENOBLE R AL D & ThH
Bo DX D RERIE, BMD IEIC X o TG SN DICHIE LDEGEN Y A 7 fHlicE R 22 bE 75
THEIMERDLIFICRA S, BIRO Z &1, BMD &AM A4 2 M:—0 B3 S oSN & ik
BTLHZLITHDLF, EREFO,

BT, EFHEEHEIX BMD B2 ML LT 5, £ LT, &—oliicikT22Tor—2 %%
BT DR, fEREFREHEZ 8 2 2 RUL T, BMDIEIZZE DY A7 2 ERALT 2R EORILARML L, <L
T, ZNFV A7 a3a=r—2a DIV EWELRDIDTHD,

B%IZ, ADI R° TDI @ K 9 7 FefadtiEild TR FTRE etk ) X 7 ZFf7c /e Tk M —/EE, fBH
BT HL L] LERSNTNWDZEEIT-ED EEMT DI ENRKRUITHY | HEFFREHED NOAEL
DRDOVIZBMDL »HHMINTH ZOERITEDLLRNDTH D,

5. BMD @@t

ZOET, BT —4 15 BMD BLU'BMDL % ED K 9 IZEL MoV TR 2 RS L L
HiT, RENDREEFHBRICOWTEIET 5, BUEFATRERY 7 M, 3 Ea—4—ZlT5
PR 7R B3 e < Th L BMDIEEZ WD Z ENTE S, LM LN, KEOHF TIkXTX7- BMD
EOMESEZIELSBRT D2 L0, MREFELIRT 2 LT, MEEML2RD,

BMD £ AT 2 FIHIZLL FO AT » FIZERN SN D, [fix DAT v 72 LLFICHIIT 5,

. B IRT — 2 OO E

. BMR D&

. BUSET VR DOZIR

. AT ARVRTREZR T L D[R E

. BMD D#ftrE & FEHE R & LT BMDL DT

o ok W N
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5.1 %—&m%—@w@%wﬁi

— BOSBIR O 72 BRI 3@ E BMD ORI L2, BRI 2 BT 5 & ) IR i
T“?@Eﬁkiof\%5%@Lﬁ@x?y73?%ﬁ%uﬁﬁ@%@@ﬁﬁ@“&“5&ﬁﬁéﬂ
5B ThHhoTh, ARUTIEBMD #TICZEN A2 EHH D Z &IZX > TIT I,

BT —Z i3k 4 BN H Y | dfesE, JFipia, JHFERE G, 7 —% OFEEO RO
(TLDOHEFH RIS ﬁ@m%@&)ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%khfi%f%é@\BMR%mﬁﬁét ICHHETH D,

e R & IR ROV T O BMR OffFRIE 3. 4 % (Fil1 & 2) 22223V, IHFEEITERT —~
CIEERT — X OFMBLOT — 4 LRI IS b Liven— 2 0E, MR B R BLES CEIEE
(WD THOE, HE, TEAER E) BEANCHEHIV Y TONEAR ENZICHEYT 5, IBFEHIT
Hdfr T — AT 5 Z LITFRETH LD, ZHITFEROBERZERT 2O THIETE vy,

TN DT — & 255 72 HEEMEIL, Fi < 1Z BMD T IR AT 2 TR YD ~&ETH A9, A
T =2 TR BT —Z OB BFIHATREZRIFIL, &% OLEREOFEE, BEFRAE (7 IEERZE) |
T T NNEE VT BMD @ 24T 9, AT — 2 D OEtHET DL b BT — X 2T 5 L& T
BRDEREZES 2N DH D, kT — 2 ORHIE, K2 OMEREOY o TN L B2 T T AR
WEE D,

5.2 BMR DOHEE

FEHET — 2 O BMR X, Ny 7 7T 7 KGR E IR LT & & ORENG AL SIS DO FIEFE D
BN LTEREND, ThEITH) A FIEE, .4 LEL 212, BN 227 & 50 (3R
AT DTN LD, FEdfeT — & THER S 5 PR Emim%@L%)27®BMRf%5
HfE T — 2 O BMR I3k %2 2 FIETERSND, I THEESN D HikZ, PRIShD w7 750
RES & T 2 & X ORISEIRICEB T 3 EHHEO — > M LE LTEHRTHZ L Th b, HilEs
DR EEIL 5% D BMR (B 21X, JRIMERELD 5%8)) Th o,

bHOFOERT — 2 (FIzIE, BEA2T) 1B 5H BMR 1L, kT —& SHELL L7 HEET, 72
OB G & T RGBS 5% 2R EERT DOBRKBEOHIETH D, ZOFEO BMR IXFTHH
ATV RiEEMEINDHETHS (Crump 2002),

5.3 E2—RIGETILOERFHEDER
FURECT =2 ETF#EAT IR ET L TH-TH, 5% BMD & BMDL i%, €T /1D
RHEFMEZ KL T, FCICZRbRNWI End D, FEREOZDOHEBET H0IC, FLT—42t&
MIERA BTN ZHTUIH THADL LRI LD, KEIX, HTIIDET L, FFIZBMD Y 7 kX

/&—v(mzi BMDS <> PROAST) O CHERHAIRE/RE T NV OBEM AR T H, 2DV 7 M
—HOT— 2y NEMRITT 5 OIEINORMARET N ELZEME L TWD, b LMY 7 Fafl
M3 2%, FUCHEEOBEMET VEEAT 2 Z BRSNS,

INOEDETMIRIICEN L TH D, ZNLDORONTI OBV IAENTET LO—HE LT
FonTnd, T7hbb, NTA—Z—%FAEF-720) KV BEMARET VI SEONRTA—2—%
Fo) LOBEMRETNVCEDETIEETHZ LN TE 5, RIITHBEEUOAMETT VO A FEE
ZRLTWD,
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b DOBEDO IABRET NV EMAT HFMIT, EOETANEE 2T A—2—4 (Thebb, LI
ETHERLIDORETHRY) ZFO0ONEROLND ZEThD, Bz, STFROE—FUGEKT
DR &L 3ODNTA=F — (RISHRRDFFICET DIEEZ KT /NT A —F— HRIEDOK
ESERT NI A—=F— RV ERRIEDEOMBROBEREZ KT NTA—F—) OET LB
T b, B—IGERBEERE CHLROIE2 0017 A—F—DET L THITHAS S, Kb
(DT PRNTGA—=Z =% FiD) BMET ANLID, ZTORETNMIINTA—F—ZBINL, b
TIEDICK L THEREEPRBOONDNE I DR LA S, MatiICRERET VA RO 5, £
DT, BIMDONTG A= —ZFFOET ANZITANLND, ZOWBRILH TEOIZHEN /57
KRDETRT AL, PR THREED /AT A —F —ZFROETANERIND, T A—F—DEMIC
Ko THTIIONEET D0ENOREFTLELREIC L DAEMEREZEICT LS 0.4 EBE2EM),
Table 3: Recommended models for use in the BMD approach?.

Model Number of model Model expression Constraints
parameters response (y) as function of dose (x)
Continnons data

Exponential family

Model 1 7 1 y=a a-=0

Model 2 2 v=a exp(bx) a0

Model 3 3 v =a exp(bx") a=0, d=1

Model 4 3 v=a [c— (c-1)exp( - bx)] a=0, b0, c=0

Model 3 4 v=a [c—(c-1)exp( - bx")] a=0, b0, =0, d=1
Hill family

Model 2 2 v=a[l-x(b+x)] a0

Model 3 3 y=a[l - =(b=] a0, d=1

Model 4 3 y=a[l+ (c-1)=/(b+x)] a>0, b0, 0

Model 5 4 y=a [l + (e-1)="/(b x"] a=0, b0, <=0, d=1

?

Logistic 2 y=1/(1+exp(-a—bx)) b0
Probit 2 v =CumNomn(a + bx) b0
Log-logistic 3 y=a+(1-a)/ (1 +exp(log(xb) / c)) D<a<l, b0, =1
Log-probit 3 y=a + (1-a) ComMNorm{log{x'b)} / c) OD=a=1.5=0, c=0
Weibull 3 v=a+ (1-a) exp( (xb)") D=za=1, b0, c=1
Gamma 3 v =a+ (1-a) CumGam(bx®) O=a=1, b0, c=1
Linearized nmltistage (LMS) family”

one-stage 2 y=a+(1-a) exp{ —bx) a=0, b0

Two-stage 3 v=a+ (l-a) exp( —bx —cx’) a=0, b0, =0

Three-stage 4 y=a+ (1-a) exp(— bx — cx’ — dx’) a=0, b0, >0, d=0

a b, c, d : unknown parameters that are estimated by fitting the model to the data.

BT — 2 T RICHT DR E LWFEIC L0 /RS R & HIll ROET AR SN TN D,
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— ETILNEITHING DX E T S

— BT ADERKISTHRIZWICR S, 5 0IEEERRO=R273 (6 SH)

— BTN, EREET L LI, FAEETOR-IIET =4 2RI DI H02F@liik & #/Fo
— ETVE, BEEICERO S L HET, MEREEAAND Z ENRTED

Hill %X BMDS ¥ 7 F DV IAZIZE EFNTE BT, BUEMITE 20,

y== a- background lavel
b: “potency™
Mi £ maximum responss
T d: shape

l b=0
¥ = a explbx) y=ale—(c-1) expi-bxj]
6. BYAAETILELTERINIEHEHRETIL
M2 c#0 M4
— ETILM3 &ML IERARECERBZZLITER ==
ld’;tl la‘;tl
¥ = a exp(bx) y=alc—(c-1) expl-fn]

M3 ) c0 f M5
= S ILFREI AR & Hill FTROK 4« ORERRLE SR %7~ T,

B FERON 34 E 7 L BMDL & fii Hill &5 /L BMDL DWW T — % & v MBI 5 EF AR
fEIMEOREDO R ZART (1l LT, A7 X522 WDO L) .

TeFEIL, BT — 2, FIZAIEEARTEREBEMAENSADEIZHLT L5112, ADEEE
DEICRENDZENDH D, ZOXIRGE, BNDONNY 7 75770 RRTA—=F—&FDOET L)
VELLe Db LitZen, R viz, & LA NAORET — 2 B FIHATREZ HIX, (REHINA 2Tl
<l =t FEfL) LLTERBTHZEETED,

MIZET M LR LIREST —Z 2 +olcidid 35 L, £z BMD OEHIZHWSNS,

LV EROZLEXTT IR, BRI TRV SN TW DA, B— ST —Z IR sh
RN, ZAUE, BONOIFBRENRETNAREEAT 5200 Th D, FlxiX, ZHAET LV TITADOHE
ZEL I DN, EMFNITEFEH Y 2720 bDTh D, £, THABRIFHFLTOVRVIETT S,
HThRWEEZTRTZEbH D,

Htif T — %

T — X TOMANHEREINTND 7TETARRI BTN TN D, MIELEMEET L (LMS)
DIHPHR IABBEDET N ERR L TS, LIRno> T, ZOHEBIRZ O (BMD N T ST
%) WEREHENS, LMLV T OOZBRBEEFTANBIRENLINETH D,

TERET S OFHaifie 7 — 5 DIEPTIC A 55 & T AL D)
LE L RWREZFFOET NV ZRET 272012, HOHKINET NVD/NRT A =L —ITHR I TN D,
BIZE, R SUSTBERICRLRWOT, Ny 7 7700 RGN A—2— (a) 1JEET Lo
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TS LTz bnsd, FEEET LTI L 1OMICARD X IflKEnD (0%, K
JGIE 0% & 100% D), X512, (L OEEBEE CAMFNIE LR EEbns) HE0 TERED
X% & DM ERET D722, ODDETIIZHD IR NI A—2— T LITLITRD X 9 IZH]
REATWD = GHEfeT —#) FREBEE LS Hill D M3 & M5 &7 /LTl d>1

(R T — %) %1% logistic, Weibull, Gamma =5 /L TiL c¢>1

54 ETILOHTIEHEZITAN

FIHTFTREZ: BMD Y 7 MIET A O & TUIDIZHERE Z > T\ D, Zhid, HRP O & — RISHiI#RE 4 5

PRV 72 <EST B LI, ETNAVORMANT A =L —fliz Ao 52 L afRT, ZiudimE

A (best fit) & MRV, JHEEEARKRICT DI LICk-oTEREN D,

BMD 41X, BMD O#fiati ek Elz o2 2 LA B LTWHOTIEe, & LAET—X
EFFETHLEBLLWMEZRTRERDITLZ LIZH D, b, EOEEBEIIME—ORERH T
WETNERDTHZ ETIERLS, ZITFANARRS LD EFOETT NV ERSTLHZ L TH D,
HTEOETNOZIF AT 2 SDOFANCES L, B —OJFANE, #VIABEDET L OHF THX 72
RERRER OB E 2 LEME CHE L, 2T WO MRERZRET S, sidLzXoic, T
WL#N?%~9~%ﬁk@w%ﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬂuhg%ﬁ%fiw%mé&wmf%Mi\%@%ﬁg
FROFBHEND [k [TEFARLVEMTHNTHDIEEHEND ] L1009 EkEBbh 5],

B OFANE, EAERETP>0.05 THhUEX, HTUIHET MIZOE—KIET — X ICHIZ) R -7
MAZE G52 5L 0W) 2 ThD, EAEREIIMIHEGH L5, LEEREIZZ 2 THEE I LEIRKT
H5, bLINBERA LTS Y 7 by r =V THRATERWARLIE, BT VY xBiER EDROH
EEEETRETHDH, BELRETIT. HTUIDETMICEET I HBLEEI VDYWL “RETIL
(full model) ” D&FEL R FEE & ik S, RE SN D, BET /MTHMICE ~ O S - HETHEIES
NIEROE CE) hosd, Zhic, T A =2 —0KITHEROKIZZE LY, b LET LVOMEASE
BEETNVEIVABICS > TWRITIUE, ZOETNVIEIRTANLNDL Z EIZR2 5,
igwﬁﬁm\ﬁ@@#%%w@EMN§%~&~ﬁ%fib%ﬁ%ﬁ&%éﬁé#@ﬁ#%@ﬁ#

DIfEDLILD, ZOMREIL, 2 20FT /WVICEET DX BOLEEIZ-2 Z 8T 72 (-2LogL) 72345% 2

EFNAEDONRTG A—F—BOEE LVHBEZ b o7 x 2 SHICHE ) LW I ERICESHTWS, &
41385 A —F =¥ (HHEE) BHEMT 50, 2 OB EEOMOAEKELELZRT, TOFEMIE
Slob (2002) &M L2 S0,

Table 4: Critical difference in log-likelihood values in comparing two nested models.

df Critical difference df Critical difference
in log-likelihoods in log-likelihoods

1 1.92 11 9.54

2 3.00 12 10.51

3 39 13 11.18

4 474 14 11.84

5 5.54 15 12.50

[ 6.30 16 13.15

7 7.03 17 13.79

B 7.75 18 14.43

9 B45 19 15.07

10 9.15 20 15.71

When the difference exceeds the critical value, the fit of the model with more parameters is better at a 3% -significance leval.

The number of degress of freedom (df) is equal to the difference in the mumber of estimated parameters between both models.
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T =2 DOHBTEODPDOET WVIIBIE SN & — SR AHEIICHPH L T L OICRZTH, »
THOET NV HEAERELZNALZVEAELHD 9L LIIED T I EEFEETHDL, TD LD
A (RESHN D OBEML, BEMEALT LHEETHNL TRV, T X AT %) MAEERED
AT B, TOX I RET AV EZITANL D ERET S & X ITIEE LV O RHEEN %2 2 OFF
MHOHIZRD X 521570 < 7D,

5.5 BMD D L E# R L L TH BMDL OfEIL

BMD FEHTIZBFZE D CRIE S AL7- FTREMED & 2 B BRI C o L CHEM S D2 R&E Th 5,

- ATREMED B D ER AR IC R LT, BT ADE Y N (R3) AEAL. T ANRLREET L
D4 T, BMD & ZOEHEKMEHETT 5, ZOFE#EXMO FRELS BMDL Th o, HIHIERE
DIEFEL~LET %% () Thsd, ZOFIAILH 5 E/KFHO BMDL 24Ty, T E I
R LEEFAMOELE KT 5,

- K x OFREVED & 2 B FRIE I C kT 2 K172 BMDL & 72 % fix b 1KV BMDL % Z 0% O
FNBIRET D, DFEV ., ZHDBHLZDOLEICBIT HRbEHERMETH D,

I OETOEEBREN i HKV BMDL #RET 5, TN Y5t 2% 3% BMDL Th
%o

A USRI O TR KV BMDL 28R+ 25 Z E RN E#CTH D, LnL, “ETVMETE” O L5
7L VL L FIEREAICHBE SN ES (LS ETOM, Znzils 2 LRI,

ZOXHIT, BMDL IIAFEEEBREICXH L TRD D Z LN TE S, & L BMD fi#HTORNCER 2R
AWML T 5 Z LINTE o772 5, NOAEL DL RO 7 (b b, & HIEV BMDL %
AU DEBIRE—F ORENR e N OREICREET 57 5 I1IF—%8IRT %) T, BMD T OFE RIS
Tk 5,

FRT — X P8~ EBRICOW T EREA IRt T 256, %7 — X b TULELKEET L
ITECI LA ED, 5505 BMDL O G KL 705, DX 5 7 BMDLAEIL Y A 7 3l B i 24
IRRMER IR L. D OEBIREHE DML eV LR~ — YV VRO O R ZERT DO NS
ZEeNTED (FA4ESHR),

HHIRWMT, B—USEBRA EFSERETE RV L0835, B2, i LIS L~V ORI K
ERBERDHLHARETHD, TOLI T =y bTHE, (TN ETICiEm LT X FatYE
IZHED) T—HIChbTUTELH/EET )V (RIS BERLLIBREZHET 20 LR L, #Rke
LTHEBND BMD A0 G < 250 h Ly, 260 BMDL X tEEEEHE 2 i+ 5 720
DEEFUEL 72 572025 9, 57 BMDL EO#PHIZE SN T, B— ST — % O 4% 44
DEMEITREM. STy, BPrRERIE, —RL—1 e LT, BE—MST — X ITKR S -5
RBHETAIDDLD BMDL OFFAN M EBZRNVE T RETHD LREL TS, ZOMEBZD
RelL, O ORPEAFHATE LD T, flx okt (FlziX, BMRAZ#IIEE5, €7Dty M
a2, ETAVINEEYT 572 L) #F B LARTHIER L0,

5.6 =l
HEET —H
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B—FIGT =%ty F)6 BMD T 21T o To iR DR BB LOR 7 1RSI TW 5, ZOREHT —
Zty hTIE, ARLLOH (6) BWHURP) R BMEIEICB T2 X0 2D Th 5, IR E Hill
BROWET VR EOR—IGT —#ty MCEH SNz, RIZ2HEOETNMZBITLIRET VB IOV
K x OERER D DIF LN EEZ R, ZOfHIT T, 2HEOET VLS M3BREET /L E LT
BIRE N (L OBAE, BADENORIRENDET VLR D T A =4 —%FFD), ZhbH2o0

E7 /LD BMDL |34 4 326 mg/kg, 316 mg/kg & 720 . ZDZEITET VORI E B LT (£ D=,
FEREED R Z OWENZ NS W), 27 LT, Z0#EREO BMDL 1L, fi H &V BMDL To 5 316

mg/kg & 725,

Table 5: Results of BMD analysis using two families of models.

Model ¥ Number of model Log-likelihood BMD,* BMDL,.*
parameters (mg'ks bw) (mg'ks bw)
Exponential Hall Exponential | Hill | Exponential Hill
M1 (mull model) 1 20.85
I— M2 2 2897 28.51
I-- M3 3 3345 ** 3399 = 488 479 326 3l6
- 14 3 28.97 28.51
- 15 4 33.56 33.56
Full model 7 3595

* AtBME of 5%.

*=* Optimal model within this family sccording to log-likelibood criterion. It also passes the goodness-of-ft test, as the full

medel does not result in a significantly better St
! Gee Figure 7 and Table 3 for an illusmation of models M1 to M5, and their nested stucture

organ weights

PROAST

organ weights

Y = " gl W 1 - eSdEbAd s )
= watdlon: f":::l515-4 " varilon: Proastis 4
. :.:uuﬂm' & :.ﬂfﬁmn
z Ehri“m 3 . BMD 4T
=] loghik 3.3 =]+*3 :.-;:15:-1._--1
b: -2 12 A ‘;' & Q b 04D
¥ B 0105 % e S EMR 005
- EMDLE EEa = H,?h___-H BMOLS 3183
E? E' EMDLENS #13.1 E E' & 5; 5 T\H : BMDLNS BT
| =] w :
B7. BHERESAESITHIKEOETILMIICEESE-HIR (X3%28HR)
MV AR D DEGHTE T LV OBEPUTHESNO BMD ¥ 7 ML > TIATTE LN HHEAHIZL -
THITHZEHTED, FEHL LT, REDIFHOMBEEAEZEZ THLI, EOETADBMDE
TRV IAENDINTIEEZL D & (R62H), LITOMTFIEA R 725 5 — M2 IZB# T 5 %f

BEEIIML L0 SHEMLLEmL, RIA—F—H 125%, BELRKRTEICEID L. SEEN 1.92 DL
ML CWAEE, BT IR TA—H—%2 Mz D EABICEVWH IO AE4AT S (P=0.05), DXV,
M2 IZBEHOL ML LD BUW, RUERET, M3IZIM2 LD EW, MATZIM2IZER L 20y GBI RT
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—H— c X0 tHEEESN., TOHEAEMAIIM2 LRICICARS), FOFE, MBIZM3IFEFRL 2V, L7
NoT, MINZ DY IARBEDOH T “fgi” TF /L5, REHINS, M3 ITAREICHES ARV L,
L b#E A ERE LS /NAT D, ML EMEOERE SN HEIMNTEM4 /NF A—4—T474 L7325,

Table 6: Results of BMD analyvsis of quantal data shown in Fig. 8.

model number of model | log-likelihood | accepted | BMDy, EMDL,,
parameters
null model 1 -143.01 -
I MS: one-stage pi -56.8 no
LMS: two-stage 3 -53.71 no
logistic 2 -55.63 no
probit 2 -60.40 no
Weibull 3 5233 no
log-logistic 3 -49.35 yes 328 245
loz-probit 3 49 56 yes 3.16 242
SAMHNA 3 -50.96 yes 2.88 1.93
full model 4 -40 13 -
BMR: 0.10

Consiraint: oo

P-value Goodness of Fit <0.05 leads to model rejection If the model passes the poodness-of-fit test, see section 5.4

FfE T — 5

Gamma Multi-Hit and Weibull Models with 0.95 Confidence Level

%6 & & 8 11IEHET — & 1T b Tl - 4 P — ‘
ETNLNORRETH DL, T ANLGNTZET LD w1 /f/‘——T

RIENE BTz k9 72 3 D DMKEIZFES <,
— RTOETNANKISELET VLD A
B R /ORI 50 AL T
HDHMN, 237 A—H—FF LT 1.92 HifiL
F723 /37 A =X —FF /LT 3.00 HALOH
mcHy, +o5ThAHrH (R4S
— (#IAZ) LMS EF L Tld, sHECLED
FEF 192 L K&, 2B TS T 1B s = = B
BET L L0 bAEICREY. LERn-> T, Gamma MultHit and Weibull Models with 0.95 Confidence Level
ZOGA 2EEET VN LMS T L ER 1. [ (GARNE DMNELTY
e I
— TEFTAHO3IET LT NEEERE
BNA LTz, ENUSNOET VIEET IV
DRFLAE L0 b A BRSO L AR
L T35
ZIF AN 3FEF /LD BMDL (3 1.93 725
245mglkg TH Y . T O/NSIREFHIZ D B —
BT — 4 53 BMDLyy %8 H 92 OIZAHIS L
ZEERLTWND,

Fracton Aflected

Weibull —

02 [

Fraction Affected

8. AUIBLUVITA ITNDEEHTETILEEE S 16
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5.7 ErDE-RET—RIZHITLHEHOME

BIRAE LRI T 2 E—MOLT — 21X, %o 8 CHBI BT — 2 L B2 D, BMD
B REE T 5 FEANEW A UL FICFEICR T,

BREET — 213, K< ERSNIHAEBREDNIRZ /NS <25 2 L1372, NOAEL MEZEM T 27201
I, BABRET =287 T LS NHERH Y | FERAITHERBEREES, FI3 THFELZ LD
2. BMDIEIXEANBRE T — 2 2B IHHT5Z LN TE D,

%< OEBHIE L Blp v | BIENIIEITRES RIS £ T, Bl IXRKIG R E R G R E 72
Eo, ETCORMNGENDLREREINTND, ZOHETH, B KIGHBROH TEDITHLT L HIR
B OBSEEZLEL L TWRWOT BMD EITEH & D, LA LY rlEEE oIS f&AME
B Lo THEESNDREDN H D, TP ZIEFHIIENCHKRT 2 BMD [F58WVE T MR FEMEZ R > T
% (Budtz-Jargensen et al, 2001) .

bt FOBEEHEEIZ LT UIEEANERTHY . ZORNEMI ZBET 5 & & KSEROFHME L ED T
LEIBNDR DD LEZ2LITHDTEIRE TH D, Z OREIZEY 2, o5 — RISEfRE K U'BMD
EOMRY O WHEEMZ 155 72D OFEHHFIENHT S LT % (Budtz-Jergensen et al, 2004;
Budtz-Jgrgensen 2007)

b MIROIGERIL, LIXUIE, 20E—KISICTFHT 2006 LULVRWARRKIRFORELZIT 5,
BHRER F-~DELE % LT <ATH7eu & BMD A/ L7z 0 i KEHl L7z + 2 fREER & 5, Zh
E—RANC R A2 LR L LT (BlxiE, EEFETAOHIZ) AhD Z &Ik > TSN,
B IC72 0 LERICRWVICRD <D K ) ic, REOEBMITZE SN XSMMBEEZ 726
Tk Livevy, £ ORE, BMDL 13k b Mags 2 FE B HIZHB 1T L S 2 KM _E Th 5, ZEOEA
IXZICBEE T 2B REZGDDLLICE S TETMET D I ENTE D, MR- CRBEOEAIT
T HMIEIL BMDS Y 7 b TIEEITTEZRVA, PROAST V7 FCT—HA[RETH 5.

INHOFHEREORERS HIZHE 00053, BMD fETiX, 2 < O%A ., BIEESIIE CHEM S
nTwd (il ziX, EFSA2009b),

5.8 BMD @H0ikE
BMD AT OfE Rl IME 2 OIRTIEZBET HZ LN TED L) R FIETHEINDIRETH D,
& HWFFED BMD fiffT 283 20, T SN2 CORBEIRICET 2 ER 2RI 2 031372 <,
FEELLDIZOWVWTETTRY, IO OEEEENRERBIREINT-O0DBFEO T TH LIS DX
xThd,
LUF oM@ RSN R&ETH D,
A. BMD fif#fi THRE SN D BRI OWTOT — X OERIFE
e T — & TiL, FHEL L TOFbNTEY ORI L OIS LB O3H & L
NMEIZRINDNE Th D, ERHI R BT ClI. SJUSTHME, EERZE (B2 WVITEER
). VU AEERELVEBICRTRETHD. B hOT—F TIE, ARG H & 2R 1
DFEME & BICREIN DI RETH D
B. ZIRE17= BMR i & & ORHL
C. HHENEZY 7 FEEDNR=D g
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D. E7 /B TIEO FIEHORE & Al
E. SN T A ERBLELRDE, T L0HTTD EZITANICHETFER, BLORZT
ANBNTET BRI S 472 BMD & BMDL
Dipl b, BERPEEEOT —XIZH IO bNZETALOT ey b (Rb/NEV BMDL
ZEte)

G. ZOFRFEMIEO BMDL IZRET 5 f5

T — 2ty PR IONERT — %t v FMZOWT, BMD BT o #E DL 2L TFIOoRT, W
DGEICH, A ELZRT LEEZIOND 1 DORBBIENFIT SN 5, 5iE 13 BMDS & PROAST ¥V 7
~ Off 7LD E 2RSS LT Appendix #2425 Z LN TE 5,

BMD Y 7 FOERIZEAT 28 2L L L9 T2 NN ZOEREFEOHR TITOILTWAHNR, £D LD
727 MEIREBEFRTHY, Hi—Va VAEBEICARSND Z EEERE T TR R&ETH D,
LMo T, HHFICATTELZ Y 7 FONRN—=Va NI ZTERT LD LERUETRODE LAV,
FHZFIZESTWAE Y 7 FDOZ A DNA— g NZOWNWTOEEEZTIRE Z LR 8D NS, ol
T hON=T 3 PN TRTHIL, WET L LEMBIIFEC TH D,

By

1 ERT—4

ZOFNEPROAST V7 b &M L7ZLDTH D, BMDS Y 7 b &M LIZHA %SO EE
ARETOWIEDO LOICEEINDIVEND D Z EICHER LT NIER 5720 (Appendix Z/8), Z OHFlIX
~ 7 Z|ZF1F % Deoxynivalenol O 2 4EMFFEICEE T %, MEICEE L KEOBDBBE SN, 20
WARENEERYETHD LHE SN, RITRT BMD fi##rid, EFSA OF REICE S\ CHElT —
2 F®DBMD TN B LIIRERE EO LI ITHRET 20h0FITH 5,

A. T—42 (TF)
dosze body weight, 5D n Sex
gZroup mean
0 43 85 2 69 37 M
01 4351 286 35 M
0.5 40.04 3.00 43 M
11 35.09 2.56 42 M

BMR: #IHEEME (5%DZ1k)
A LT=Y 7 k: PROAST Ver. 17.3
BIMORFNR: 2L
BMD#E (M%)

mo oW

Body weight (males)

Model N° of parameters Log-likelihood BMD,:* BMDL,:*
(variance excluded) (mg/ke (mg/ke
Expozential | Hill | E 1| Hill | Exponential | Hill
M1 (zo response) | 1 119.03
I Ma#s 3 19791 197.43 | 0.25 022 | 023 020
M3 3
- M4 3
M5 |4
Full model 7 198 34

* AtBMR of 5%
** Optimal model within this family according to log-likelihood criterion. It also passes the goodness-of-fit test, as the full
model does not result in a significantly better fit. Consequently, there was no need to Gt the higher models. M3, M4 and M35

The EFSA Journal (2009) 1150, 1-46  (http://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/scdocs/scdoc/1150.htm) 26



European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) Use of the benchmark dose approach in risk assessment

F. B (HX)

BW_AVG

Y = a*exp(bx)
version: Proast17.3
Var 0.00471

A 441

BMD 0.247
loglik 197.91
b: -0.2078

BMR -0.05
BMDLS 0.2244
BMDUS5 0.2742

Y =A"(1-x/(b+x))

version: Proast17.3

Va- 0.00473
A 447
BMD 0.226
loglik 19743
b 4.293
BMR -0.05

( BMDLS  0.2029
BMDUS5 0.2542

A

G. i

&

log10-dose (mg'kg)

FERNS AR & Hill TROT T DE T AZONT, M2 &R SN/, BE4 % BMDLgs 1 0.23
£ 020 mg/kg ThH D, ZDOHFFED BMDLgs I3 0.20 mg/lkg T %

Bl2: FEHRT—F

ZOBNET v b & 2ERBELTZHETH Y |

3OOHETILEM NI RE Shic, HRIZHEE

U7z B R BRI D ZE Rt O B AL B BEL S v, 26 DT —# 7 BMD T I H S vz,

A, T—3 (FFK) Dose N of animals showing | N° of animals in dose | sex
{mg/kg bw/day) | thyroid epithelial | group
vacuolization
0 6 50 f
3 6 50 f
12 34 50 f
30 2 50 f
B. BMR: ##aEE Gif U A 7 =0.10)
C. ALY 7 k:BMDS Ver. 2.0
D. BMOFMHR: 2L
E. BMDDO#ERDE Model used N of log- accepted | BMDu | BMDLis
parameter |likelihood
5
Null model 1 -137.19
Gamma 3 -03.49 no
Logistic 2 97.23 no
Log-logistic 2 -01.91 yes * 3.23 1.90
Log-probit 3 -01.86 yes * 3.31 234
LMS: cne-stage”’ 2 9410 no
LMS: two-stage 3 94.10 no
Probit 2 -07.54 no
Weitull 3 -93.77 no
full model 4 -00.02

* not siznificantly worse than full moedel (and signifcantly better than oull model)

"' The one-staze model is identical to the guantz] linear model as implemented in BMDS; note that in BMDS, this mode] is

called “mmitistage™ and the number of stages has to be defined by setting the degres of the polynomial in thiz model ez 2

for a two-stage modal.
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Leplogint Veds vl DOF Corlderes Lins

FoOE G ..
B = B S
e .
-".-. -
: &
7
R
! !p._n d
o 5 1 iz ® = =
45 00M4 3008 e
G. f&im

2ODEFT IV ST, BiET 5 BMDLy 1 1.9 205 2.3 mg/lkg BW O#FR7Z 7=, Z O
720 BMDLyg iZ 1.9 mg/kg BW T&H 5

i & B

BMD 1% NOAEL ik & LE~_BFMEINC L 0 e L= RSB0 FEThH 5, ERFERESITERT 2,
il 7e &, BMD VA E — KT —# Z IREFICFIHL Y 5 L, &—NIST — X ORFEREEENT Y X%
EETHZENTELNDLTHD, BMD EAFINT 52 & T —EEDOEW, E®HZ BMR O, A
WRERHTDZENRTE D,

BMD fi#fr 7= b d Y 7 MIBIEFIHATE 2RI H D25, V7 MIRERFEE LICH 0 FEIICIE
T VOMGFEEREGET — Z Ol 78 EOBBERYUCENMZ 5N THH D,

BYZESITEL, BRI A N7 4 (BIZ1X, OECD A K74 V) NUET SN 5HEE, BMD ik
DHDLHRNEZRINDEEZEZTND

BMD £ HWCEMN S D EFFEEHEIL, FHRZ < DU 275l 7z - T, NOAEL £ HiE
HEINebDEFEULL BUVMRENTH L L HIFF SN D, LR > T, BIEHAW LTV D RN EFARE D
WIHEREE I RERICEH FTRETH 5,

B#EE 21T, NOAEL 42 AW CiThbiu il D25l 2 BMD & CHIT T 2 LER H 5 L 135 2
TR, 725, ZbDHETFET L L@ BELZRHL T D26 Th S, LEiD Y
7 il A R 2 2 EANELEE X 5586, BMD EO#EAIIRWNIER H D725 5,

BMD JEII YT O TOLFEWEIC (B2, Bl TN dH 2\ 3558 O 380 sk I Bk
72<) WHTE %, BMD IENRFERIOMEZFFofl & LT, NOAEL ORIENAHIETH D & h, EinHE
PEL B AL T 2MEDOWREE~ — 2 o OEFH T — 2 OB —RUSTHli72 & CREERNPLE L LD

B ETH D, FHCIX, B x Ll EFSA = NI EikD X 5 25512 BMD IE2 AT 5 2
LERED D,

EHIMIZIE, BMDIEAMERERSHMESCIRE~ — Vv 28T A0 RN 2 IRET 5 )71k L TR &
N5 EHHFFLTWD, FEEE BMD ENEASIL, RASHHIND & EFSAIZE X TEBY, @I
BRL CIE—E LSV OBFEMEOHE &7 LD RMBEERDB LI L 70D, ZDTd, BFE R B X
W EFSA ==y FOHEMFIFE—IEDET LB LY 7 hOFEREICERAL TR 672

. BFEEASIE. 248, EFSA OIEEO T BMD O BITREL, HAFEER L O ARz
MELIznEBZ TV D,
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