Variability in organ-level effects in repeat dose animal studies
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Building scientific confidence in the use of new approach
methodologies (NAMs) in safety assessment may include
performance comparison to in vivo study outcomes. This work
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with positive or negative agreement across replicates), depending on the organ and replicate definition, ranged from 39 - 88%, with slightly
greater average within-species concordance. Organs associated with more negative chemicals (stomach, thyroid, adrenal) had slightly higher
rates of concordance in this range.
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