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ABSTRACT

Some of the chemicals in common use today may have the potential to cause dermal sensitization. However, the fact that a chemical is a skin sensitizer does not mean it cannot be formulated into consumer products at safe levels. This is also the case for fragrance ingredients. Based on advances in our understanding of a range of factors
associated with the induction of dermal sensitization, it is possible to conduct an exposure-based quantitative risk assessment (QRA) for induction of dermal sensitization to determine safe levels of fragrance ingredients in different consumer product types. Key steps of the quantitative risk assessment process are determination of bench-
marks (No Expected Sensitization Induction Level or NESIL); application of sensitization assessment factors (SAF) and calculation of consumer exposure (CE) through product use. Using these parameters, an acceptable exposure level (AEL) can be calculated and compared with the consumer exposure level (CEL). The ratio of the AEL to CEL
must be favorable to support the safe use of the skin sensitizer. This ratio must be calculated for the skin sensitizer in each product type. This poster provides an overview of the principles of exposure-based QRA as applied to fragrance ingredients and provides a practical example using a fragrance ingredient in different product types.
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indicator of human allergenic potency, its influence
in WoE NESIL may be refined.

Additional data (e.g. the influence of evaporation, of
retention factors) may lead to SAF refinement.
Aggregate exposure is an area where more evaluation
is needed and more data may need to be generated.
Occupational/professional exposure will be important
to address in the future.
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