Figures corresponding to the comments made to Section 3.4.3 Dose-response assessment

Human study by Abraham
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Fig 1: DR analysis of antiHib against the serum concentration of the sum of 4 PFASs indicates that
there is no significant trend in the data.
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Figure 2: the apparent trend in antiTet response (plotted against the serum concentration of the
sum of 4 PFASs) is driven by only one point and the large variation.
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Figure 3: the apparent trend in antiTet response disappears when the last point (highest conc) is
removed).
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Figure 4: the apparent trend in antiDiph response (plotted against the serum concentration of the
sum of 4 PFASs) is driven by only one point and the large variation.
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Figure 5: the apparent trend in antiDiph response disappears when the last point (highest conc) is
removed).



