Commentary: Reply to EFSA Panel 2016
Supplements 

S1: Exponential model of EU risk assessment compared with power model described in Hofmann et al.2014 (Figure 5)
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S2: The 8 uncertainty factors of EFSA 2015 (Table 2)
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S3: Maize pollen deposition versus distance to the next maize field in Hofmann et al. 2014
[image: ]



S4: Standardized residuals for the regression in Hofmann et al. 2014
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S5: Structured design: The structured design (last column) reflects best mean, variability and maximum peaks of the true leaf density distribution (column “Total”)

[image: ]


S6: Fig. 4, Hofmann et al. 2016
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Fig. 4
Combining plant-specific leaf deposition and its variability with standardised measurements of pollen deposition. The blue line indicates cumulative maize pollen deposition, D total (=cumulative daily deposition rate), measured with a PMO pollen monitor. The green values show standardised integrated deposition, D S, measured with a PMF passive sampler. The red curve shows the variability of plant-specific leaf deposition on maize leaves over the flowering period (log-normal distribution) with mean and 90 % confidence intervals. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]S7: Variability of leaf density over the flowering period and standardized deposition 
(Fig. 3 Hofmann et al. 2016)
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Table 1. Results using the different sampling designs to optimize the measurement of the
variation of maize pollen deposition on a leaf. Descriptive statistics on the distribution of
the maize pollen deposition. values on the base of log-normal distribution. N: number of

sample points (images) per leaf [image area: 5 mm?].
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Fig. 3 Comparison of mean leaf deposition and its variability with PMF-based cumulative deposition and integrated deposition over the flowering
period. Data are from late-flowering field B in 2010. Green dots, single leaf-deposition observations; red line, daily mezn leaf deposition; dotted red
lines, leaf-deposition 90 and 10 % confidence intervals based on censored maximum likelihood estimation; blue ine, cumulative deposition rates
based on PMO pollen moritor standardised measurements; cyan square, integrated deposition based on PMF passive sampler standardised meas-

urements
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Figure 5 Exponential model of EU risk assessment compared
with power model described in this study. For maize pollen
deposition versus distance to nearest maize field. Circles, data points
from field measurements 2001 to 2010 (N =216). Blue solid line,
expected mean deposition calculated using power regression
equation ¥ =1271-10°-X %%, ¥, deposition in n/m?; X, distance
from nearest maize field in m; dashed lines, confidence interval for
expected deposition; dotted lines, 95% confidence intervals for
single predictions; red line, exponential model used in EU risk
assessment (Perry et al. [71], deposition values on slides used in
equation 2.3 corrected for stated factor 3); solid, predictions within
database up to 7 m from field edge; dashed line, extrapolation of
exponential model over distance >7 m.
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Table 2:  The eight sources of uncertainty described in Section 3.3.2 that reduce the Hofmann et al.
(2014) estimated pollen doses to more realisic exposure levels, each® with values
identified in the elictation process of Section 3.3.1.
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