Appendix A

Methodological milestones

1. Literature search equation
The search equation was:
TS=(Chemical OR pesticide OR biocide OR endocrine disrupter OR endocrine disruptor OR pollution OR substance) AND TS=(Risk analysis OR risk assessment OR risk management) AND TS=(Uncertainty OR Latin Hypercube Sampling OR Monte Carlo OR Interval analysis OR Sensitivity analysis OR species sensitivity distribution OR benchmark dose OR probability bound OR first order error analysis OR Bayesian OR probabilistic OR fuzzy OR quality OR quality insurance OR quality assessment OR Nusap OR expert elicitation OR knowledge quality assessment OR KQA) NOT TS=(accident OR radiation OR oil spill OR nanomaterial OR drug).

2. Selection of relevant papers

Using the search equation, we identified 3 691 papers. We then read the abstracts of all 3 691 papers and applied a set of criteria to select those most relevant:
· articles that propose theoretical developments or applications of uncertainty analyses in the field of chemical risk assessment, but not conceptual papers that deal with uncertainty in a general sense. 
· articles that focus on uncertainty analysis and on uncertainty assessment as part of a larger chemical risk analysis/assessment. 
· articles that deal with uncertainty analyses applied to chemical risk assessment. We excluded those that deal with risk of accidents in chemical plants, radiation risk, risk from oil spills, risk from nanomaterials, and risk of drugs (e.g., in clinical essays). 
· articles that focus on the “weight of evidence” approaches were excluded, as recent literature reviews are already available (Linkov et al., 2009). For the same reason, we excluded articles that focus on deterministic uncertainty factors—those that apply a method (without other methodological developments) or discuss the value of the method for establishing a particular uncertainty factor (Falk-Filipsson et al., 2007, Vermeire, 2009, Dorne, 2010). 

3. Identification of main knowledge producers and competing interests
We placed knowledge producers in the category “mixed and independent institutes” if they either explicitly labeled themselves as “independent” on their websites (e.g., Battelle, USA), or explicitly indicated that a significant portion of their work consists of contracts with private or political public structures (e.g., INERIS, France). 

Each occurrence is equivalent to one authorship of a paper, or “signature”. We did not distinguish the order of authorship. Therefore, if an author signed several papers, they would have been included several times in their stakeholder category. We noted the institutional affiliation that each author declared in the paper. If an author declared more than one affiliation, they would have been assigned to more than one stakeholder category. A single stakeholder, like an academic institution, could be represented by more than one author so could also be included more than once for the same paper.
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