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st Overview of Learning Session

Background and Purpose: Students enrolled in college are often
unaware of toxicology and its basic tenet. To increase awareness of . 0
toxicology principles, we designed an interactive training in risk Session DeSIgn
assessment for students participating in a 10-week summer research
internship at Rutgers University.
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conducted. For the custom hand soap, each student was provided a base
liquid soap along with colorants, fragrances, and materials for mixing,
packaging, and labelling their final products. Activities were rated using a .. . . .
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Results: Twenty summer intems participated in the risk assessment Most Toxic at Small Amounts?

training and response rates on pre-/post-test questions ranged between
n=16-20. The percentage of correct responses increased for all 6

questions with a mean normalized gain of knowledge of 62% (range:

21%-94%). At the end of the internship, the personal care product safety Ea ch group of StUdenFs were
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You will be making your own liquid hand soap today
Start with unscented hand soap

Add coloring and/or fragrances to your liking

Use stickers and markers to label your hand soap
Be creative and decorative!

Pour some of your final product into a nearby weigh
boat for final judging to base hand soap in
When everyone is ready for judging, we will shift weigh boats and then dlluted |n a larger volume of base soap.
tables and select the best hand soap at the table

Learning Outcomes

Target Learning

Community:
20 Undergraduate

Students in a Summer

Polling was used to assess learner knowledge across 6 pre- and post-lesson questions.
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