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Research progress on prediction and evaluation methods of mutagenicity risk of
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Abstract: The composition of natural medicine is complex, it is impossible to complete the systematic carcinogenic risk assessment
and in vivo enotoxicity test. In view of the rapid development of computational toxicology combined with in vitro mutagenicity
assessment methods in the mutagenicity evaluation of genotoxic impurities, this evaluation method could also be applied to the
mutagenicity evaluation and mechanism study of natural medicine components. Therefore, from the perspectives of computational
toxicology and in vitro mutagenicity evaluation, this article reviewed the existing methods and results of studying the mutagenicity
of natural medicines, which can provide reference for its genotoxicity evaluation and supervision.
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