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Abstract
Since 2006, the responsible regulatory bodies have proposed five health-based guidance values (HBGV) for bisphenol A 
(BPA) that differ by a factor of 250,000. This range of HBGVs covers a considerable part of the range from highly toxic to 
relatively non-toxic substances. As such heterogeneity of regulatory opinions is a challenge not only for scientific risk assess-
ment but also for all stakeholders, the Senate Commission on Food Safety (SKLM) of the German Research Foundation 
(DFG) analyzed the reasons for the current discrepancy and used this example to suggest improvements for the process of 
HBGV recommendations. A key aspect for deriving a HBGV is the selection of appropriate studies that allow the identifica-
tion of a point of departure (PoD) for risk assessment. In the case of BPA, the HBGV derived in the 2023 EFSA assessment 
was based on a study that reported an increase of Th17 cells in mice with a benchmark dose lower bound  (BMDL40) of 0.53 
µg/kg bw/day. However, this study does not comply with several criteria that are important for scientific risk assessment: (1) 
the selected end-point, Th17 cell frequency in the spleen of mice, is insufficiently understood with respect to health outcomes. 
(2) It is unclear, by which mechanism BPA may cause an increase in Th17 cell frequency. (3) It is unknown, if an increase 
of Th17 cell frequency in rodents is comparably observed in humans. (4) Toxicokinetics were not addressed. (5) Neither 
the raw data nor the experimental protocols are available. A further particularly important criterion (6) is independent data 
confirmation which is not available in the present case. Previous studies using other readouts did not observe immune-related 
adverse effects such as inflammation, even at doses orders of magnitude higher than in the Th17 cell-based study. The SKLM 
not only provides here key criteria for the use of such studies, but also suggests that the use of such a “checklist” requires 
a careful and comprehensive scientific judgement of each item. It is concluded that the Th17 cell-based study data do not 
represent an adequate basis for risk assessment of BPA.

Introduction

Bisphenol A (BPA) is a high production volume chemical 
widely used in the manufacture of polycarbonate plastics and 
epoxy resins, among other applications. Each year, approxi-
mately 10 million tons of BPA are manufactured worldwide. 
Due to its endocrine-disrupting properties, several restric-
tions on its production and use in consumer products have 
been put in place. However, the risk assessment of BPA 
has been debated for decades and remains controversial 
(Hengstler et al. 2011). The Senate Commission on Food 
Safety (SKLM) analyzed the reasons for discrepancies in 

the assessment of BPA and used this example to suggest 
improvements for the process of HBGV recommendations.

Large discrepancies in the points 
of departure obtained from different studies

The responsible authorities have reported tolerable daily 
intake values (TDI) for BPA that differ by a factor of 
250,000 (Table 1). This factor covers a considerable part of 
the toxicological classification of chemicals available world-
wide—from the most toxic to the least toxic substances. 
Several circumstances have led to these extremely diver-
gent assessments, with the difficulty in selecting scientifi-
cally adequate studies to derive a point of departure (PoD) 
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being one of the most important. In 2006, the European 
Food Safety Authority (EFSA 2007) established a TDI of 
50 µg/kg bw/day (Table 1), which was reaffirmed in 2008 
and 2010 (EFSA 2008, 2010). This threshold value was 
based on a three-generation study in rats (Tyl et al. 2002) 
and a two-generation study in mice (Tyl et al. 2008a, b), 
in which BPA was found to reduce body weight and the 
weights of both, livers and kidneys. An overall no observed 
adverse effect level (NOAEL) of 5 mg BPA/kg bw/day was 
derived, and an uncertainty factor of 100 was applied. This 
TDI was accepted by most regulatory agencies worldwide 
(review: (Hengstler et al. 2011)). In 2015, EFSA derived a 
provisional TDI of 4 μg/kg bw/day based on toxic effects on 
the kidneys of mice in the two-generation reproductive toxic-
ity study (Tyl et al. 2008a, b), taking into account remaining 
uncertainties for effects on the mammary gland, reproduc-
tive system, neurobehavioral system, immune system, and 
metabolism by applying an additional uncertainty factor 
(EFSA 2015).

In its most recent assessment (EFSA 2023), EFSA used a 
mouse study in which pregnant dams were exposed to BPA 
via drinking water during and after pregnancy, followed 
by analyzing the Th17 cell (a type of T helper cells) fre-
quency in the spleens of the offspring (Luo et al. 2016). The 
authors reported an increase in Th17 cells with only 100 
nM of BPA in drinking water, equivalent to 4.75 µg/kg bw/
day. Based on this, a  BMDL40 of 0.53 µg/kg bw/day was 
used by EFSA to derive a TDI of 0.2 ng/kg bw/day, after 
applying an overall uncertainty factor of 50 (Table 1). In 
contrast, the German Federal Institute for Risk Assessment 
(BfR) based its derivation of a TDI on an end-point of the 
reproductive system (BfR 2023). Specifically, BfR selected 
two studies that reported reduced sperm counts in rats with 

a  BMDL10 of 26 µg/kg bw/day and a NOAEL of 50 μg/kg 
bw/day, respectively (Liu et al. 2013; Srivastava and Gupta 
2018), resulting in a TDI of 0.2 µg/kg bw/day. Consider-
ing the most recent TDI derived by EFSA 2023 (0.2 ng/kg 
bw/day), dietary exposure of an adult European population 
(approximately 0.1–0.4 µg/kg bw/day1) would exceed the 
TDI by a factor of 500–2000. For children (approximate 
exposure 0.2–0.9 µg/kg bw/day1), this factor would be up 
to 4500. These exposure estimates are mainly based on data 
from 2008 to 2012 and may not accurately reflect current 
dietary exposure (EFSA 2015; EFSA 2023), because expo-
sure is expected to have decreased due to regulatory meas-
ures (BfR 2023).

The design of the Th17 cell-based study by Luo et al. 
used by EFSA as a basis for BPA risk assessment involved 
different steps, including exposure of pregnant dams to 10, 
100, and 1000 nM BPA in drinking water (equivalent to 
0.475, 4.75, and 47.5 µg/kg bw/day, respectively) from ges-
tational day 0 to postnatal day 21, followed by analysis of 
the offspring mice on postnatal days 21 and 42. Splenocytes 
were isolated from the mouse spleen, suspended in culture 
medium, plated into culture dishes, stimulated with phorbol 
12-myristate 13 acetate and monensin, stained with anti-
CD4 and anti-IL-17 antibodies, and finally analyzed by flu-
orescence-activated cell sorting (FACS). This procedure was 
reported to result in an increase of the Th17 cell frequency 
from ~ 1.2% (controls) to ~ 2.1% in female mice with 100 
nM BPA, which further increased to ~ 3.2% with 1000 nM 
BPA. Based on the observed effects on Th17, a NOAEL of 

Table 1  Tolerable daily intake (TDI) of bisphenol A since 2006 and the corresponding studies from which the points of departure were derived

a Suggested in the draft opinion published for public consultation (EFSA 2021)
b TDI of the final opinion
c Exposure assessment was performed by EFSA (EFSA 2015) and refers to the range between the minimum lower bound at the mean level of 
exposure and the maximum upper bound at the 95th percentile level of exposure

Year TDI Point of departure Source

2006 50 µg/kg bw/day Decreased organ weight of rodents (Tyl et al. 2008a, b, 2002) EFSA (2007, 2008)
2015 4 µg/kg bw/day (provisional) EFSA (2015)

2021 0.04 ng/kg bw/daya Increased levels of Th17 cells in spleens of mice exposed to 100 nM 
BPA in drinking water (Luo et al. 2016).  BMDL40 calculated by 
EFSA: 0.53 µg/kg bw/day

EFSA (2021)
2023 0.2 ng/kg bw/dayb EFSA (2023)

2023 0.2 µg/kg bw/day Reduced sperm count in adult rats  BMDL10: 26 µg/kg bw/day (Liu 
et al. 2013); NOAEL: 50 µg/kg bw/day (Srivastava and Gupta 
2018)

BfR (2023)

Exposure of the European population via food (based on data from 2008 to 2012)c:
Adults: 0.1–0.4 µg/kg bw/day
Children: 0.2–0.9 µg/kg bw/day

1 The overall given exposure encompasses the range between the 
minimum lower bound (LB) average exposure and the maximum 
upper bound (UB) at the 95th percentile exposure.
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0.475 µg/kg bw/day and a LOAEL of 4.75 µg/kg bw/day 
were identified (BfR 2023; EFSA 2023; Luo et al. 2016).

Critical discussion of the study by Luo 
and colleagues, and use of its data as a point 
of departure (PoD) for risk assessment

The choice of the end-point of the Th17 mouse study (Luo 
et al. 2016) as a PoD for risk assessment of BPA led to 
a critical discussion by several scientific bodies (e.g., BfR 
2022; BfR and EFSA 2023; EMA and EFSA 2023), mainly 
focusing on the following aspects:

As central point of criticism, the relationship between 
the reported increase in Th17 cells in the spleen of mice and 
adverse effects, such as, for example, tissue inflammation, is 
unclear. It is also unclear whether an increase in Th17 cells 
is relevant to humans. The SKLM agrees with this criti-
cism, considering that other studies in which experimental 
animals were exposed to much higher doses than applied by 
Luo et al. (2016), such as the NTP CLARITY-BPA program 
(NTP 2018), did not observe evidence for inflammation or 
other immune-related adverse effects. It is well known that 
the proportion and activity of Th17 cells is influenced by 
several factors, including the gut microbiota or infections 
(Ang et al. 2020; Huber et al. 2012). Therefore, toxicological 
studies focusing on Th17 cells should take these potential 
confounding factors into account. An appropriate strategy 
would be to replicate the Th17 cell study with a design that 
includes also higher doses of BPA to elucidate if a further 
increase of the splenic Th17 cells can be induced and if this 
is associated with adverse effects, such as inflammation.

Another unclear aspect is the mechanism by which BPA 
may cause an increase in Th17 cell frequency. Although 
much is known about the mechanisms and receptors through 
which BPA may act, for example estrogen receptors ERα 
and ERβ, pregnane X receptor (PXR), the estrogen receptor-
related receptor (ERR), and the thyroid hormone receptor 
(TR) (Hengstler et al. 2011), no attempt has been made to 
elucidate if these mechanisms are relevant for the reported 
phenotype with increased Th17 cells, although this could be 
achieved, for example, by studies in cells or mice in which 
the candidate mechanisms are deleted.

The relevance of the mouse model used in Luo et al. 
(2016) is difficult to assess. Even if the relationship of Th17 
cells and some adverse effects would be known, the rele-
vance and predictivity of the model concerning the human 
situation should be ascertained. Regulatory decisions should 
only be based on accepted scientific end-points that are con-
sidered relevant to humans (Cöllen et al. 2024; Pallocca and 
Leist 2022). There are some obvious differences between 
humans and mice in immune system regulation, in metabo-
lism, and in the microbiome. The transfer between models 

and humans is easier, if studies provide a mechanistic ration-
ale for why a compound causes certain effects and how these 
effects are related to adversity (Leist et al. 2017). This is 
particularly difficult for descriptive studies.

Moreover, toxicokinetics have not been addressed in the 
study of Luo et al. (2016). The SKLM suggests that at least 
the concentrations of BPA (and its metabolites) in the pups 
should be analyzed to see if they increase with higher con-
centrations of BPA in drinking water. Moreover, major dif-
ferences in the toxicokinetics of BPA between rodents and 
humans are known (Collet et al. 2015; Hengstler et al. 2011). 
For example, BPA undergoes extensive enterohepatic recy-
cling in rodents, in contrast to humans. To allow extrapola-
tion to humans, toxicokinetic data of the animal model used 
are pivotal. This is even more critical when using complex 
animal models, such as the exposure of pregnant dams, 
where both, toxicokinetics in the mothers and placental 
transfer to the embryos are critical.

Additionally, the quality of the documentation of data and 
experimental procedures of Luo et al. (2016) is insufficient 
and does not meet international standards (DFG 2022). The 
original (raw) data and experimental protocols (e.g., of the 
FACS analyses) are not available or incomplete. A critical 
weakness of the study is the used animal diet. In material 
and methods, it is written that a standard chow was given to 
the animals. However, the composition of this diet and the 
manufacturer were not indicated. It is important to figure out 
that rodent standard diets usually contain soy protein and 
thus substantial quantities of isoflavones (if not specified as 
“free of isoflavones”) exerting estrogenic effects. Therefore, 
they are unsuitable for studying effects of endocrine-disrupt-
ing substances, as they may influence the results. Moreover, 
effects of isoflavones on Th17 cells have been described 
(Kojima et al. 2015; Shu et al. 2024).

In conclusion, the study by Luo et al. (2016) refers to an 
intermediate parameter without a proven association with 
an adverse effect, without toxicokinetic data being collected 
and without raw data and protocols being documented. Such 
a pilot study may serve to generate hypotheses for follow-
up work, e.g., on a possible relevance of Th17 cells in the 
hypothesized BPA-mediated inflammatory effects. However, 
considering the discussed shortcomings and the fact that 
numerous published animal studies on BPA using doses sev-
eral orders of magnitude higher than the BMDL reported by 
Luo et al. (2016) did not observe any BPA-associated tissue 
inflammation in histological investigations, this Th17 study 
should not serve as a basis for risk assessment.

Another critical aspect of ensuring high-quality risk 
assessment, which may have been neglected in the past, is 
the need for independent confirmation of data. Centuries of 
scientific theory and practice have shown that data that differ 
from previous canonical knowledge can only be considered 
valuable after they have undergone a test of reproducibility. 
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For BPA, no dose-dependent immunological symptoms 
were observed in the research program CLARITY-BPA 
(NTP 2018), even though these studies used higher doses 
than those in Luo et al. (2016). The discrepancy between 
the Th17 study with its positive result at very low doses 
(Luo et al. 2016) and the negative findings of the research 
program CLARITY-BPA will remain an unsatisfactory 
situation until clarified experimentally. It is understandable 
that scientific bodies responsible for risk assessment find 
themselves in a difficult situation given the large number of 
studies with partially contradictory results. Thus, it would 
be an extremely important step forward, if in such—gen-
erally relatively rare—contradictory constellations, the 
responsible agencies would be authorized to commission 
a clarification study that is scientifically well-designed and 
sufficiently powered. Currently, most regulatory bodies in 
Europe usually evaluate published or submitted data, but 
they do not conduct or commission additional experiments 
themselves. However, if data for substances are contradic-
tory or extremely diverging, it would be useful if this would 
become possible in the future.

Criteria to identify adequate studies for risk 
assessment

To avoid problems in the future, such as those discussed 
above, criteria regarding the quality standards of studies 
that serve as a basis for risk assessment should be defined 
(Table 2). It is essential that the analyzed parameters can be 
related to an adverse outcome in the applied model and that 
a transferability of this to humans is plausible. If a study 
identifies an association between a test substance and an 
intermediate end-point whose relationship to an adverse 
outcome is unclear, this may indicate a research need, but 
should not serve as a basis for risk evaluation. If mechanistic 
relationships remain unclear, the transferability of model 
data to humans is difficult to judge. Numerous high-quality 
studies have already integrated toxicokinetics in the past. 
This should be mandatory for the experimental designs 

in future. The test compound should be quantified in the 
administered medium, such as drinking water and diet. It 
should also be known (and excluded) that additional expo-
sure may occur, for example, due to background exposure (in 
this case to BPA) being potentially caused by the polycar-
bonate cages, contamination of the diet or other sources (any 
type of plastic material devices and tools being used in the 
respective setting). Potential effects of other feed ingredients 
or contaminants, such as isoflavones or aflatoxins, influenc-
ing certain end-points should be also considered or avoided. 
Moreover, the concentration–time curve in blood and, ide-
ally, in target tissues of toxicity should be determined includ-
ing analysis of potential metabolites. In general, the study 
design and reporting of data should be based on standard-
ized, generally accepted criteria (e.g., OECD or ARRIVE2 
(Animal Research: Reporting of In Vivo Experiments). In 
principle, it should be self-evident that raw data and study 
protocols are made available, as comprehensive supplements 
to publications or at least upon request. Unfortunately, this is 
often not the case in current practice. The preferred option is 
that the material is part of a publication deposited in a data 
base, as modern academic labs have a volatile personnel 
situation, and data retrieval at later time points is often not 
possible. And last not least, independent data confirmation 
is critical, particularly when a study is not in line with the 
present state of knowledge.

It is important to consider that the criteria in Table 2 
should not be used as a formal checklist leading to a not 
reflected exclusion of studies from the risk assessment pro-
cess if one or even several of the criteria discussed here are 
not met. Rather, a comprehensive analysis and interpretation 
of the totality of evidence is required, which in some cases 
may be a complex challenge. Nevertheless, in the case of 
the study by Luo and co-workers, it appears clear that this 
work does not provide an adequate basis for the risk assess-
ment process.

Table 2  Suggested criteria for studies that serve as a basis for risk evaluation

(1) There should be a plausible connection, and some type of dose-concordance between the analyzed parameters and adverse effects
(2) The mechanism causing an adverse effect should be known
(3) The applied model (for example, a specific test in a laboratory animal species) should fulfill some minimum requirements concerning rel-

evance and predictivity for the human situation (justified by robust historical experience or by some form of a readiness evaluation/validation)
(4) Toxicokinetics (including potential metabolites) should be adequately addressed
(5) Experimental quality requirements (as described, e.g., in OECD Guidelines, the ARRIVE criteria or similar standards) should be fulfilled. In 

particular, the raw data and experimental protocols should be accessible
(6) Independent data confirmation is mandatory, particularly, when the results of an experiment are not in agreement with previous studies
(7) Additional exposure with the target compound from other sources (e.g., plastic material) or exposure to other end-point critical compounds 

from feed (e.g., isoflavones) should be considered or avoided

2 https:// arriv eguid elines. org/

https://arriveguidelines.org/


1971Archives of Toxicology (2024) 98:1967–1973 

Acknowledgements This manuscript results from an activity of the 
Senate Commission on Food Safety (SKLM) of the German Research 
Foundation (DFG). The authors wish to thank the DFG for their con-
tinuous support of the SKLM Commission. Funding was received also 
from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation pro-
gram under grant agreements no. 964537 (RISK-HUNT3R) and no. 
101057014 (PARC).

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt 
DEAL. This manuscript was funded by the German Research Founda-
tion (DFG), HE 2509/15-12.

Data availability Data sharing not applicable to this article as no data-
sets were generated or analysed during the current study.

Declarations 

Disclosure and competing interest statement The authors declare that 
they have no conflict of interest. The authors who are appointed mem-
bers of the Senate Commission on Food Safety (SKLM) or who have 
been consulted as independent external experts provide advice on the 
basis of their scientific expertise and not as representatives of their 
employer or third-party interests.

About the Senate Commission on Food Safety (SKLM) The SKLM pro-
vides scientific advice on food safety issues to the DFG Senate as well 
as to federal/state governments and other authorities. In recent years, 
the SKLM has published multiple scientific articles and has issued 
several scientific opinions on topics such as acetaldehyde, fluoride, 
nitrate and nitrite in the context of food safety. Further information: 
https:// www. dfg. de/ en/ dfg- profi le/ statu tory- bodies/ senate/ food- safety

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Ang QY, Alexander M, Newman JC et al (2020) Ketogenic diets alter 
the gut microbiome resulting in decreased intestinal Th17 cells. 
Cell 181(6):1263 e16-1275 e16. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cell. 
2020. 04. 027

BfR (2022) Draft opinion on bisphenol A: the BfR comments on the 
reassessment by the european food safety authority. Updated BfR 
communication no. 020/2022 of 26 July, 2022. https:// www. bfr. 
bund. de/ cm/ 349/ draft- opini on- on- bisph enol-a- the- bfb- comme 
nts- on- the- reass essme nt- by- the- efsa. pdf. Accessed 6 May 2024

BfR (2023) Bisphenol A: BfR proposes health based guidance value, 
current exposure data are needed for a full risk assessment. BfR 
Opinion No 018/2023, issued 19 April 2023. https:// www. bfr. 
bund. de/ cm/ 349/ bisph enol-a- bfr- propo ses- health- based- guida 
nce- value- curre nt- expos ure- data- are- needed- for-a- full- risk- asses 
sment. pdf. Accessed 6 May 2024

BfR and EFSA (2023) Report on diverging views between EFSA and 
BfR on EFSA updated bisphenol A assessment. https:// www. efsa. 
europa. eu/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ 2023- 04/ bfr- efsa- art- 30. pdf. Accessed 
6 May 2024

Cöllen E, Tanaskov Y, Holzer AK et al (2024) Elements and develop-
ment processes for test methods in toxicology and human health-
relevant life science research. Altex 41(1):142–148. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 14573/ altex. 24010 41

Collet SH, Picard-Hagen N, Lacroix MZ et al (2015) Allometric scal-
ing for predicting human clearance of bisphenol A. Toxicol Appl 
Pharmacol 284(3):323–329. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. taap. 2015. 
02. 024

DFG (German Research Foundation) (2022) Guidelines for Safeguard-
ing Good Research Practice. Code of Conduct. https:// www. dfg. 
de/ resou rce/ blob/ 174052/ 1a235 cb138 c77e3 53789 263b8 730b1 df/ 
kodex- gwp- en- data. pdf. Accessed 7 May 2024

EFSA (2007) Opinion of the scientific panel on food additives, flavour-
ings, processing aids and materials in contact with food (AFC) 
related to 2,2-bis(4hydroxyphenyl)propane. EFSA (European 
Food Safety Authority). EFSA J 5(1):428. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
2903/j. efsa. 2007. 428

EFSA (2008) Toxicokinetics of bisphenol A—Scientific Opinion of 
the Panel on Food Additives, Flavourings, Processing aids and 
Materials in Contact with Food (AFC). EFSA (European Food 
Safety Authority). EFSA J 6(7):759. https:// www. efsa. europa. eu/ 
en/ efsaj ournal/ pub/ 759. Accessed 7 May 2024

EFSA (2010) Scientific Opinion on Bisphenol A: Evaluation of a study 
investigating its neurodevelopmental toxicity, review of recent 
scientific literature on its toxicity and advice on the Danish risk 
assessment of Bisphenol A of the EFSA Panel on Food Contact 
Materials, Enzymes, Flavourings and Processing Aids (CEF). 
EFSA J 8(9):1829. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2903/j. efsa. 2010. 1829

EFSA (2015) Scientific opinion on the risks to public health related to 
the presence of bisphenol A (BPA) in foodstuffs: executive sum-
mary. EFSA CEF panel (EFSA panel on food contact materials, 
enzymes, flavourings and processing aids). EFSA (European Food 
Safety Authority). EFSA J 13(1):3978. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2903/j. 
efsa. 2015. 3978

EFSA (2021) Re-evaluation of the risks to public health related to the 
presence of bisphenol A (BPA) in foodstuffs. Scientific opinion 
endorsed for public consultation (PC-0109). EFSA panel on food 
contact materials, enzymes and processing aids (CEP). EFSA 
(European Food Safety Authority). EFSA J 2(4): 6857 https:// 
conne ct. efsa. europa. eu/ RM/s/ publi ccons ultat ion2/ a0l1v 00000 
E8BRD/ pc0109. Accessed 7 May 2024

EFSA (2023) Re‐evaluation of the risks to public health related to the 
presence of bisphenol A (BPA) in foodstuffs. EFSA (European 
Food Safety Authority). EFSA J 21(4):6857 https:// www. efsa. 
europa. eu/ en/ efsaj ournal/ pub/ 6857. Accessed 7 May 2024

EMA and EFSA (2023) Report on divergent views between EFSA and 
EMA on EFSA’s updated bisphenol A assessment. https:// www. 
efsa. europa. eu/ sites/ defau lt/ files/ 2023- 04/ ema- efsa- artic le- 30. pdf. 
Accessed 7 May 2024

Hengstler JG, Foth H, Gebel T et al (2011) Critical evaluation of key 
evidence on the human health hazards of exposure to bisphenol 
A. Crit Rev Toxicol 41(4):263–291. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3109/ 10408 
444. 2011. 558487

Huber S, Gagliani N, Flavell RA (2012) Life, death, and miracles: Th17 
cells in the intestine. Eur J Immunol 42(9):2238–2245. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1002/ eji. 20124 2619

Kojima H, Takeda Y, Muromoto R, Takahashi M, Hirao T, Takeuchi 
S, Matsuda T (2015) Isoflavones enhance interleukin-17 gene 
expression via retinoic acid receptor-related orphan receptors α 
and γ. Toxicology 329:32–39. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tox. 2015. 
01. 007

https://www.dfg.de/en/dfg-profile/statutory-bodies/senate/food-safety
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.04.027
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/draft-opinion-on-bisphenol-a-the-bfb-comments-on-the-reassessment-by-the-efsa.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/draft-opinion-on-bisphenol-a-the-bfb-comments-on-the-reassessment-by-the-efsa.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/draft-opinion-on-bisphenol-a-the-bfb-comments-on-the-reassessment-by-the-efsa.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/bisphenol-a-bfr-proposes-health-based-guidance-value-current-exposure-data-are-needed-for-a-full-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/bisphenol-a-bfr-proposes-health-based-guidance-value-current-exposure-data-are-needed-for-a-full-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/bisphenol-a-bfr-proposes-health-based-guidance-value-current-exposure-data-are-needed-for-a-full-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.bfr.bund.de/cm/349/bisphenol-a-bfr-proposes-health-based-guidance-value-current-exposure-data-are-needed-for-a-full-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2023-04/bfr-efsa-art-30.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2023-04/bfr-efsa-art-30.pdf
https://doi.org/10.14573/altex.2401041
https://doi.org/10.14573/altex.2401041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.taap.2015.02.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.taap.2015.02.024
https://www.dfg.de/resource/blob/174052/1a235cb138c77e353789263b8730b1df/kodex-gwp-en-data.pdf
https://www.dfg.de/resource/blob/174052/1a235cb138c77e353789263b8730b1df/kodex-gwp-en-data.pdf
https://www.dfg.de/resource/blob/174052/1a235cb138c77e353789263b8730b1df/kodex-gwp-en-data.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2007.428
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2007.428
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/759
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/759
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2010.1829
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2015.3978
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2015.3978
https://connect.efsa.europa.eu/RM/s/publicconsultation2/a0l1v00000E8BRD/pc0109
https://connect.efsa.europa.eu/RM/s/publicconsultation2/a0l1v00000E8BRD/pc0109
https://connect.efsa.europa.eu/RM/s/publicconsultation2/a0l1v00000E8BRD/pc0109
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/6857
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/efsajournal/pub/6857
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2023-04/ema-efsa-article-30.pdf
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2023-04/ema-efsa-article-30.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3109/10408444.2011.558487
https://doi.org/10.3109/10408444.2011.558487
https://doi.org/10.1002/eji.201242619
https://doi.org/10.1002/eji.201242619
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tox.2015.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tox.2015.01.007


1972 Archives of Toxicology (2024) 98:1967–1973

Leist M, Ghallab A, Graepel R et al (2017) Adverse outcome path-
ways: opportunities, limitations and open questions. Arch Toxicol 
91(11):3477–3505. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00204- 017- 2045-3

Liu C, Duan W, Li R et al (2013) Exposure to bisphenol A disrupts 
meiotic progression during spermatogenesis in adult rats through 
estrogen-like activity. Cell Death Dis 4(6):e676. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1038/ cddis. 2013. 203

Luo S, Li Y, Li Y et al (2016) Gestational and lactational exposure 
to low-dose bisphenol A increases Th17 cells in mice offspring. 
Environ Toxicol Pharmacol 47:149–158. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
etap. 2016. 09. 017

NTP (2018) Research report on the CLARITY-BPA core study: a peri-
natal and chronic extended-dose-range study of bisphenol A in 
rats research report 9. National Toxicology Program. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 22427/ NTP- RR-9

Pallocca G, Leist M (2022) On the usefulness of animals as a model 
system (part II): considering benefits within distinct use domains. 
Altex 39(3):531–539. https:// doi. org/ 10. 14573/ altex. 22071 11

Pallocca G, Rovida C, Leist M (2022) On the usefulness of animals as 
a model system (part I): overview of criteria and focus on robust-
ness. Altex 39(2):347–353. https:// doi. org/ 10. 14573/ altex. 22032 
91

Shu B, Wu Y, Wang X, Hu J, Zhang D, Gong X, Gui R (2024) Gen-
istein alleviates dextran sulfate sodium-induced ulcerative coli-
tis in mice by regulating Th17/Treg cell balance: implication 

for the G protein-coupled estrogen receptor. Pharmacogn Mag 
20(2):676–685. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09731 29623 12175 99

Srivastava S, Gupta P (2018) Alteration in apoptotic rate of testicular 
cells and sperms following administration of Bisphenol A (BPA) 
in Wistar albino rats. Environ Sci Pollut Res Int 25(22):21635–
21643. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11356- 018- 2229-2

Tyl RW, Myers CB, Marr MC et al (2002) Three-generation reproduc-
tive toxicity study of dietary bisphenol A in CD Sprague–Dawley 
rats. Toxicol Sci 68(1):121–146. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ toxsci/ 
68.1. 121

Tyl RW, Myers CB, Marr MC et al (2008a) Two-generation repro-
ductive toxicity study of dietary bisphenol A in CD-1 (Swiss) 
mice. Toxicol Sci 104(2):362–384. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ toxsci/ 
kfn084

Tyl RW, Myers CB, Marr MC et al (2008b) Two-generation repro-
ductive toxicity evaluation of dietary 17beta-estradiol (E2; CAS 
No. 50–28-2) in CD-1 (Swiss) mice. Toxicol Sci 102(2):392–412. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ toxsci/ kfn002

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Authors and Affiliations

Marcel Leist1 · Andrea Buettner2,3 · Patrick Diel4 · Gerhard Eisenbrand5 · Bernd Epe6 · Petra Först7 · Tilman Grune8 · 
Dirk Haller9,10 · Volker Heinz11 · Michael Hellwig12 · Hans‑Ulrich Humpf13 · Henry Jäger14 · Sabine E. Kulling15 · 
Angela Mally16 · Doris Marko17 · Ute Nöthlings18 · Elke Röhrdanz19 · Joachim Spranger20 · Stefan Vieths21 · 
Wim Wätjen22 · Jan G. Hengstler23

 * Jan G. Hengstler 
 hengstler@ifado.de

1 Division for In Vitro Toxicology and Biomedicine, 
Department of Biology, University of Konstanz, 
Universitaetsstrasse 10, 78464 Konstanz, Germany

2 Chair of Aroma and Smell Research, Friedrich-Alexa
nder-Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg, Henkestrasse 9, 
91054 Erlangen, Germany

3 Fraunhofer Institute for Process Engineering and Packaging 
IVV, Giggenhauser Strasse 35, 85354 Freising, Germany

4 Department of Molecular and Cellular Sports Medicine, 
Institute of Cardiovascular Research and Sports Medicine, 
German Sport University Cologne, Am Sportpark 
Müngersdorf 6, 50933 Cologne, Germany

5 Kühler Grund 48/1, 69126 Heidelberg, Germany
6 Institute of Pharmaceutical and Biomedical Sciences, 

University of Mainz, Staudingerweg 5, 55128 Mainz, 
Germany

7 Food Process Engineering, TUM School of Life Sciences, 
Technical University of Munich, Weihenstephaner Berg 1, 
85354 Freising, Germany

8 German Institute of Human Nutrition Potsdam-Rehbrücke 
(DIfE), Arthur-Scheunert-Allee 114-116, 14558 Nuthetal, 
Germany

9 Chair of Nutrition and Immunology, Technical University 
of Munich, Gregor-Mendel-Strasse 2, Freising, Germany

10 ZIEL Institute for Food and Health, Technical University 
of Munich, Weihenstephaner Berg 1, 85354 Freising, 
Germany

11 DIL German Institute of Food Technology, 
Professor-von-Klitzing-Strasse 7, 49610 Quakenbrück, 
Germany

12 Chair of Special Food Chemistry, Technical University 
Dresden, Bergstrasse 66, 01062 Dresden, Germany

13 Institute of Food Chemistry, Universität Münster, 
Corrensstrasse 45, 48149 Münster, Germany

14 University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, 
Gregor-Mendel-Strasse 33, 1180 Vienna, Austria

15 Department of Safety and Quality of Fruit and Vegetables, 
Max Rubner-Institut, Federal Research Institute of Nutrition 
and Food, Haid-und-Neu-Strasse 9, 76131 Karlsruhe, 
Germany

16 Department of Toxicology, University of Würzburg, 
Versbacher Strasse 9, 97078 Würzburg, Germany

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00204-017-2045-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/cddis.2013.203
https://doi.org/10.1038/cddis.2013.203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2016.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2016.09.017
https://doi.org/10.22427/NTP-RR-9
https://doi.org/10.22427/NTP-RR-9
https://doi.org/10.14573/altex.2207111
https://doi.org/10.14573/altex.2203291
https://doi.org/10.14573/altex.2203291
https://doi.org/10.1177/09731296231217599
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-018-2229-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/68.1.121
https://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/68.1.121
https://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfn084
https://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfn084
https://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfn002


1973Archives of Toxicology (2024) 98:1967–1973 

17 Department of Food Chemistry and Toxicology, Faculty 
of Chemistry, University of Vienna, Währinger Strasse 38, 
1090 Vienna, Austria

18 Institute for Nutrition and Food Science, 
Rheinische Friedrich-Wilhelms-University Bonn, 
Fiedrich-Hirzebruch-Allee 7, 53115 Bonn, Germany

19 Unit Reproductive and Genetic Toxicology, Federal 
Institute for Drugs and Medical Devices (BfArM), 
Kurt-Georg-Kiesinger Allee 3, 53175 Bonn, Germany

20 Charité-Universitätsmedizin Berlin, Charitéplatz 1, 
10117 Berlin, Germany

21 Paul-Ehrlich-Institute, Paul-Ehrlich-Strasse 51-59, 
63225 Langen, Germany

22 Institute of Agricultural and Nutritional Sciences, 
Martin-Luther-University Halle-Wittenberg, Weinbergweg 
22, 06120 Halle (Saale), Germany

23 Department of Toxicology, Leibniz Research Centre 
for Working Environment and Human Factors (IfADo), 
Ardeystrasse 67, 44139 Dortmund, Germany


	Controversy on health-based guidance values for bisphenol A—the need of criteria for studies that serve as a basis for risk assessment
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Large discrepancies in the points of departure obtained from different studies
	Critical discussion of the study by Luo and colleagues, and use of its data as a point of departure (PoD) for risk assessment
	Criteria to identify adequate studies for risk assessment
	Acknowledgements 
	References




