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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Handling Editor: Dr. Jose Luis Domingo Access to Eliciting Doses (ED) for allergens enables advanced food allergen risk assessment. Previously, the full
ED range for 14 allergenic foods, including milk, and recommendations for their use were provided (Houben
et al., 2020). Additional food challenge studies with cow’s milk-allergic patients added 247 data points to the
original dataset. Using the Stacked Model Averaging statistical method for interval-censored data on the 697
individual NOAELs and LOAELs for milk generated an updated full ED distribution. The EDO1 and EDO5, the
doses at which 1% and 5% of the milk-allergic population would be predicted to experience any objective allergic
reaction, were 0.3 and 3.2 mg milk protein for the discrete and 0.4 mg and 4.3 mg milk protein for the cu-
mulative dose distribution, respectively. These values are slightly higher but remain within the 95% confidence
interval of previously published EDs. We recommend using the updated EDs for future characterization of risks of
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exposure of milk-allergic individuals to milk protein.

This paper contributes to the discussion on the Reference Dose for milk in the recent Ad hoc Joint FAO/WHO
Expert Consultation on Risk Assessment of Food Allergens. It will also benefit harmonization of food allergen risk
assessment and risk management globally.

1. Introduction

Labeling of allergenic foods on prepacked foods is crucial in man-
aging food allergy by the allergic population as avoidance of the aller-
genic food is currently still the best measure for many food allergic
individuals. A list of priority allergenic foods was issued in the General
Standard for the Labelling of Packaged Foods (GSLPF) in 1999, which
included milk and milk products (Codex Alimentarius, 2018). This was
followed by many countries and regulatory bodies implementing
essential laws, regulations, or standards for labeling of “priority aller-
gens” to provide clear labeling of priority allergens on prepackaged food
products with the intent to assist allergic consumers with avoidance of
their offending allergenic food source(s) (Yeung and Robert, 2018).

Despite this, cow’s milk is an important cause of unexpected allergic

reactions in the cow’s milk-allergic population, that can be severe and
even fatal (Baseggio Conrado et al., 2021; Blom et al., 2018). Cow’s
milk, further referred to as milk, is ubiquitous in our diet and a major
source of ingredients abundantly used for the production of a variety of
food products. Food allergies are acknowledged as a serious food safety
issue by food industry, but pose considerable challenges for food busi-
ness operators (Yeung and Robert, 2018). This is reflected in the large
proportion of product recalls which involve milk or milk derivatives
(Bucchini et al., 2016; Gendel, 2018). Besides issues with mislabeling
products, cross-contact during production can lead to unintended
allergen presence (UAP) in products. The use of precautionary allergen
labeling (PAL) statements that warn consumers about possible UAP are
voluntary and currently not regulated, resulting in a proliferation of
different PAL on products, often unrelated to the actual risk posed to
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allergic consumers (Blom et al., 2018; DunnGalvin et al., 2019; Yeung
and Robert, 2018).

Since the original drafting of the GSLPF, both allergen risk assess-
ment and allergen management have advanced greatly (Houben et al.,
2020). Reference doses (RDs) based on doses predicted to elicit objective
allergic symptoms in no more than 1-5% of the allergic population have
been proposed, including for milk (Houben et al., 2020; Remington
et al., 2020). These RDs can be used for the calculation of Action Levels
to inform the need for PAL on food products, such that PAL would only
be used if the concentration of UAP is above the action level. This
approach is increasingly supported by many stakeholders, including
food business operators, regulatory bodies and patients’ organizations
(DunnGalvin et al., 2019). The full range of a population eliciting dose
distribution for allergens is also valuable, allowing risk assessors to
quantify the risk of an (unintended) allergen concentration in food
products and support decisions with respect to allergen risk manage-
ment, for instance, in incidents (explained in detail in Houben et al.
(2020)).

In 2020, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Na-
tions (FAO) and World Health Organization (WHO) called for experts
and data on the risk assessment of food allergens based on a request from
Codex Alimentarius for scientific advice (https://www.fao.org/3/ca7
121en/ca7121en.pdf). Three expert meetings were held in 2020-2021
to provide scientific advice on various questions relevant to allergen
management and PAL. In the second meeting, Reference Doses (called
RfD by the FAO/WHO) were established using TNO-FARRP threshold
datasets for major allergenic foods, on the basis that this dataset is “the
best described source available, both in terms of content and curation, with
supportive peer-reviewed publications “(FAO/WHO Expert Consultation
et al., 2021). As a starting point, the Expert Consultation considered
EDOS5 values for priority allergens, i.e., the eliciting dose predicted to
result in objective reactions in no more than 5% of the allergic popu-
lation for that allergen, as published in Houben et al. (2020) and Rem-
ington et al. (2020) (FAO/WHO Expert Consultation et al., 2021). For
milk and sesame, experts noted that more data are now available for
these allergens, which would enable a refinement of the EDO5 values.
Furthermore, a recent publication highlighted the need to extend the
dataset for milk to provide more certainty to the EDO5 for this allergen
(Turner et al., 2021a). Therefore, in the present study, we sought
additional eligible studies with data relating to double-blind, placebo--
controlled food challenges (DBPCFC) in cow’s milk-allergic individuals.
Datasets meeting the strict quality criteria as published previously
(Westerhout et al., 2019) were added to the existing threshold dataset
(Remington et al., 2020) and a new analysis was performed using the
stacked Model Averaging Method (Wheeler et al., 2021). Updated
Eliciting Dose values for milk were generated for further use in allergen
risk assessment and for supporting the FAO/WHO expert consultations
in the decision of a Reference Dose for milk.

2. Data and methods

The dataset for milk published before in Houben et al. (2020) and
Remington et al. (2020) contained 450 individual threshold data for
cow’s milk collected from peer-reviewed publications and unpublished
clinical records. The FAO/WHO Expert Consultation identified six po-
tential additional datasets which were subsequently investigated for
availability/accessibility of individual patient data and data quality
according to previously published criteria (Westerhout et al., 2019)
(Supplementary Table S1). This included clear objective stopping
criteria for the allergic reactions, availability of the dosing scheme
(including if/when repeated doses were given), details on the challenge
material, and availability of individual objective threshold doses. Where
needed, authors were contacted to seek this information and address any
data queries. In line with previous publications (Remington et al., 2020;
Westerhout et al., 2019), only data from DBPCFCs were included, except
in the case of infants and very young children where blinding was not
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considered necessary per established clinical consensus. The first
objective symptoms of an allergic response occurring in the patient were
used as the basis for the individual lowest observed adverse effect level
(LOAEL), with the previous dose in the clinical protocol as the individual
no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL). The doses were noted in
terms of mg of total protein from the allergenic food, and were assessed
in terms of discrete and cumulative doses.

For analysis of the data, interval censoring methodology was applied.
Individuals were left-censored if they reacted with objective symptoms
to the first challenge dose. Patients that failed to respond with objective
symptoms to the uppermost challenge dose but did have a clear history
of allergic reactions to milk were right-censored.

The new individual threshold data were combined with the existing
dataset and analyzed with the “Stacked Model Averaging” approach
developed by Wheeler et al. (2021). The R software (https://www.r-pro
ject.org/) and publicly available Stackedsurvpackage (http://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.3401471) were used. Details of the methodology
and the applied software can be found in Houben et al. (2020); Rem-
ington et al. (2020) and Wheeler et al. (2021). Briefly, the approach
combines five parametric survival distributions (Weibull, Log-Gaussian
(or Log-Normal), Log-Logistic, Generalized Pareto and Log-Laplace (or
Log-Double-Exponential)) and assigns weights to the individual distri-
butions based on the goodness of fit to ultimately generate a single
model averaging outcome. This analysis outcome was used to determine
the population Eliciting Doses for the discrete doses and cumulative
doses. The method is based upon a Bayesian stacking methodology and
estimates dose-to-failure based upon Markov chain Monte Carlo
(MCMCQ) simulation. To minimize variability, the stacked model aver-
aging estimation procedure is repeated independently 10 times, and the
mean of 10 ED estimates is used as a central estimate. For the full ED
range the random sampling procedure is truncated at the highest given
dose (discrete or cumulative), based on all of the studies included in the
dataset, as extrapolation beyond the highest given dose would lead to a
change in the model average survival curve, resulting in an over-
estimation of lower ED values (Houben et al., 2020).

3. Results

Data were available from two studies which fulfilled the criteria
(Supplementary Table S1), representing a total of 247 new individual
NOAELs and LOAELs from milk allergic patients undergoing a DBPCFC:
83 from the study of Turner et al. (2021b) and 164 received from Na-
tional Sagamihara Hospital reported in the publication by Yanagida
et al. (2017). The population age range was under 18 years in both
datasets, as is typical for cow’s milk-allergy given that this food allergy
typically resolves in childhood. Similar to previous studies, these new
studies also included some left- and right-censored individuals. Overall,
the total study population for cow’s milk includes children and adults,
but with young children presenting the highest proportion, with 30% of
data from children aged <5 years of age, 45% aged 5-9 years, 22% aged
10-18 years and 3% > 18 year) (Supplement Fig. S1 for further detail).
Supplementary Table S2 provides the updated table of Remington et al.
(2020) for the sources of data points for milk along with the number of
right- or left-censored subjects, geographic location, first mg protein
dose in the food challenge protocol, and the number of children or
adults. In total, 697 data points were available to model the Eliciting
Dose distribution. Fig. 1 displays as the Stacked Model Averaging result
with the individual distributions. Overall, the weights given to the in-
dividual models were similar to the previous milk dataset (Houben et al.,
2020; Remington et al., 2020), with a high weight to the Weibull model
followed by the Log-Laplace (Log-Double-Exponential) model. A slightly
higher weight was observed for the Log-Laplace (Log-Dou-
ble-Exponential) model for the updated dataset; however, most of the
weight was still given to the Weibull model. The accompanying
weighing results for the individual models are presented in Supple-
mentary Table S3.
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Fig. 1. Dose distribution modeling for cow’s milk expressed as discrete dose
(A) or the cumulative dose (B) of mg milk protein.

The 55% increase of the total size of the milk dataset resulted in small
increases of the ED values compared to the previously published data on
the EDO1 and EDO5 (Remington et al., 2020) and the full range

Table 1

The EDO1 to ED10, ED15, ED20, ED25, and ED50 values from the model aver-
aged population threshold dose distributions for cow’s milk (n = 697), based on
discrete (A) and cumulative (B) dose datasets. The 95% confidence interval is
represented by the lower confidence interval (LCI) and the upper confidence
interval (UCI).

A. Discrete dose dataset B. Cumulative dose dataset

ED mg” LCI ucl ED mg” LCI ucl
ED01.0 0.3 0.2 0.7 EDO01.0 0.4 0.3 0.9
ED02.0 0.8 0.5 1.8 ED02.0 1.1 0.6 2.4
ED03.0 1.5 0.8 3.1 ED03.0 2.0 1.0 4.3
ED04.0 2.3 1.3 4.7 ED04.0 3.1 1.7 6.5
ED05.0 3.2 1.8 6.4 ED05.0 4.3 2.4 9.0
ED06.0 4.2 2.3 8.3 ED06.0 5.8 3.2 11.8
ED07.0 5.2 3.0 10.3 ED07.0 7.3 4.0 14.8
ED08.0 6.4 3.6 12.4 ED08.0 9.0 5.0 18.0
ED09.0 7.6 4.4 14.7 ED09.0 10.8 6.0 21.5
ED10.0 9.0 5.1 17.1 ED10.0 12.8 7.1 25.1
ED15.0 16.7 9.7 31.0 ED15.0 24.3 13.8 46.3
ED20.0 26.3 15.5 47.8 ED20.0 39.0 22.4 72.5
ED25.0 37.9 22.4 67.7 ED25.0 56.8 32.8 104
ED50.0 133 79.3 229 ED50.0 207 120 364

2 ED values are expressed in mg total milk protein.
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distribution for milk (Houben et al., 2020). Table 1 provides updated
EDs up to the ED50, while Supplementary Table S4 provides the full
updated ED range for milk for use in allergen risk assessment to deter-
mine the risk of (unintended) concentrations of milk protein in food
products.

The Bayesian Stacked Parametric Survival methods with Frailty
Components and Interval Censored Failure Times as described by
Wheeler et al. (2021) were used. In this Stacked Model Averaging
technique, five different parametric distributions are modelled,
weighted and combined into a single dose distribution estimate in order
to maximize the predictive accuracy of the calculated ED values. The
predicted Stacked Model Averaging distribution estimate (red line) is
presented with its corresponding 95% posterior predicted failure times
(dashed red lines). The Kaplan-Meier curves for each individual study in
the dataset are also presented (black lines, darker shades indicate studies
with more observations).

Both EDO1 and EDOS5 values have previously been considered in the
framework of establishing Reference Doses for allergen management
and the calculation of action levels (FAO/WHO Expert Consultation
etal., 2021). The updated EDO1 and EDOS5 values were in the same range
as the previously reported values and with overlapping 95% confidence
intervals (Table 2). The effect of including the additional data to the milk
distributions was small (Fig. 2), though the small change in weighing of
the various parametric survival models, with a higher weight to the
Log-Laplace(Log-Double-Exponential) model for the updated dataset
(Supplementary Fig. S2), resulted in a slightly larger confidence interval
in the lower and higher ends of the curve for the updated milk dose
distribution (Table 2 and Fig. 2) compared to the dataset of Houben et al.
(2020).

We also undertook a sensitivity analysis including data from
Rolinck-Werninghaus et al. (2012). These data were omitted from the
final analysis because of uncertainties regarding whether specific chal-
lenges were undertaken using DBPCFC or not. As previously published, a
DBPCFC procedure is one of our quality criteria for addition of data to
our database and analysis, with exception of data for the youngest
children (Westerhout et al., 2019). In addition, individual symptom data
was not available, so it was unclear as to whether some of the threshold
doses met the criteria outlined in Westerhout et al. (2019). However,
given the size of this dataset, we evaluated the possible effect of the
inclusion of these additional data on the ED values. For this sub-analysis,
including the data from Rolinck-Werninghaus et al. (2012), there were a
total of 1002 data points, resulting in an EDO1 of 0.2 mg (95% CI
0.1-0.3) of total milk protein and an EDO5 of 2.1 mg (95% CI 1.2-3.8) of
total milk protein for the discrete dose distribution. For the cumulative
dose distribution, the estimated EDO1 was 0.3 mg (95% CI 0.2-0.5), and
the EDO5 was 2.9 mg (95% CI 1.6-5.4) of total milk protein. Therefore,
the inclusion of data from Rolinck-Werninghaus et al. (2012) resulted in
slightly lower estimates for EDO1 and EDO5, but the resulting EDO1 and
EDO5 values were almost equal to those presented in Remington et al.
(2020) and (Houben et al. (2020) (Supplementary Fig. S3).

4. Discussion

Population EDs values are valuable for use in allergen risk assess-
ment and for the derivation of reference doses to inform the decision for
the use of PAL. Milk protein is an important cause of accidental allergic
reactions due to unintended presence in food products with or without a
PAL statement (Blom et al., 2018). Milk is also a major cause of
anaphylaxis and even death globally (reviewed by Baseggio Conrado
et al. (2021). An internationally-harmonized Reference Dose to inform
the decision to either or not apply a PAL statement, as proposed by the
FAO/WHO expert consultation (FAO/WHO Expert Consultation et al.,
2021), would represent a step forwards in improving allergen risk
management with respect to cow’s milk, and importantly, offer safer
food choices for allergic consumers.

The addition of 247 new data points from DBPCFC in cow’s milk-
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Table 2
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Comparison of the updated EDO1 and EDO5 for cow’s milk with the previously reported EDs. The ED values are expressed in mg total milk protein,

along with the 95% confidence interval (95% CI).

Discrete

Cumulative

Dataset No of individuals

EDO1 (95% CI)

EDOS5 (95% CI) EDO1 (95% CI) EDOS5 (95% CI)

Updated milk ED distribution 697

Milk ED distribution (Houben et al., 2020) 450

0.3 (0.2-0.7)
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Fig. 2. ED curves from the model average population threshold dose distri-
bution for milk (Houben et al., 2020) (black) and the updated milk distribution
with the 95% confidence interval (red). (A) Discrete and (B) Cumulative dose
dataset. (For interpretation of the references to colour in this figure legend, the
reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)

allergic patients to the existing TNO-FARRP dataset for milk (n = 450)
did not result in significantly different EDO1 and EDO5 values, or in a
significant shift in the overall population ED distribution for milk-
allergic individuals. Previous research predicted that expansions of
already large datasets used to calculate EDs will unlikely result in sig-
nificant changes in the EDs (Klein Entink et al., 2014; Remington et al.,
2020). A factor that may contribute to the small variation in modelling
results of the final EDs can be the use of a protocol starting at relatively
higher doses, such as with the study of Yanagida et al. (2017). In our
current analysis, addition of the two new datasets resulted in a small

difference in the weighing of the models, which slightly changed the
lower and higher end of the modelled distributions and caused a slightly
larger confidence interval despite the larger number of datapoints. This
is the result of the type of datasets added. The sensitivity analysis
showed that adding the dataset of Rolinck-Werninghaus et al. (2012),
reduced the confidence interval. With every new dataset added, there
will be some change in the exact ED values and confidence intervals, but
our present analysis shows that, overall, the population ED distribution
for milk remains stable. The small variability would be predicted to have
no relevant effect for the estimation of the risk of allergen levels in food
products. The addition of the dataset of Rolinck-Werninghaus et al.
(2012) in our sub-analysis shifted the discrete EDO5 back to 2.1 mg milk
protein, very close to the discrete EDO5 value of 2.4 mg milk protein
published previously (Houben et al., 2020; Remington et al., 2020), but
all EDs remained within the 95% confidence interval of the updated and
the previously published population ED distribution (Houben et al.,
2020).

The present study was limited to including just two additional
studies, though a substantial number of new data points were added.
Additional food challenges — both DBPCFC and open challenges to cow’s
milk — have been reported elsewhere both in publications and unpub-
lished data, but these studies did not meet our quality criteria (West-
erhout et al., 2019) or individual challenge data were not available for
inclusion. To avoid confusion and potentially small differences in
calculated risks among risk assessors and managers worldwide, updating
any threshold dose distribution should have a clear rationale. For
example, if uncertainty can be reduced through the inclusion of new
datapoints.

Various EDO5 values have been published for milk in different
studies, varying in value depending on the dataset (size, possible patient
selection, dosing scheme) and methodology used to model the data for
estimating an ED value (in mg milk protein) used (Klein-Entink et al.,
2014; Remington et al., 2020; Wheeler et al., 2021). As indicated by
Turner et al. (2021a), these EDO5 estimates can vary from 0.5 to 13.9 mg
milk protein.

A single-dose challenge study recently queried whether the previous
EDOS estimates for milk might be an overestimate (Turner et al., 2021a),
a concern also raised by Rolinck-Werninghaus et al. (2012). The single
dose study with milk by Turner et al., (2021a) investigated the reaction
frequency at a dose of 0.5 mg milk protein in a population of 172 milk
allergic patients. The reaction frequency found in the study indicated
that the 0.5 mg dose tested might comply with an EDO5, but could reflect
an ED value between ED3.7 to ED11.9. According to the data published
by Houben et al. (2020) a 0.5 mg dose of milk protein would reflect an
ED value between the ED0.9 and ED3.0, based on the confidence in-
tervals of the discrete and cumulative dose distribution datasets. Turner
et al., (2021a) suggested that additional, larger challenge data sets are
needed to provide more precision to the population dose-distribution
modelling around lower ED values. Our current study provides such
dataset extension by incorporating additional data, which included
participants from Turner et al. (2021a), as well as sensitivity analysis on
including even more datapoints to the existing large milk threshold
dataset. This sensitivity analysis included data from Rolinck-Werning-
haus et al. (2012). Based on the confidence intervals of the extended
discrete and cumulative dose distribution datasets (see Supplementary



W.M. Blom et al.

Table S4), a 0.5 mg dose of milk protein reflects an ED value between
EDO0.8 and ED2.0 and indeed shows a more narrow interval and thus
higher precision compared to the ED-estimate of a 0.5 mg dose based on
Houben et al., (2020). Both Houben et al., 2020 and our current study
indicate a slightly lower ED value for the 0.5 mg dose compared to the
results of Turner et al., (2021a). This might well be associated with the
substantial smaller dataset used by Turner et al., (2021a) and possibly an
associated different range and variability in patient sensitivity, but also
with the study conduct. The single-dose challenge study conducted by
Turner et al., (2021a) aimed to test whether a dose of 0.5 mg milk
protein could comply with an EDO5 and did not falsify this hypothesis, as
any outcome between an ED3.7 and ED11.9 confirmed the hypothesis. It
should be noted however that such study using only one single dose is
not suitable to model eliciting dose distributions and estimate ED values.
For the latter purpose, full eliciting dose distributions based on multiple
dose levels as presented in our current study are needed.

Our study showed that additions of new data to the already large
dataset used by Houben et al. (2020) only marginally changed the
population ED values and provided assurance that the ED-estimates
from our dataset are robust. The overall dataset has a broad
age-distribution and the results of this study gives assurance that the
estimated EDO1 and EDO5 for milk generated in this and our previous
study (Houben et al., 2020) are sufficiently robust for use in risk
assessment and management decisions for the (unintended) presence of
milk protein in food products.

The present study provides the updated full range of ED values for
milk protein (Supplementary Table S4) that we now recommend to use
for risk assessment and management purposes. For other priority aller-
genic foods, readers are referred to the original publications of Houben
et al. (2020) and Remington et al. (2020).

CRediT authorship contribution statement

W. Marty Blom: Conceptualization, Methodology, Investigation,
Resources, Visualization, Writing — original draft, Data curation, Su-
pervision, Project administration, Funding acquisition. Joost West-
erhout: Methodology, Software, Data curation, Validation, Formal
analysis, Investigation, Visualization, Writing — review & editing. Jo-
seph L. Baumert: Conceptualization, Methodology, Investigation, Re-
sources, Data curation, Writing — review & editing, Supervision, Project
administration, Funding acquisition. Marie Y. Meima: Data curation,
Investigation, Writing — review & editing. Paul J. Turner: Conceptu-
alization, Formal analysis, Investigation, Data curation, Writing — re-
view & editing. Motohiro Ebisawa: Investigation, Formal analysis,
Data curation, Writing — review & editing. Noriyuki Yanagida: Inves-
tigation, Formal analysis, Data curation, Writing — review & editing.
Benjamin C. Remington: Conceptualization, Methodology, Validation,
Investigation, Data curation, Writing — review & editing. Geert F.
Houben: Conceptualization, Investigation, Data curation, Writing —
review & editing, Supervision, Funding acquisition.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.
Data availability

The data used for the research is a mixture of publicly available data
and confidential data for which the authors do not have permission to
share the data

Acknowledgement

This research was financially supported by Dutch Governmental

Food and Chemical Toxicology 168 (2022) 113381

TNO Research Cooperation Funds, Netherlands, and the Food Allergy
Research and Resource Program (FARRP) of the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln, USA.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.fct.2022.113381.

References

Baseggio Conrado, A., Patel, N., Turner, P.J., 2021. Global patterns in anaphylaxis due to
specific foods: a systematic review. J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 148, 1515-1525.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2021.03.048 e3.

Blom, W.M., Michelsen-Huisman, A.D., van Os-Medendorp, H., van Duijn, G., de Zeeuw-
Brouwer, M.-L.L., Versluis, A., Castenmiller, J.J.M., Noteborn, H.P.J.M.,

Kruizinga, A.G., Knulst, A.C., Houben, G.F., 2018. Accidental food allergy reactions:
products and undeclared ingredients. J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 142, 865-875.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2018.04.041.

Bucchini, L., Guzzon, A., Poms, R., Senyuva, H., 2016. Analysis and critical comparison
of food allergen recalls from the European Union, USA, Canada, Hong Kong,
Australia and New Zealand. Food Addit. Contam. Part A. Chem. Anal. Control. Expo.
Risk Assess. 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2016.1169444, 0049.

Codex Alimentarius, 2018. GENERAL STANDARD FOR THE LABELLING OF
PREPACKAGED FOODS. CXS 1-1985. Adopted in 1985. Amended in 1991, 1999,
2001, 2003, 2005, 2008 and 2010. Revised in 2018. Codex Alimentarius
International Food Standards. https://www.fao.org/fao-wh
o-codexalimentarius/CXS 1-1985.pdf.

DunnGalvin, A., Roberts, G., Schnadt, S., Astley, S., Austin, M., Blom, W.M., Baumert, J.,
Chan, C.-H., Crevel, R.W.R., Grimshaw, K.E.C., Kruizinga, A.G., Regent, L.,

Taylor, S., Walker, M., Mills, C., 2019. Evidence based approaches to the application
of Precautionary Allergen Labelling: report from two iFAAM workshops. Clin. Exp.
Allergy 49, 1191-1200. https://doi.org/10.1111/cea.13464.

FAO/WHO Expert Consultation, Remington, B., Crevel, R.W.R., et al., 2021. Summary
Report of the Ad Hoc Joint FAO/WHO Expert Consultation on Risk Assessment of
Food Allergens. Part 2: Review and Establish Threshold Levels in Foods of the
Priority Allergens. FAO/WHO, pp. 1-9. https://www.fao.org/3/cb6388en/cb6
388en.pdf.

Gendel, S.M., 2018. Food allergen recalls: the past as prologue. In: Fu, T.-J., Jackson, L.
S., Krishnamurthy, K., Bedale, W. (Eds.), Food Allergens: Best Practices for Assessing,
Managing and Communicating the Risks. Springer International Publishing, Cham,
pp. 95-102. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66586-3 5.

Houben, G.F., Baumert, J.L., Blom, W.M., Kruizinga, A.G., Meima, M.Y., Remington, B.
C., Wheeler, M.W., Westerhout, J., Taylor, S.L., 2020. Full range of population
Eliciting Dose values for 14 priority allergenic foods and recommendations for use in
risk characterization. Food Chem. Toxicol. 146, 111831 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
fct.2020.111831.

Klein Entink, R.H., Remington, B.C., Blom, W.M., Rubingh, C.M., Kruizinga, A.G.,
Baumert, J.L., Taylor, S.L., Houben, G.F., 2014. Food allergy population thresholds:
an evaluation of the number of oral food challenges and dosing schemes on the
accuracy of threshold dose distribution modeling. Food Chem. Toxicol. 70, 134-143.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2014.05.001.

Remington, B.C., Westerhout, J., Meima, M.Y., Blom, W.M., Kruizinga, A.G., Wheeler, M.
W., Taylor, S.L., Houben, G.F., Baumert, J.L., 2020. Updated population minimal
eliciting dose distributions for use in risk assessment of 14 priority food allergens.
Food Chem. Toxicol. 139, 111259 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2020.111259.

Rolinck-Werninghaus, C., Niggemann, B., Grabenhenrich, L., Wahn, U., Beyer, K., 2012.
Outcome of oral food challenges in children in relation to symptom-eliciting allergen
dose and allergen-specific IgE. Allergy Eur. J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 67, 951-957.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1398-9995.2012.02838.x.

Turner, P.J., d’Art, Y.M., Duca, B., Chastell, S.A., Marco-Martin, G., Vera-Berrios, R.N.,
Alvarez, O., Bazire, R., Rodriguez del Rio, P., Vazquez-Ortiz, M., Baumert, J.L., van
Ree, R., Mills, C.E.N., Fernandez-Rivas, M., Hourihane, J.O.B., 2021a. Single-dose
oral challenges to validate eliciting doses in children with cow’s milk allergy.
Pediatr. Allergy Immunol. 32, 1056-1065. https://doi.org/10.1111/pai.13482.

Turner, P.J., Duca, B., Chastell, S.A., Alvarez, O., Bazire, R., Vazquez-Ortiz, M.,
Rodriguez del Rio, P., 2021b. IgE-sensitization predicts threshold but not
anaphylaxis during oral food challenges to cow’s milk. Allergy 1-3. https://doi.org/
10.1111/all.15195.

Westerhout, J., Baumert, J.L., Blom, W.M., Allen, K.J., Ballmer-Weber, B., Crevel, R.W.
R., Dubois, A.E.J., Fernandez-Rivas, M., Greenhawt, M.J., O’'B Hourihane, J.,
Koplin, J.J., Kruizinga, A.G., Le, T.-M., Sampson, H.A., Shreffler, W.G., Turner, P.J.,
Taylor, S.L., Houben, G.F., Remington, B.C., 2019. Deriving individual threshold
doses from clinical food challenge data for population risk assessment of food
allergens. J. Allergy Clin. Immunol. 144 (5), 1290. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jaci.2019.07.046.

Wheeler, M.W., Westerhout, J., Baumert, J.L., Remington, B.C., 2021. Bayesian stacked
parametric survival with frailty Components and interval censored failure times: An


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2022.113381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2022.113381
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2021.03.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2018.04.041
https://doi.org/10.1080/19440049.2016.1169444
https://www.fao.org/fao-who-codexalimentarius/CXS%201-1985.pdf
https://www.fao.org/fao-who-codexalimentarius/CXS%201-1985.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/cea.13464
https://www.fao.org/3/cb6388en/cb6388en.pdf
https://www.fao.org/3/cb6388en/cb6388en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66586-3_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2020.111831
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2020.111831
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2014.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2020.111259
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1398-9995.2012.02838.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/pai.13482
https://doi.org/10.1111/all.15195
https://doi.org/10.1111/all.15195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2019.07.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2019.07.046

W.M. Blom et al. Food and Chemical Toxicology 168 (2022) 113381

application to Food Allergy Risk. Risk Anal. 41 (1), 56-66. https://doi.org/10.1111/ Yeung, J., Robert, M.-C., 2018. Challenges and path forward on mandatory allergen
risa.13585. labeling and voluntary precautionary allergen labeling for a global company.
Yanagida, N., Sato, S., Asaumi, T., Ogura, K., Ebisawa, M., 2017. Risk factors for severe J. AOAC Int. 101, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.5740/jaoacint.17-0391.

reactions during double-blind placebo-controlled food challenges. Int. Arch. Allergy
Immunol. 172, 173-182. https://doi.org/10.1159/000458724.


https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13585
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13585
https://doi.org/10.1159/000458724
https://doi.org/10.5740/jaoacint.17-0391

	Updated full range of Eliciting Dose values for Cow’s milk for use in food allergen risk assessment
	1 Introduction
	2 Data and methods
	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgement
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


