R AR AR

— 50 — CHINESE JOURNAL OF FOOD HYGIENE 2011 4E55 23 #4551 1
Rt % 4+ A2
FE R vk S HAE RURS: PEA H A
R ¥
(PEEARRAHEFFCERERRL 20,47 100021)
i E: RRFFOBNZI—RARALENRRZATNEAREAF AALBTANRAATTHAANZ

(NOAEL) & k5. 54546 NOAEL & , LA E(BMD) A # Sk 5, B A R BEHF NG F/H, A
W & Gn-45 BMD & B 3L A R 3F 45 F a9 2 A
KRR oA B AR A EAER A F A
hE 4 FES:R15;X820. 4 X EkFRIRAD : A X EHS:1004-8456(2011)01-0050-04
Benchmark dose method and its application in risk assessment
Fang Jin, Jia Xudong
(National Institute for Nutrition and Food Safety, China CDC, Beijing 100021, China)

Abstract: The objective of risk assessment is to establish the permissible exposure level of specific hazards for humans,
which is traditionally achieved by no-observed-adverse-effect level ( NOAEL) approach. Compared with the NOAEL

approach, there are more advantages of the benchmark dose (BMD) approach on conducting scientific risk assessment.

BMD approach and its application in risk assessment is introduced in the present review.
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