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Consultation on the proposal to ban the use of bisphenol A (BPA) and other bisphenols in Food Contact Materials.
Summary of stakeholder responses
25 June 2026
Introduction
This report is a summary of the Food Standards Scotland’s (FSS) consultation results and the FSS responses to these. 
[bookmark: _Hlk177045085]
The consultation ran from 27 October 2025 to 16 January 2026 looking to gain views from stakeholders on the proposal to probit the use of bisphenol A (BPA) and other bisphenols in food contact materials.

[bookmark: _Hlk176870279]The consultation can be found Consultation on bisphenol A - Food Standards Scotland - Citizen Space. The consultation was carried out on behalf of the Minister for Public Health and Women’s Health. The Food Standards Agency (FSA)  launched a separate consultation on England and Wales.

Stakeholders were asked to consider any relevant provisions of law and other legitimate factors (e.g. consumer interests, technical feasibility and environmental factors) that FSS identified as relevant to these applications.

The consultation had comprehensive outreach, achieved through subscription alerts, social media posts and publication in relevant reports. A link to the consultation was sent to notify stakeholders of the consultation launch. Reminders were issued to stakeholders that the consultation was still open, and we welcomed their responses. 

Key stakeholders whose businesses/organisations are likely to be affected by or to have an interest in these regulated products were contacted directly for their feedback. To ensure representation across a broad spectrum of opinion, stakeholders with a range of interests in the regulated products were included. The consultation was also shared with the FSS’s fifteen thousand Facebook followers. 


Characteristics of respondents
FSS received 7 responses - 5 via the consultation link on the FSS website and 2 via email response. A list of those who responded can be found at the end of this document.

In total the FSA received 62 responses during the consultation period. The majority of these submissions were made through the online survey platform, accounting for 49 responses. An additional 13 responses were submitted via email.

Summary of responses
The number of responses was low in comparison with actual numbers of stakeholders reached. The summary text to the responses received to the consultations by FSS are given below, together with FSS response to these comments.















	
	Main theme of response
	Summary of Stakeholders’ Comments
	FSS Response

	
	
	
	

	1
	
 Support for proposed action
	
Respondents commenting on behalf of industry were supportive of the proposed ban, agreeing that a precautionary approach is appropriate. 
Most respondents noted operators supplying products into the EU have already been working to develop and qualify coatings which would comply with the requirements of (EU) 2024/3190. Most respondents felt that it would seem most appropriate for the UK to align with the EU measure.


Also, a further respondent noted harmonising the rules also facilitates smoother supply chains as products and raw materials could move freely between the UK and the EU without requiring separate products for different markets or additional testing and bringing regulatory certainty.








	
Thank you for your comments. It is reassuring to see that industry is already working to ensure compliance . Food Standards Scotland (FSS) and the Food Standards Agency (FSA) are committed to maintaining a unified, Great Britain (GB)-wide market authorisation process for regulated products wherever possible. While decision-making remains independently devolved for each nation, the authorities collaborate closely to achieve consensus and protect public health across the UK.


	2
	Scientific evidence
	One respondent was concerned that the definition of BPA analogues in the consultation document was under defined and preferred the definition as provided by the EU in its legislation as this identifies that there are Bisphenol/Bisphenol derivatives which are considered safe to use in some FCMs  

Another respondent stated that their members would support a UK (or GB) regulation that specifically refers to “intentional use” rather than simply “use.”
They stated that, the EU regulation had resulted in some confusion around enforcement and testing requirements. It is understood that BPA is ubiquitous in the environment, and that it would not be possible to pinpoint the source of any BPA detected in food. They said that their members needed clarity on and looked to the FSS to consider these issues when developing legislation.




	Thank you for your comments. We will ensure we carefully consider the details and wording in the EU guidance when creating guidance for GB market. 

	3
	Unintended consequences:
	Respondents warned it will take time to source alternatives which might result in supply chain disruption, increased costs, and challenges in recycling and waste management. 

It is crucial that any alternative substances or technologies adopted do not inadvertently increase risks to human health or the environment, nor impose unnecessary costs or resource demands on businesses.

They noted the importance of preventing regrettable substitutions. It is crucial that any alternative substances or technologies adopted do not inadvertently increase risks to human health or the environment, nor impose unnecessary costs or resource demands on businesses.

One respondent raised particular concerns over sectors which face particular challenges that would need to be addressed such as Glass packaging and containers which when printed with inks containing BPA, do not pose a migration risk to food or beverages and also companies using specific moulds in confectionary manufacturing. There is therefore concern that including glass in the scope of the BPA restrictions is not scientifically justified.  Making the point that time is needed to explore substitutes. They requested that that polycarbonate moulds be granted a derogation requesting a 5-year transition period.


	Thank you for your comments. We note the concerns raised and would advise that any alternative substances to BPA will have to comply with the appropriate legislation or a new application for authorisation would need to be made for a Safety Assessment to be completed.




	4
	Implementation guidance and timelines
	One respondent expressed concern on behalf of industry about the possibility of divergence between the UK and EU, particularly regarding which BPA analogues are covered and the scope of any derogations. They advocated for the UK to mirror the EU’s list of restricted substances and any future updates, ensuring that the same BPA analogues are addressed in both jurisdictions.


They also highlighted that trials for replacement substances to BPA must necessarily be of sufficient length to assure that the alternative coatings perform well on all criteria – including that they are appropriately adapted for the duration of the long shelf-lives that are typical for canned food, and to assure that they are safe from a chemical safety point of view. 



	Thank you for raising these important issues. The extended transition period to January 2028 should provide time for industry to ensure more challenging compliance issues are addressed.





Next Steps

In shaping the final recommendations, every viewpoint will be taken into account, reflecting a commitment to a thorough and inclusive approach. The formulated recommendations will then be presented to the Minister for further review and decision-making.
This approach highlights the dedication to creating a balanced and well-informed regulatory process, one that respects the range of perspectives and evidence provided by stakeholders during the consultation.

List of Respondents
Aluminium Packaging Recycling Organisation Ltd
British Coatings Federation
Food & Drink Federation (UK) and (Scotland)
Institute of Food Science and Technology
Metal Packaging Manufacturers Association (MPMA)
Sherwin Williams
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