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PFAS and the Beer Brewing Process Results: PFAS in Beer

PFAS are a class of more than 16,000 synthetic chemicals with water- e At least one PFAS detected in most beer samples analyzed (95%) with

resistant and stain-repelling properties. Widely used in consumer 0 :g:::m R variation from can-to-can in some six-packs.

products and industrial manufacturing, they are often called “forever nggﬁ gggﬁjs Perfl foni ” ticularly PFOS ‘5 (v detected
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cause various health issues, including reproductive, cardiovascular, -

liver, kidney, immune, and cancer effects. As research revealed that I e Phased-out, long-chain legacy PFAS (PFOA/PFOS) were still present in beers.

nearly every American has PFAS in their blood, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) addressed the prevalence of PFAS in
contaminated drinking water as being a major contributor to
widespread exposure by setting regulatory limits for 5 PFAS.

e Beers from breweries near elevated levels of PFAS in drinking water had higher
likelihood of PFAS detections compared to larger-scale U.S. or international
beers.

Concentration in Beer (ppt)

e Three beers exceeded the U.S. EPA’s maximum contaminant level (MCL)

Generalized Beer Brewing Process and PFAS sources for drinking water for PFOA, and one North Carolina beer exceeded the MCL
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However, beer is more than 90 percent water! While breweries NIV Drinking Water

typically filter and treat their source water, existing processes may not
remove contaminants such as PFAS. If there are PFAS in the water,

there could be PFAS in the beer. Results: Risk Assessment for Beer Consumers

Estimated Hazard Quotients for Consumption of Beers from This Study . . .
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