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OUTLINE

1. Historical background

2. The SCOEL approach

3. Challenges for the future
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� The first attempts at OELs development started in Germany at the 
end of the 19th century (1883) on CO, NH3, HCl,. etc.

� In 1938 it was proposed in Germany to publish a list of OEL s 
(MAK-Werte), but this was not accepted. The MAK Kommission
was founded in 1955 through the DFG (Deutsche Forschung
Gemeinschaft) and published its first list in 1956 (17 years after the 

first  list of TLVs).

� Later on several other European countries created their own 
Committee to develop OELs :

* Swedish Work Environment Authority
* Dutch Expert Committee for Occupational Standards
* National reference centers (UK – HSE; France- ANSES; etc.)
* …

Reference : R. A. Woutersen (2006)
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Historical background (II) - SCOEL

� In 1991 – A first set of (27) Indicative Limit Values was proposed by a 
Scientific Expert Group of the European Commission;

� In 1995 The European SCOEL (Scientific Committee on Occupational 
Exposure Limits) was established (Decision 95/320/EC of 12 July 1995).

� In 1998 Advisory Committee for Safety, Hygiene and Health at Work 
(ACSHH) (Council Directive defining the role and legal status of OELs)

� In 1999 a key-document (reference document) was issued to describe 
the methodological approach (revised periodically)

Reference : R. A. Woutersen (2006)
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Reference : R. A. Woutersen (2006)

Step 1 – SCOEL recommendations : 
� Health based (threshold dose) – Indicative Limit Values - ILVs (no expected 

feasibility problem)  
� Binding Limit Values - BLVs (without threshold dose and feasibility problem) 
� « Pragmatic » OELs (might carry some risk at any exposure level, they lead only 

to BLVs)

Step 2 – socio-political discussion with the social partners through ACSHH 
(Advisory Committee for Safety, Hygiene and Health at Work)

Step 3 – Adoption of ILVs or BLVs by the European Commission

The European Commission approach to issue OELs

The objective in establishing OELs is to set limits  for exposure via the
airborne route such that exposure throughout a work ing life, will not lead
to adverse effects on the health of exposed persons  and/or their offspring

at any time.
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o Adequacy of the data base
o Selection of the critical effect(s)
o Identification of the relevant study, characterizing the key effect(s)
o Threshold or non-threshold nature of the effect
o Dose-response relationship
o NOAEL or LOAEL
o Application of Uncertainty Factors
o Setting of 8h time weighed average (8hTWA) health-based OEL
o Establishment of a STEL (new : ceiling concept !)
o Assignment of a skin notation (and Biological Exposure Index)
o Documentation in the recommandation

General Working Procedure of SCOEL 

Draft summary report (with draft OEL) which is publ icly available for 
comments (countries and industry such as CEFIC, BASF, etc.)
Any comments received are studied by SCOEL and inco rporated into the 
report if considered relevant
Final summary report is published by the Office for  Publication of the 
European Communities in Luxembourg Reference : R. A. Woutersen (2006)



77

The Dose – Response relationship

NOAEL
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Reference : R. A. Woutersen (2006)



+�,-�� .����/0*0�1 �����2�
������1 ������
�*�� 9

�����	����������
�
	�	
�������	������� ���������

� A clear and transparent methodology;

� A scientific evidence based approach (peer reviewed papers);

� A public consultation of the proposed OELs

� A multinational and multicultural context

� The evidence based approach implies the waiting of new results 
before promoting the prevention;

� A very limited number of substances analyzed up to now (…REACH ! )

� Lack of support and resources ;

� Lack of knowledge on important issues (particle sizes; species, etc.)
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The OELs are continuously decreasing !

Reference : S.E. Hanson

« Setting the limit »

Oxford Press, 1998
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SCOEL (ILVs-BLVs) – DFG (MAK) – ACGIH (TLVs)

- Comparison -

The global approach is similar. Most of the 
values are the same.

The ACGIH approach is more “occupational 
hygiene” oriented

The SCOEL-DFG approach is more 
toxicologically oriented

The STEL concept was initially quite different but 
is progressing towards homogeneity;

The German strategy for carcinogenic 
substances  has drastically changed in 2004;
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� Efforts need to be made to establish OELs which are adopted in all 

members states and co-ordinated by SCOEL � a better 
cooperation between the national OEL committees is needed.

� There is a global threat on Occupational Health (Examples : Sweden, 

Switzerland and Italy); the lack of resources for the SCOEL is an 
illustration of this;

� In Europe, Occupational Hygiene is much less visible and known 
than in North America;

� The REACH revolution and its paradox (strong political commitment 
and shift of responsibility from the government to the private industry !);

� Etc.
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OTHER UNCERTAINTIES

� The implementation and enforcement of REACH
• Priority on the consumers and the environment

� The future of Occupational Hygiene

• Steady decline in research and education and increase in demand 

for industrial hygienists

� The influence of the economic crisis

• Will solidarity and ethics be stronger than self profits ?

� The simplified approaches

• Will Toolkits and Control Banding be a threat ?

� And many more questions !…
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