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Terms of reference

The Commission is currently considering a proposal for a Directive relating to
restrictions on the marketing and use of cement containing chromium VI compounds
in concentration higher than 2 ppm. Such a restriction in the framework of the
Directive 76/769/EEC has been requested by several Member States. Because
cement is neither an existing nor a new chemical which has been assessed and
evaluated in the framework of Regulation 793/93 or Directive 67/548/EEC, a careful
scientific consideration of the risk is necessary.
In order to go ahead and to decide on the appropriate risk reduction strategy the Commission has forwarded to
CSTEE the following questions:

Is it scientifically justified to conclude that chromium VI in cement can cause serious skin diseases for
construction workers?

Can chromium VI compounds in cement further increase the incidence of skin diseases resulting from high
alkalinity of cement, or contribute to the development of more dangerous sensitizing diseases?

Is it scientifically justified to conclude that chromium VI compounds can penetrate human skin, and also the
leather gloves usually worn as a protective measure?

Is it scientifically justified to conclude that cement containing less than 2 ppm of chromium VI compounds could
substantially reduce the risk of skin sensitization in practice?

Background
Contact dermatitis is one of the most frequently reported disorders among construction workers who regularly

work with cement (Halbert ert al 1992, Geier and Schnuch 1996, Diepgen and Coenraads 1999, Guo et al 1999,

Kaufman et al 1998). Prevalence is usually associated with poor individual protective measures such as low use

of gloves, duration of work as cement worker and direct manual handling of cement (Guo et al 1999, Halbert et

al 1992). 

Chromium, especially chromium VI, is a well-known skin sensitizer, and there is good reason to assume that

sensitization reactions in cement workers are the result of its chromium VI content. Wet cement has a high pH of

12,5 so that it can alter the stratum corneum of the skin facilitating the penetration of water-soluble substances.

Thus, skin contact with the alkaline cement-water suspension results in irritation, thereby enhancing absorption

of chromium VI and its sensitizing effect and the elicitation of allergic reactions.
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The content of chromium VI in cement depends on the Cr content, mostly chromium III, of the raw material but

also from the kiln lining and by chromium steel abrasion during the grinding process (CSTE/93/12/COM).

Oxidation of chromium III to chromium VI occurs during cement processing in the kiln at temperatures between

1400–1500 °C. 

The obvious correlation between the content of water-soluble chromium VI in cement and allergic reaction of

the skin has already been described in the opinion by the Scientific Advisory Committee to Examine the Toxicity

and Ecotoxicity of Chemical Compounds (CSTE/93/12/COM) when evaluating the safety of ferrous sulfate

regarding its mutagenic potential and reproductive toxicity.

Chromium dermatitis can also be induced by other causes particularly from chromium compounds in leather

gloves (Zachariae et al 1996).

Measures to reduce exposure to chromium
Such measures include education and personal protective measures e.g. half-hourly sodium dithionite hand

washes, water and alkaline protective gloves and barrier creams (Halbert et al 1992, Irvine et al 1994). It is to be

mentioned that most leather gloves contain chromium compounds unless a non chromium tanning process has

been applied (Nygren and Wahlberg 1998).

Reduction of chromium VI in cement is obtained by adding 0.35% (w/w) ferrous sulfate to the cement. As soon

as the cement is wetted the ferrous sulfate reduces the water soluble chromium VI to less soluble chromium III.

As clinker, that is a major constituent of cement, became scarce, cement manufacturers in Canada, the US and

Singapore have increasingly used slag from iron ore processing as a substitute. This results in lower chromium

VI contents in the cement and a decrease of allergic contact dermatitis in Singapore has been reported (Goh and

Gan 1996).

Efficacy of measures
The beneficial consequences of personal protection and reduction of chromium VI in cement are obvious. In

several countries like Denmark, Finland, Sweden and partially in Germany ferrous sulfate has been added to

cement reducing the content of water-soluble chromate to less than 2 ppm. In Denmark legislation was approved

in 1983. Since that time in Denmark the prevalence of allergic cement eczema among cement workers decreased

from 8.9% in 1981 to 1.3% in 1987 (Avnstorp 1989a,b, 1991, 1992). In these studies individual measures were

not found to influence the development of irritant cement eczema. Avnstorp (1991) refers to a report by Goh and

Gan (1990), who also found no protective effect from the use of barrier cream or an after work emollient in the

development of occupational dermatitis in workers in the metal industry. 

Reduction of chromium VI to chromium III in cement significantly reduces prevalence of chromium allergy.

Burckhardt et al (1971) reported that 62 of 78 chromium-allergic patients did not react to a solution of 40%

cement in water to which 0.3% of ferrous sulfate has been added.  Zachariae et al (1996) investigated 79 patients

with a positive patch test to potassium dichromate observed in the Dermatology Clinic of the University of

Copenhagen. Of 34 patients (19 males, 15 females) the source of chromate exposure could be established. Out of

the 19 men 10 had a previous contact with cement, 7 of them had been sensitized before 1981 either by full-time

construction work or in hobby/spare time-bricklaying. Only one had occupational cement contact since 1981. He
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also reported the experience of the Danish Working Environmental Service during the construction of the

combined tunnel and bridge over the Great Belt between 1992-1993. About 3000 workers have been involved in

full-time jobs at the different construction sites, only 4 of them claimed skin diseases, 2 of them having contact

dermatitis, 1 a follicular eczema due to contact with hydraulic oil, 1 an eczema due to contact with machine oil.

Although not specifically addressed the authors relate this to the lower chromium VI levels in cement used in

Denmark. 

Workers exposed to cement with high chromium VI concentrations show a higher prevalence of cement eczema.

During the Channel Tunnel project the British drive employed 5900 underground workers (Irvine et al 1994).

These authors described skin problems in 1138 construction workers between January 1990 and January 1992. In

332 of them an occupational dermatitis has been diagnosed. Of the 180 patch tested patients 96 had a positive

reaction to chromate, with a number of patients also having a positive reaction to cobalt and nickel. Most cases

improved with regular medical supervision, education and personal protective measures, and relocation to less

exposed work. In their conclusion the authors stress the beneficial effects of individual protective measures

together with education in hygiene and “good housekeeping” at work. However they point to the Danish

experience that reduction of chromium VI in cement considerably reduced morbidity and expenditure and

recommend to follow the Scandinavian initiative. 

A more recent report from the Dermatology Clinic of the University of Copenhagen confirmed previous

findings. There was an overall decrease in chromate allergy, from 3% in 1985-86 to 1.2% in 1997-98 primarily

among those of working age between 19 and 60 years (Johansen et al 2000).

By contrast, in a London Contact Dermatitis Clinic there was no appreciable difference in the prevalence of

chromate sensitivity between 1982-3 and 1992-3 (Olsavszky et al 1998) during which addition of ferrous sulfate

was not introduced in the UK. For females Patch-test-positive rates were 1.59% and 1.99%, and for males 3.99%

and 4.25% in the early 1980s and 1990s, respectively.    

In Switzerland a decrease of cement eczema from about 1000 cases in 1963 to about 100 in cases in 1993 is

reported although no measures to reduce chromium in cement are taken (Hunkeler and Jacobs (1996). This is

seen as the result of education and personal protective measures.

Skin sensitization of CrIII and CrVI

Immunologically the trivalent chromate appears to form the hapten of concern in chromate sensitization. It binds

strongly to proteins most of which might be of less immunological relevance. However, hexavalent chromium

readily penetrates the skin and the membrane of Langerhan´s cells where it is transformed into trivalent

chromate which then binds to proteins and forms a hapten-carrier complex which acts as an antigen (Burrows

1987). 

Direct skin contact with chromium compounds elicits an allergic response leading to eczema or dermatitis in

sensitized individuals. Numerous animal studies and patch testing studies in humans have been conducted to

evaluate the sensitizing effects of chromium VI and chromium III. After repeated intradermal injections of

chromium VI and chromium III compounds subsequent patch testing with chromium VI and chromium III

compounds resulted in the same erythmatic reactions. The response was greater when chromium VI was used as

the sensitizer (Gross et al 1968, Jansen and Berrens 1968). Polak (1983) showed that guinea pigs sensitized with
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chromium VI reacted with chromium III and vice versa. This indicates that chromium hypersensitivity is not

directed against chromium of specific valency. 

Information on chromium salts as skin sensitizers in humans has been repeatedly reviewed (Burrows 1987,

Syracuse Research Corporation 2000). In 812 healthy volunteers patch testing with a chromium VI compound

revealed chromium sensitivity in 1.7% of the test population (Peltonen and Fraki 1983). In chromium sensitive

workers chromium VI was found to elicit reactions more frequently than do Chromium III compounds (Mali et

al 1966). However, patch-testing of chromium VI sensitive patients with chromium III compounds revealed that

high concentrations of chromium III compounds can also elicit an allergic reaction (Fregert and Rorsman 1966,

Mali et al 1966). The higher concentrations of chromium III compounds needed to elicit an allergic reaction is

attributed to a relatively greater degree of permeation of the hexavalent form than the trivalent form through the

skin.

As for the elicitation potential for skin allergic reactions of chromium VI a threshold in patients that are allergic

to chromium has been investigated. The study indicated, on normal skin, the patch test threshold was 10 ppm

chromium. In the presence of an irritant (sodium lauryl sulfate) the threshold was closer to 1 ppm. It should be

mentioned, however, that this study was based on a small sample of 17 patients, most of them females that were

allergic to household products (Basketter et al 2001). Since elicitation levels are generally lower than induction

levels it is likely that a level of chromium VI below 1 ppm must be reached before protection from sensitization

is obtained. Since the concentration of chromium VI in mortar is 4 to 5 times lower than in dry cement, cement

containing less than 2 ppm of chromium VI compounds would thus reduce skin sensitization and elicitation in

practice. 

Skin penetration of chromium III and chromium VI 

In vitro and in vivo studies clearly indicate that chromium VI in contrast to chromium III is relatively well

absorbed. In human skin in vitro uptake of chromium VI into the epidermis was more than ten times higher than

that of chromium III even when chromium III was applied at twofold higher concentrattions. The amount of

chromium VI in recipient phase and skin layers increased with increasing pH which was ascribed to the

decreased skin barrier function. (Gammelgaard et al 1992). In humans application of chromium III to the skin

did not increase urinary excretion of chromium III (Aitio et al 1984). Low skin penetration of chromium III

agrees with the observation that much smaller amounts of hexavalent chromium than of trivalent chromium are

required to elicit a positive reaction in hypersensitive persons (Fregert and Rorsman 1966, Mali et al 1966,

Bagdon and Hazen 1991). 

In cement, addition of iron sulfate reduces chromium VI to chromium III which in the alkaline cement water

mixture precipitates as chromium hydroxide of very low water solubility. This is why chemical analysis showed

no demonstrable water soluble chromium in cement when iron sulfate had been added (Fregert et al 1979). The

hydroxide is virtually insoluble in human sweat (Bruze et al 1990).    
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Response of CSTEE to the questions

1. Is it scientifically justified to conclude that chromium VI in cement can cause serious skin diseases for
construction workers?

On the basis of the available information CSTEE concludes that chromium in cement induces sensitization and
causes serious allergic reactions in construction workers. 

2. Can chromium VI compounds in cement further increase the incidence of skin diseases resulting from high
alkalinity of cement, or contribute to the development of more dangerous sensitizing diseases?

The high alkalinity of the cement-water suspension results in irritation, thereby enhancing absorption of
chromium VI. In the skin chromium VI is transformed into chromium III which readily binds to proteins and
forms the hapten-carrier complex, that acts as an antigen. Thus, chromium VI compounds in cement enhance the
severity of skin eczema of cement workers. Reduction of chromium VI to the less bioavailable chromium III is
achieved by adding 0.35% ferrous sulfate to the cement which reduces the concentration of chromium VI to less
than 2ppm. The bioavailability of chromium III is further reduced by formation of insoluble precipitates of
chromium hydroxide in the alkaline cement water mixture.   
 
3. Is it scientifically justified to conclude that chromium VI compounds can penetrate human skin, and also the

leather gloves usually worn as a protective measure?

Water-soluble Chromium VI compounds have a higher penetration rate than the less water-soluble chromium III
compounds. Due to the better water-solubility of chromium VI it is also assumed that chromium VI readily
penetrates wet leather gloves. 

4. Is it scientifically justified to conclude that cement containing less than 2 ppm of chromium VI compounds
could substantially reduce the risk of skin sensitization in practice?

The available information clearly demonstrates that reduction of chromium VI in cement to less than 2 ppm of
chromium VI compounds will reduce the prevalence of allergic cement eczema in workers. Since elicitation
levels are generally lower than induction levels it is likely that this concentration will also reduce the risk of
sensitization in practice. Educational and personal protective measures also contribute to the lower frequency
skin sensitization. Without protective measures reduction of chromium VI in cement alone will reduce but not
eliminate prevalence of chromium allergy but not the prevalence of irritative cement eczema. 

References

Aitio A, Jarvisalo J, Killunen M, Tossavainen A, Vaittinen P: Urinary excretion of
chromium as indicator of exposure to trivalent chromium sulphate in leather tanning.
Intl Arch Occup Environ Health 54, 241-249, 1984
 
Avnstorp C: Follow-up of workers from the prefabricated concrete industry after the addition of ferrous sulfate
to Danish cement. Contact Dermatitis 20, 365-371, 1989a

Avnstorp C: Prevalence of cement eczema in Denmark before and since addition of ferrous sulfate to Danish
cement. Acta Derm Venerol 69, 151-155, 1989b

Avnstorp C: Risk factors for cement eczema. Contact Dermatitis 25, 81-88, 1991

Avnstorp C: Cement Eczema: An epidemiological intervention study. 
Acta Derm Venerol, Suppl 179, 1-22, 1992 (CSTEE/2002/1-Add.1)

Bagdon RE, Hazen RE: Skin permeation and cutaneous hypersensitivity as a basis
for making risk assessments of chromium as a soil contaminant. Environ Health
Perspectives 92, 111-119, 1991



6

Basketter D, Horev L, Slodovnik D, Merimes S, Trattner A, Ingber A: Investigation of the threshold for allergic
reactivity to chromium. Contact Dermatitis 44, 70-74, 2001

Bruze M, Fregert S, Gruvberger B: Patch testing with cement containing iron sulfate.
Contact Dernatits 8, 173-176, 1990

Burckhardt W, Frenk E, de Sépibus D, Paschoud JM, Szadurski J, Schwarz K. Abschwächung der
ekzematogenen Wirkung des Zements durch Ferrosulfat. Dermatologica 142, 271-273, 1971

Burrows D: Chromate dermatitis. In: Occupational and Industrial Dermatology. 2nd ed, HI Maibach, Year Book
Medical Publishers Inc, pp 406-420, Chicago 1987

CSTE/93/12/COM: Scientific Advisory Committee to Examine the Toxicity and Ecotoxicity of Chemical
Compounds: Opinion on the genotoxic risk related to exposure to ferrous sulphate. Revised London, 14
September 1994

Fregert S, Rorsman H: Alergic reactions to trivalent chromium compounds. Arch Dermatol 93, 711-713, 1966, 

Fregert S, Gruvberger B, Sandahl E: Reduction of chromate in cement by iron sulfate. Contact Dermatitis 5, 39-
42, 1979

Gammelgaard B, Fullerton A, Avnstorp Ch, Menné T: Permeation of chromium through human skin. Contact
Dermatits 27, 302-310, 1992

Geier J, Schnuch A: A comparison of contact allergies among construction and non-
construction workers attending contact dermatitis clinics in Germany. Results of the
IVDK from November 1989 until July 1993. Amer J Contact Derm 6, 86-94, 1995

Goh CL, Gan SL: Change in cement manufacturing process, a cause for decline in chromate allergy? Contact
Dermatitis 34, 51-54, 1996

Guo YL, Wang BJ, Yeh KC, Wang JC, Kao HH, Wang MT, Shih HC, Chen CJ: Dermatoses in cement workers
in Southern Taiwan. Contact Dermatitis 40, 1-7, 1999

Halbert AR, Gebauer KA, Wall LM: Prognosis of occupational chromate dermatitis. Contact Dermatitis 27, 214-
219, 1992

Hunkeler F, Jacobs F: Chrom im Zement. Technische Forschungs- und Beratungsstelle der Schweizerischen
Zementindustrie, Wildegg, 12. März 1996

(CSTEE/2002/1-Add.3)

Irvine C, Pugh CE, Hansen EJ, Rycroft RJG: Cement dermatitis in underground workers during construction of
the Channel Tunnel. Occup Med 44, 17-23, 1994

Johansen JD, Menne T, Christophersen J, Kaaber K, Veien N: Changes in the pattern of sensitization to common
contact allergens in Denmark between 1985-86 and 1997-98, with a special view to the effect of preventive
strategies. Br J Dermatol 142, 490-495, 2000

Kaufman JD, Cohen MA, Sama SR, Shields JW, Kalat J: Occupational skin diseases in Washington State, 1989
through 1993: Using workers’ compensation data to identify cutaneous hazards. Am J Public Health 88, 1047-
1051, 1998

Mali JWH, van Knoten WJ,  Van Neer FCJ, Spruit D: Quantitative aspects of
chromium sensitization. Acta Derm Venereol 44, 44-48, 1966

Nygren O,  Wahlberg JE: Speciation of chromium in leather gloves and relapse of chromium allergy from tanned
leather samples. Analyst 123, 935-937, 1998



7

Olsaavsky R, Rycroft RJG, White IR, McFadden JP: Contact sensitivity to chromate: comparison at a London
contact dermatitis clinic over a 10-year period. Contact Dermatits 38, 329-331, 1998 (CSTEE/2002/1-
Add.2)

Peltonen L, Fraki J: Prevalence of dichromate sensitivity. Contact Dermatitis 9, 190-194, 1983

Polak L: Immunology of chromium. In: Burrows D, ed. Chromium: Metabolism and Toxicity. Boca Raton FL,
CRC Press 51-136, 1983

Syracuse Research Corporation. Toxicological Profile for Chromium. Contract No 205-1999-00024, Prepared
for US Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Regisrty, September 2000. (“http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp7.html”)

Zacchariae COC, Agner T, Menné T: Chromium allergy in consecutive patients in a country where ferrous
sulfate has been added to cement since 1981. Contact Dermatitis 35, 83-85, 1996


	June 27, 2002
	Terms of reference
	The Commission is currently considering a proposal for a Directive relating to restrictions on the marketing and use of cement containing chromium VI compounds in concentration higher than 2 ppm. Such a restriction in the framework of the Directive 76/76
	Background
	Measures to reduce exposure to chromium
	Efficacy of measures
	Response of CSTEE to the questions
	References

